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Abstract

This study investigates the effects of online fidgilearning on international students
in Australian higher education. It brings togethego issues widely viewed as key to
the future of higher education worldwide: onlinarl@ng and international students.
The focus of this research is on Chinese studestause they are presently among
the largest international student cohorts in Ehgéipeaking countries that have
embraced online education, including Australia. ®tedy was motivated by the
paucity of empirical research on international stutd’ experiences of online flexible
learning, and patrticularly the lack of researclthis area underpinned by theory. The
aim of this investigation was to explore Chinesterimational students’ perspectives
and experiences of online flexible learning by egstally analysing these learners’
educational dispositions, the pedagogic practioeslved in this form of learning,
and the relations between these two factors. Tidysteeks to generate findings that
contribute to the theorisation of online educatlangeriences.

The research employed a qualitative case studyoappr drawing on postgraduate
Chinese students’ online experiences in the Faafitifducation at an Australian
university. Three key questions guided the research:

(1) What are the characteristics of the teachimgtores that have helped shape
the educational beliefs and values that Chinesdestusojourners bring to
the online learning context in Australia?

(2) What are the characteristics of the onlineh@agpractices at the Australian
university, including the pedagogical beliefs unuiening them?

(3) How do Chinese students interpret and responthése online teaching
practices?

The research design comprised three main partsatttaessed these three questions
respectively. These involved conducting: focus geowith Chinese students from
various faculties; interviews with Australian teach of online units in the Faculty of
Education, and a review of their unit outlines; andlti-session interviews with
individual Chinese students who had previously b@ewere currently enrolled in an
online unit in the Faculty of Education.



The theoretical framework used for the researchvdvemarily on three principal
sources. First, Berry’s acculturation approach Q198997a, 2005) provided an
organising framework for analytically distinguisginvhat the ‘heritage culture’ or
dispositions students brought with them from Chih&, ‘host culture’ or pedagogic
practices they encountered in Australian onlinerses, and the outcomes of the
meeting of these two educational cultur8gcondly, the conceptual framework of
Basil Bernstein (1977, 1990, 2000) enabled eacthede to be analysed in terms of
curriculum, pedagogy and assessment. Thirdly, Math.egitimation Code Theory’
(LCT) (Maton, 2000, 2007, 2009; Moore & Maton, 2D@tovided a further means of
conceptualising their underlying structuring prples in a manner that enabled a

systematic analysis.

The instructional approaches used in the onlinéswexamined in this research were
identified as constructivist-inspired. A major find of the study was that there was,
in the terms of legitimation codes, a ‘code clafigtween the students’ prior
‘knowledge code’ educational experiences (whereli@kgrocedures, skills and
specialised knowledge are emphasised) and thedesacknower code’ notions of
education (where learners’ dispositions are emphdsas the basis of achievement).
This code clash in the students’ online learningeeiences led to ‘relativist code’
consequences (where neither specialist knowledge pagticular dispositions is
emphasised — a kind of vacuum of legitimacy), whigre associated with feelings of
isolation, guilt and depression. The study argimes online constructivist teaching
assumes a particular kind of knower, with particgacially-based dispositions and
experiences, and systematically disadvantages d&ihes of knowers. The thesis
concludes with a detailed theoretical explanatmmthis form of learning experience,
and a discussion of the findings in relation to stauctivist teaching practice and

online learning.

One contribution of the study is that it expands #mowledge base concerning
Chinese learners’ experiences with online flexibthication. More prominent and
enduring contributions of this research, howeweside in the wider application of the
findings to other learner populations, and in tlendnstrated utility of exploring
online educational practice and experience throaglsociology of knowledge

approach.



Table of Contents

(7] ¢ 11 or=1 (o] o [P PUPPT [
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ... .ot ittt e s e e e e e e e e e et e e eeaeeesrennnneeesssnnnnnns ii
Y 011 Vo PR iii
[ o ) T T = X
LISt Of TADIES ... as Xi
Chapter 1 — INtrOUCHION.........coviiiiiiiiiiimmm et e e e e e e e e eeeaaaeeeeas 1
1. 1 Background tO the StUAY..........oooi i 1
1.1.1 Online flexible learning in Australian highetucation........................... 1
1.1.2 Chinese international students in Austrdtigmer education................. 4
1.2 The research problem ... 5

1. 3 Aim of the study and research Strategy ... .ooeeeeeriiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeenn D

1. 4 Significance Of the STUAY ...........uuiiuiiieiiiiiiiiiie e 8
1.5 Overview oOf the theSIS.........ooviiiiiiiiii e 9
Chapter 2 — Literature REVIEW ........ccooeiiii e eeeiicee e 10
P22 A [0 oo 18 [ox 1 o] o SRR 10
2. 2 Online flexible learning in Western Univemsii...............ccevvvvvvviiiiiinieeeeeeennn. 11
2. 3 Learners’ experiences of online learning............cccooevvvvvieeiiiiiiiiicineennn. 17.
2.3.1 Learners’ general experiences of online lagrn..............ccccvvveeeennnn. 18
2.3.2 Learners’ experiences in particular onlineterts ..............cccceeeeeeeeennn. 22
2. 4 Chinese learners’ experiences of online l@grni..........cccceeeeveeeeeeeeviveeeennnnnn, 29
2.4.1 ChiNESE IEAIMEIS.....cciiiiiiiiiiie e 29
2.4.2 Chinese learners’ online eXperi€nCesS.......cccooveeeeveeiiiieeeeeeiiiiiieeeeeennns 32
2.5 CONCIUSION. ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e e eeesbb b b e eee e 38
Chapter 3 — MethOodOlOgY .........uuuiiiiiiee e eeenaeeeees 40
G T A [0 oo [8ox 1 o] o PP 40
3. 2 TheoretiCal PErSPECLIVES.......uuuuiiieeeeeeeiiiiieee s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 40



3.2.1 Conceptualising the research problem: Beagtulturation framework

.................................................................................................... 41
3.2.2 Characterising educational practices: Bemisteoncepts of educational
KNOWIEAQE COUES ....coeveeieeeeiiiie e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeennnnnnnnan 45
3.2.3 Integrating the knower: Maton’s LegitimatiGonde Theory................. 50
3. 3 Research approach ............ueeeeiimmmme e 53
3.3.1 QualitatiVe reSEAICR ............evui et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeens 53
3.3.2 Case Sstudy approach ............uvvevvcemmmmmmeisieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneennna 55
3.4 ReSearch SetliNg .....coooiiiiiieieiee e 56
TR BT (- Weto] | [=Tod 1 o] o IO OSSR 56
3.5.1 Phase One: The fOCUS QrOUPS .........icmmmmmmeeeeeeeeeeeiiiieninnnnnaaseeeeeaeaaes 57
3.5.2 Phase Two: Teacher INErVIEWS. ........ .o evrriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieaeeeeeeeaeannns 61
3.5.3 Phase Three: Case study student interviews...............ouvvvveeiennnennn. 63
3.5.4 TranSIatioN ......cooeei i e ————— 69
3.5.5 ROle Of r&SEarCNer........uuiiiiiiiiit e 70
3.5.6 ELNICS .evviiiieeeiiiiiiiiee et st ennne e 72
3. 6 Data @nalYSIS ...cceeeeiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e aeree 72
3.6.1 Empirical thematiC analySiS.........cooceeeeeiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 3.7
3.6.2 Organisational CoOAING .......ccouuiii it ieeeeeeie e 14
3.6.3 Analytical COUING.....uuiiieiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e e reeees 76
3.7 Quality Of reSearCh ... 85
3.8 Summary of the Chapter ... e 88

Chapter 4 — Heritage Educational Culture: Students’conceptions of and beliefs

ADOUL 1EAIMING....eeeiiiiiie e 90
v R [ 11 o To [ T £ o 90
4.2 CUITICUIUM Lt e e e ee e 90

4.2.1 Relation to everyday Knowledge ........ccccceeuriuiiiiiiiiiieeee e, 90
4.2.2 Relation to other forms of educational kn@g.....................ooeeeee 92
4.2.3 Types of knowledge tO PUISUE........ccooeeeiiiiiiiiiiieeeeiii e 93
4.2.4 DISCUSSION ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s s s s s e e e e e eeeeeeananes 98
G T =T = T o o | 100
4.3.1 The sequencing of [earning............uuuueeiiiiniiiiii e 100

Vi



4.3.2 The pacing of 1€arniNg ............uuuuereeeiiiiiiieae e 102

4.3.3 Favourable learning Strat@gies ....... . «eeeeeennianienaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenenens 103
4.3.4 Relationships between teacher and StUdeNiSa......ccvvvvvvveeiininnnnn. 104
4.3.5 Relationship with fellow students......ccccccooooiieiiiiiiiiieece e, 109
4.3.6 DISCUSSION ....uuuuuiiiieeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeettbt s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeenna e 110
4.4 ASSESSIMENT ... .ttt e e e e e e e e e eaaas 113
4.4.1 Rules of achievement for exam-based assessmen..................... 113
4.4.2 Rules of achievement for non exam-based SI9&es ..............ceeeeeeee. 115
A.4.3 DISCUSSION ....uuuuuiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeteeettbttea s s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeesesensnnn e 117
4.5 Summary of the Chapter ...t 118

Chapter 5 — Host Educational Culture: Teachers’ coneptions and designs of the

ONIINE UNIES. .ttt ettt s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaeeeeeeeeeeennnnnes 119
S R [ 11 oo [¥ o 1o o [P PPUTTRRRRPPP 119
5.2 CUIMICUIUM . r e e e e e e e e e e e e e sernr e s e eeees 119

5.2.1 Relation to everyday KNOWIEdQe ........cceeeeerievviiiiiiiiieiie e, 119
5.2.2 Relation to other forms of educational knagle................ccccceeeennn. 121
5.2.3 Learner development ...........oooiiiiiccceeiiieeeeeeeii e 221
5.2.4 Construction of personal knowledge .........ccccoeeveeeeieiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiinnns 124
5.2.5 DISCUSSION ....uuttiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e e e e e e e s st e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s senns 126
TG I o =T =T 010 PR PPUTTRRPRR 128
5.3.1 The sequencing of learning..........cccoeeieiiuiiiiiiiii s 128
5.3.2 The pacing of [earning ..............uuueemmrerriiiiiiiiiiee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeiannnns 131
5.3.3 Relationships between teacher and studentS............ccccevvvvvvvnnnnns 134
5.3.4 Relationships with fellow students ......ccccccuuveiiiiiiiiie, 140
5.3.5 Teachers’ overall view of online learning.............ccccceeeviiiennnieiinnnn. 144
5.3.6 DISCUSSION....uuuttiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e s st e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e srnns 146
5. 4 ASSESSIMENT ... iiieeiiiie et e e e e e e e e 149
5.4.1 Assessment MethodS...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiie e 49
5.4.2 ASSESSMENT CHLEIA ...uuiieeee et 152
5.4.3 Measures Of aChiEVEMENT .............. o e et eeeee e 153
5.4.4 DISCUSSION ....uutttiiiiiiiiiiiieteaae e e e e e s s s s ss bbbt e et e eaeaaaeee e e e e e s sennnes 156
5.5 Summary of the chapter ... 158



Chapter 6 — Sojourners’ experiences in the host duire: Student experiences of

(o] 1T =T [ Y= T ][ Vo PR 159
G A g 0T [FTod 1 o o [P PURPRRURRPRP 159
6. 2 CUITICUIUM et e e e e e e e e e e e eeeas 159

6.2.1 Relation to everyday KNnowledge ........cceeeeerieeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeee 159
6.2.2 Relation to other forms of educational kn@g..................cccceeennnn. 163
6.2.3 Types of knowledge gained............ocoooeeeiiiiiiiiiii e 164
6.2.4 DISCUSSION ....ceititiitiniaaaeae e e e e e e e e e ettt eeeeeettbsaa s s e e e e e e e e e e e eaeeeeeesreeennes 172
G = =T F-To [0 | V2SS 176
6.3.1 The sequencing of learning...........cooeeeeeviiiiiiiiii e 176
6.3.2 The pacing of [earning .............uuuuoiiiiiiiiiiiee e 179
6.3.3 Relationships with the teacher ..., 181
6.3.4 Relationships with fellow Students .......cccccuuviiiiiiiiinee, 186
6.3.5 DISCUSSION ....uutitiiiiiiiiiiiieie e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e senns 189
6. 4 ASSESSIMENT......uiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e 194
6.4.1 ASSESSMENT CHLEIIA ...uuiiiee et 194
6.4.2 Perceived measures of achievement......cccccc.oooooiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn, 197
6.4.3 DISCUSSION ....uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e s s st e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s senns 202
6.5 Views of the online delivery mode ..., 206
6.5.1 DISCUSSION....ceiiittiiiiiiiaaee e e e e e e e e e e et e eeeeeettas s s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeesseeennes 208
6.6 Summary of the chapter ... 209

Chapter 7 — CONCIUSION ........cooiiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e 210
4 R 11 (0T [FTex 1o [P PUTPPRRRPRR 210
7.2 Summary and discussion of findiNgs .......ceuueeiiiiiiii e @1

7.2.1 Characterisation of the teaching practicaberstudents’ formative
educational CONEXT..........coouuiiiii i 211
7.2.2 Characterisation of the constructivist teaghporactices in the online

7.2.3 Student sojourners’ experiences of constrgtiinspired pedagogies in

the ONIINE CONTEXT . .eeeeeee e e 226



7.3 Conclusions and iMpPlCAtIONS ..........iioere e 234

7.3.1 Code Clash......ccooiiiiiii et e 235
7.3.2 The intrinsically invisible knower code..............ccoovvvvveviiiiiiiiciennnnn. 241
7.3.3 Findings in relation to constructivist teaxhapproaches................... 243
7.3.4 Findings in relation to flexible online lear@ ................ccceevviiiiiinnnns 246
7. 4 Strengths, limitations and issues for fut@search..............ccccccviiiiiieinennn. 247
7.5 CONCIUSION. ...cciiiiiiiiii et mmmn e e e e e 249
REIEIENCES ... et e e e e e 252
Appendices
Appendix 1: Interview guide for fOCUS groUPS ..cceeervvvvrriiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeininnnns 213
Appendix 2: Stimulus material used in fOCUS QrouUPS..........ueiiiieiieeeeeeieeeeeeeeiiiens 274
Appendix 3: Interview guide for teacher iINtervieWs.............oevvvvvvvciiiiiiieeeeeeeeenn, 27
Appendix 4: Interview guide for the first studentarviews ............cccccvvvveiiinnnnennn. 277
Appendix 5: Interview guide for intervening Stud@merviews .............ccccvvvvvnnnnnn. 278
Appendix 6: Interview guide for the final studentarviews ................ccccevvvveiiinnnee 279
Appendix 7: Information sheet (eXample) ......ccccceeeeeviiiiiieeiiiicceee e, 280
Appendix 8: Consent form (€Xample)..........uceeemmeeeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeei e 281
Appendix 9: Coding scheme for themes emerging fiteedata ..................cc.o... 282



List of Figures

Figure 1: A general framework for understandinguétacation (Berry, 2005, p.703).

.................................................................................................................... 42
Figure 2. Adapted framework for understanding accation in this study (adapted

from Berry, 2005). ..uuuueiiiiiiei ettt ee e e e e aa e 43
Figure 3. Legitimation codes of specialisation (Mgt2007, p.97) ....ccoeevvveeeeeenennnen. 51
Figure 4. Data collection PhaSses ...........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 57
Figure 5. Analytical stages in this StUdY ......cccccvvviiiiiiiii s 76



List of Tables

Table 1. Demographic information for focus groufprmants..............ccceeevvvvvvinnnns 60
Table 2. Demographic information for teacher pgyots.............ccooeeeeiiiiiiieiiiiiinnnns 63
Table 3. Demographic information for case studyi@@ants...........cccceeevveeeeeeeeennn.. 66
Table 4. Student interview SChedule ... 67

Table 5. General topics for student INtErVIEWS...........ccoeeeevieiiiiiiiieeeiiee e 68

Table 6. Examples from the coding scheme for emgrifiemes............ccccceeeeeeeenen. 74
Table 7. Results of data organisation based oryBdramework ...............ccccceuuneee 75
Table 8. Language of description for classificationl framing ............ccccceeeeeeeeneeee. 80
Table 9. Manifestations of the epistemic and saelkations in this study................. 81

Table 10. An external language of description fus&mic and social relations....... 83

Table 11. Detailed summary of analysis approachpaodedures employed in this

5] (11 Y/ 84
Table 12. Summary of strategies used to enhanocguhldy of the research ............ 87
Table 13. Summary of the assessment tasks incindée online units ................. 150
Table 14. Assessment criteria for different typE&OKS...........cccovvvvvvvviviiiiiicnennn. 152
Table 15. Teachers’ descriptions of a successfuh&r in their online units .......... 154
Table 16. Students’ descriptions of a successéuhiker in their online units ........... 198
Table 17. Code clash and itS effecCts.......c e, 240

Xi



Chapter 1
Introduction

1. 1 Background to the study

1.1.1 Online flexible learning in Australian higher education

Australia has long been faced with the challengero¥iding education for learners in
inland and rural areas because of its widely disted population across large
distances. It has a strong tradition of distancecation (Richards, 2002; Stacey &
Visser, 2005). The advent of networked technologied the pressure from global
competition for educational markets drove the dmwelent of more sophisticated
forms of distance education. Distance education kasmsformed from the
Correspondence Model (first generation), the Mudtilia Model (second generation),
the Telelearning model (third generation), to tHexible Learning Model (fourth
generation) and the Intelligent Flexible Learningdél (fifth generation) (J. Taylor,
1995; Taylor, 2001). In the fourth and fifth gerteya models, a convergence between
distance and on-campus learning has gradually exdergading to the notion of
‘flexible learning’ or ‘mixed mode study’ (Cunningm, Tapsall, Ryan, Stedman,
Bagdon & Flew, 1998; Nicoll, 1998; Nunan, 2005).isTForm of enrolment allows
students to choose to participate in a study uaithve internal (on-campus), external
(distance) or online (flexible) mode, thereforewaling universities to increase student
enrolment. Universities have experienced this pmesto increase enrolment mainly
because of reductions in government funding toténgary sector (McConachie &
Danaher; Scott, 2003). In addition, other factorsvyling impetus for flexible
learning include growing demand for tertiary quaeétions by students, high mobility
of learners, and advances in technologies that haade flexible learning possible
(Johnston, 1999; Smith, Ling & Hill, 2006). Staitst show that flexible course
offerings have gained increasing popularity in festralian university sector over
recent years (Nunan, 2005; Riddiford, 2009).

Despite the widespread adoption of the notion xible learning’ within higher

education, many educational critics have pointedl that the idea of flexibility

1



remains elusive (Cloonan, 2004) or ‘in flux’ (NiGolL998). Flexibility can mean
different things to people in different roles iretbniversity system (P. Taylor, 1995;
Normand, Littlejohn & Falconer, 2008). Consequenthe term ‘flexible learning’
has been used inconsistently in the researchtliteralThe present study explored this
form of educational provision in the context ofdiesg and learning, and adopted a
definition provided by a large-scale, governmemteled research project that
investigated the effectiveness of flexible learningAustralian universities (Ling et
al., 2001). The project describes flexible learnasyoffering guided choice to the

learner in one or more of the following domains:

* “The timeat which study occurs.

* Thepaceat which the learning proceeds.

» Theplacein which study is conducted.

» The contentthat is studied, which includes the concept otiikee entry and
exitpoints to a programme.

* The learningstyleadopted by the learner.

* The form(s) ofassessmemmployed.

* The option tocollaboratewith others or to learn independently.” (Ling &t a
2001, p.xvii)

At the heart of flexible learning, as indicated lIyis definition, is student-
centeredness. Moreover, even though by this defmitflexible learning does not
necessarily involve using networked technologid®e tonfluence of the two is
common in educational practice and research (Bi§guRowan, 2004; Cloonan, 2004;
Collis & Moonen, 2001; Cunningham et al., 1998; nkibn, 1997). This is because
the new technologies are capable of reshaping teahmnd spatial boundaries
thereby offering opportunities to enhance flexipiliAs a result, several terms are
currently treated by the literature as synonymoith Wexible learning, including
‘distance education’, ‘open learning’ and ‘onlireaining’. Despite the intertwined
meanings of these provisions of learning, eachimalty had a different focus.
Distance education differs from the other two formh$earning in that it usually does
not require face-to-face attendance. Both opennilegr and flexible learning
emphasise student choice in relation to time, péawk pace of study. Open learning,

though, usually refers to programs that allow greflexibility in terms of students’

2



prior credentials (Cunningham et al., 1998). Boperolearning and flexible learning
may comprise face-to-face and electronically-medidéarning experiences, with the
face-to-face component often being offered in istem time periods. The fourth type
of learning mentioned above, online learning, tetodse used as an umbrella term to

refer to a study unit that is delivered entirelymoostly online.

The focus of this study was amline flexible learning In limiting the scope of
investigation to this particular form of learnirthe study was specifically concerned
with the type of educational experience that hgjti flexibility and is provided
mainly through online communication technologies with neery few optional face-
to-face sessions. Aonline unitis defined in this study as a semester-long sturdtly
comprising part of a degree course that is maieliwdred though online technologies

with few or no face-to-face meetings.

Australian higher education institutions have embdaonline flexible learning for its
capacity to expand educational opportunities farriers and increase income for
universities. However, a number of commentatorsehzautioned that the effects of
this form of educational practice on teachers asatners have not received due
attention (Bigum & Rowan, 2004; Brabazon, 2007)ef@il, in discussing flexibility,
universities have commonly stressed the need fobalking their educational
product (e.g. Tapsill, 2001; Teghe & Knight, 200/pod, Tapsall, Soutar, 2005)
rather than showing a concern for improving teaghand learning (Cloonan, 2004;
Johnston, 1999). This notion is reflected in a camttby Bigum and Rowan (2004)
that the prevailing view of flexibility in Austrain universities is a ‘how’ (in terms of
catering to the market), rather than a ‘what’ amthy’ approach to education. In a
similar vein, Chen (2003) remarked that flexibilitgs “become an end, rather than a
means to the pursuit of quality learning” (n.p.)aly researchers and commentators
endorsing the notion of flexibility believe, howeyéhat online flexible delivery has
the potential to transform learning (Lockwood & @®g 2001; Salmon, 2000). This
belief has given rise to a series of claims madeutistudent-centred instructional
approaches being compatible with online flexibkrhéng. These claims are discussed
in Chapter 2.



1.1.2 Chinese international students in Australian higher education

As well as online flexible learning, another stiomilto the recent change in the
university landscape in Australia — and also pathe discourses of higher education
worldwide — is the ‘globalisation’ of universitieas a result of declining public funds
for universities since the mid-1990s, Australiagha@r education institutions have
been promoting themselves as attractive destimatifmm international students
(Dessoff, 2009; Niland, 2008). Australia is nowagoised as a major player in the
global education market and education has beconsr&ia’s third largest export
industry, worth more than AUD14 billion a year (Awadian Education International,
2009a; Healy, 2009). In 2007, international studemcounted for 26% of the overall
enrolments in Australian universities (Marginsof09). In particular, there has been
a significant rise in the number of Chinese intéomal students in Australia over the
last decade. Australia is the third largest reaipigf Chinese students, following its
two English-speaking competitor countries, the USAd the UK (Australian
Education International, 2007). Currently, over anearter (28%) of international
students enrolling in Australian higher educatiae &om Mainland China, and
sustained future growth has been predicted (AuatraEducation International,
2009b). These students are referred taChmese student sojournens this study.
Sojourners are “individuals who travel aboard tterad a particular goal within a
specified period of time,” usually intending to twen to their country of origin after

completing their assignments” (Bochner, 2006, p)181

Students from Chinese cultural backgrounds have tbeglitionally viewed as rote
learners with a drive to attain high levels of asl@ment. They have also been seen as
reluctant to challenge the opinions of authorigufies and to show little enthusiasm
for verbal interaction in class (see Ballard & Glay, 1984; Bradley & Bradley, 1984;
Samuelowicz, 1987). Recent research has providetmse refuting the notion that
Chinese students simply learn by rote (Grimshav@d720atkins & Biggs, 1996;
2001a). However, studies continue to indicate ttete learners are largely passive in
class discussions and reliant on the teacher'suctsin in Western classrooms
(Campbell & Li, 2008; Huang, 2005; Turner, 2006jvéh the apparent incongruence
between these characteristics and the key notiénstualent choice and learner-

centeredness in online flexible learning, it is ef@eable that Chinese student
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sojourners entering an online flexible educatior@htext may find adapting to the
learning environment difficult. That is, they mayperience an educational culture
clash. Catterick (2007), for example, posited ttedching approaches typically
espoused by Western academics for online learniagvery likely to disadvantage

Chinese learners due to these learners’ culturrithaites.

1. 2 The research problem

Despite the growing uptake of online flexible laagh and the ever increasing
population of Chinese international students in thgher education sector in
Australia, there is a dearth of research into ffects of online education for Chinese
students. In fact, an exploration of the onlinerh@zy literature found that the field
has been dominated Isjaimsabout the educationpbtentialof the new technologies
and instructors’ designs and practice of new, imtioe pedagogies associated with
these technologies (e.g. Collis & Moonen, 2001|d¥a& Pratt, 2001; Salmon, 2000).
Thus far, little empirical research has been umdlert to examine learners’
experiences of online flexible learning, with vefiytle on Chinese learners’
experiences in this area. Furthermore, the bodyes&arch into learners’ online
experiences is dominated by survey methods, whifienoreduce learners’
experiences to their ratings of the merits and Bemks of online learning. Therefore,
significant aspects of learners’ perceptions anacems, as well as the reasons for
these perceptions and concerns, have been largelgated by researchers. In the
relatively small number of qualitative inquiriesnttucted, there has been a tendency
to concentrate owrither the learneror the learning context rather than on relations
between the two. In these survey and qualitativeies, investigations of students’
online learning experiences (including those ofnéke student sojourners) have not
systematically described or theorised learnerseetgiions, the nature of the learning

context, or learners’ interpretations of the leagncontext.

1. 3 Aim of the study and research strategy

The aim of this study was to explore the onlinecational experiences of Chinese
student sojourners in Australian higher educatioth \& view to understanding the
effects of this form of learning for these students

5



The exploratory nature of this study and its fooasparticipants’ perspectives lent
itself to a qualitative paradigm (Cohen, Manion &ivison, 2000; Creswell, 2007).
To address the limitations of previous researcé,dtudy sought to understand how
learners’ educational dispositions related to tharding context. A case study
approach was selected for the investigation agéisisarch strategy allowed the study
to focus on the interconnection of the variabletevant to the entity being
investigated (Stake, 1995, 2005). The study cosbist seven cases, each one of a
Chinese student enrolled in a postgraduate courgewamgram at an Australian

university.

The following questions were formulated to anclinar tesearch:

* What are the characteristics of the teaching prestithat have helped shape
the educational beliefs and values that Chinesgestusojourners bring to the
online learning context in Australia?

* What are the characteristics of the teaching mrestin the online environment
at the Australian university, including the pedagad beliefs underpinning
them?

* How do the student sojourners experience the teggbriactices in the online

environment at the university?

In response to the first two questions, the stugstigated the teaching practices in
Chinese education and in Australian online edunatibrough the eyes of Chinese
students and the teaching staff at the Australi@weusity, respectively. The aim was
to characterise the underlying structuring prinegpbf the two educational practices,
so they could be compared. This comparison enahledtudy to locate degrees of
potential harmonies and conflicts between the stisieducational dispositions and
the demands of the online teaching practices omnées It also helped to

contextualise the student sojourners’ cross-cultedaicational experiences in their
online units at the university. The third questiekamined the outcomes of the
meeting of the two sets of educational beliefs upidaing the Chinese and

Australian educational cultures. Specifically, #tady investigated how the students

interpreted and coped with the online learning exmment.



Data was collected in three phases, which corregmhnrespectively, to the three
research questions. In the first phase, three fgougps were conducted with Chinese
postgraduate students from various faculties. Tamtigipants in these focus groups
included students from Mainland China and Taiwahe Becond phase involved
individual interviews with eight Australian teackesf online units in the Faculty of
Education, and a review of their unit outlines. Thied phase included multi-session
individual interviews with seven postgraduate Chenstudents who had experience
with online learning or who were currently studyimmline in the Faculty of
Education. These seven students were drawn fraerelift online units in this faculty,

and all were from Mainland China.

In terms of the theoretical approach of this redeathe study incorporated three
theories: Berry’s framework for understanding atimaltion (1980, 1997a, 2005);
Bernstein’s theory of educational knowledge cod&¥ 7, 1990, 2000); and Maton’s
Legitimation Code Theory (LCT) (Maton, 2000, 200Mpore & Maton, 2001).
Berry’s acculturation theory was used as an orgamisamework to orient the study
towards important issues relating to the studantsrcultural experiences during data
collection and in the initial data analysis stagehis initial data analysis
(organisational coding stage) also involved exangnihe issues that emerged in
educational terms by using Bernstein’s notion bfée message systems’ (curriculum,
pedagogy and assessment). In a further stage dfsendanalytical coding stage),
Bernstein’s ‘classification’ and ‘framing’ conceptand one dimension of Maton’s
LCT were utilised to characterise the students’cational dispositions brought from
China and the underlying structuring principles tbé teaching practices in the
Australian online context. These theoretical cote@&om this analytical coding stage
were also used to analyse the outcomes of the rggidenline educational
experiences. When applying these concepts fromathadytical coding stage to the
study, an ‘external language of description’ (Be&zimg 2000) was developed. An
‘external language of description’ is a readingidethat allows theory and data to be
translated from one into the other. Chapter 3 mewi details about how this
translation device evolved. The study intended heotise the students’ online
learning experiences, so that the findings andisapbns of the research would have

wider application.



1. 4 Significance of the study

As explained above, Chinese students were seldatetthis research because they
comprise the largest international student groupustralia, as well as being among
the largest groups in other major English-speakiogntries (Australian Education
International, 2007). The online educational exgreses of this student population are
thus of particular significance not only to Ausi@aal higher education but also to other
Western universities that utilise online flexibEatning. An immediate contribution
of this study is to expand the knowledge base erettucational concerns and needs
of Chinese students. This knowledge, in turn, mlesivaluable insights for state
leaders, policy makers, designers of online legrnanvironments, and online
instructors regarding what learning support Chinetgdents may require when

studying online.

The relevance of the problem investigated in thigls is increased as the findings
from previous research have shown that Chinesestsidviews of online learning do
not vary greatly from those by students from ottidtural backgrounds (see Chapter
2). This indicates that insights gained from theésearch may also apply to learners
from other backgrounds. Moreover, unlike past itigasons of Chinese students’
learning experiences in Western countries, thedaduthe present study was not on
the influence of Chinese students’ cultural atti@suon their experiences. Rather, this
study was primarily concerned with how Chinese aiiisf educational dispositions
relate to the online learning context. It couldexgpected that such a research focus,
systematically theorised, would allow some extrapoh of the results of the study to

other student populations.

On a theoretical level, the theoretical framewoddopted by this research will
increase knowledge relating to the utility of expig online educational practice and
experiences through the theoretical lenses provie8erry, Bernstein and Maton.
Thus far, very little research in this area has leggal these concepts in combination

or on these issues.



1. 5 Overview of the thesis

This chapter has provided an overview of the stuldye remainder of the thesis
consists of a further five chapters. In Chaptere®kvant literature is reviewed. The
review focuses on current educational thinking abanline flexible learning and
empirical investigations of students’ experiencéshes form of learning. Chapter 3
gives a detailed account of the theoretical anchouiilogical approaches utilised in
the research. The chapter introduces the siteeahtrestigation, the study participants,
the three data collection phases, and the mulastamalytical process based on the
three theoretical perspectives drawn upon by theystThe results of this analysis are
presented in three chapters, chapters 4, 5 anddh & these chapters addresses one
of the three research questions: Chapter 4 repbetsresults relating to Chinese
student sojourners’ experiences in China (reseajgbstion 1); Chapter 5, the
teaching practices in the online context at thetralian university (research question
2); and Chapter 6, the case study students’ expsgeof their online units (research
question 3). The final chapter, Chapter 7, conduthee study by synthesising the
findings presented in chapters 4, 5 and 6, andgragng these findings in light of the
theories used. This final chapter also discussesirtiplications of the study and

suggests possibilities for further research.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

2. 1 Introduction

This study is concerned with Chinese internaticstadents’ experiences of online
flexible learning in Australian higher educatiorhelprevious chapter has introduced
the research by establishing its general backgramtithe problem motivating the
research, along with the aim and the researcheglyatf the study. The purpose of
this chapter is to examine the conceptual and relselsterature relevant to the
problem being investigated. This literature reviéw structured into three main
sections. The first section outlines the currerturgaof online flexible learning in
higher education in Western countries (focused Ipaim Australia, the United
Kingdom, the United States, Canada, and New Zegaland the rhetoric associated
with this educational practice. The aim of thisffisection is to familiarise the readers
with current academic thinking in the area. A casmn drawn from this conceptual
literature is that online flexible learning is aftequated with constructivist-inspired
pedagogies, and claims about the pedagogical valughis combination are
characteristic of scholarly writing in this arean @ritically discuss evidence for these
claims, as well as to establish an empirical bgsenuwhich the findings of the
present research can build, the second sectioneothapter surveys recent research
into learners’ online experiences in Western coestrThe third section of this
literature review is devoted to issues surround@iginese student ‘sojourners’
(students who come to a country temporarily to wtuds they are the focus of this
research. This section provides a critique of thion of ‘the Chinese learner and a
review of selected research into these learnerkh@mexperiences. The aim of this
third section is to explore how the experienceshdd particular student group have
been researched and understood prior to this iigatistn. The chapter concludes
with a summary of the current understanding ofranfiexible learning and students’

experiences of this form of education, and whataiesito be explored.
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2. 2 Online flexible learning in Western universiti  es

The literature of online flexible learning has besminated by conceptual articles
discussing what online learninghould be, how it should be practiced, and its

potentialeducational benefits. Much of this literature Bndnline learning to student-
centred or constructivist instructional approaclisse, for example, Herrington,
Reeves & Oliver, 2005; Holmes, Tangney, FitzGibb&ayvage & Mehan, 2001;

Huang, 2002; Laurillard, 2002; Leask & Younie, 20@Hllof & Pratt, 2001; Rovali,

2004; Salmon, 2000; Tam, 2000; Yoder, 2007). Thigtisn explores and critiques
online flexible learning in higher education bysftirestablishing the association
between flexible learning and student-centred pegw@nd then detailing how this

has been strengthened by the incorporation of eréénhnologies.

Flexible learning is understood not merely to bdehvery method for education, but
also entailing a reappraisal of the fundamentatational approach. Specifically, this
form of learning emphasises flexibility in sevekay respects: what is considered
valid knowledge, how teaching is organised, and Hearning is achieved and
assessed. What is highlighted is how teaching eacdhing system can be adapted to
meet the needs of individual learners. At the varmgimum, flexible learning offers
students education that is time and place indep#ndad it allows students to learn

at a pace that they consider suitable for themselve

In effect, these “flexible access” technologiesy{da 1992) allow the student to turn
the teacher on, or off, at will as lifestyle pemsniSimilarly, access to the Internet
facilitates interactivity, without sacrificing tHeenefits of flexible access, since it can
be used to support asynchronous communication. fdhility has a major
pedagogical benefit — it allows students to prageggheir own pace. Thus varying
rates of individual progression can be accommodatelike typical conventional
educational practices where the whole class temgsogress at the same pace in
synchronisation with the delivery of informationmalbigh mass lectures and tutorials.
(Taylor, 1995, 1 6)

Flexible learning also aims to accommodate indigldstudents’ learning styles,
collaboration preferences and selection of contemd, to allow alternative assessment
tasks (Ling et al., 2001). In short, it is envisd@es an individually-tailored approach
to education, with the students’ needs and circant&s being central concerns
(Willems, 2005). As a result, flexible learningaften coupled with student-centred
instructional strategies (Collis & Moonen, 2001rkfatrick & Jakupec, 1999) and a

more democratised partnership between teachertaddrg (Hall, 2008). In sum, it
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embodies a shift of power and control from theiingbn and the teacher to the

learner.

The strong association between flexibility and shitecenteredness has been further
augmented by the incorporation of online techn@sgvhich have emerged since the
mid 1990s. In particular, advocates of the newretdgies often connect the move to
online flexible learning with the adoption of comsttivist-inspired pedagogies
(Herrington, et al, 2005; Huang, 2002; Jonasseryid3an, Collins, Campbell &
Hagg, 1995; Tam, 2000). This seems to be becausengrhasis on student-
centeredness underpins both agendas. In onlindliéebearning, it appears that this
shift from a teacher-led to learner-centred practltas occurred because the
immediacy of the teacher’s presence is weaker iardine context than in a face-to-
face one. In terms of learning theory, the blendiog online learning and
constructivist teaching procedures reflects theeasing popularity among academics
in the past decade, of a constructivist-inspiredrrer-centred approach over a more

traditional, expositional one (Lockwood & Gooley@).

The advent of online technologies coincided wittmavement in Western higher
education calling for new learning outcomes in tieacto growing criticism over the
poor alignment between university learning andiihewledge and skills required for
professional practice (Visser, 2008). Knowledgeghduvia traditional instructivist
pedagogy in abstract form was argued to be decwaised and inert, and thereby
unable to be applied to real-life problems andagituns (Grabinger and Dunlap, 1995).
In answering this criticism, many academics havaeao identify with a variety of
teaching approaches sharing the basic assumptainkttowledge is not acquired
passively but constructed actively by the learmat therefore teachers should avoid
direct instruction. Drawing on sociocultural actwiheory (Vygotsky, 1978), situated
cognition (Brown, Collins & Duguid, 1989), commue#& of practice (Lave &
Wenger, 1991) and adult learning theory (Knowleslt¢th & Swanson, 1998), these
new pedagogies aim to facilitate learners constrgcttheir own knowledge
individually, socially and collaboratively by engag in solving complex, realistic
problems in their local contexts. These changegews of instructional methods are
often held to represent a paradigm shift from dbjest to constructivist

epistemologies that underpin pedagogy, a shiftlihatalso been reflected in the field
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of online learning (Jonassen, 1991, Jonassen, €sang lonas, 2007). On a further
note, some commentators have even coined terms ‘dl@nstructivism’ and
‘electronic constructivism’ to refer to the marra@f the new technologies and
constructivism (Snyder, Marginson & Lewis, 2007;d¢o, 2007).

Apart from the pedagogical assumptions that acackensually bring from their face-
to-face teaching to the online context (Bain & Mcight, 2006), the coupling of
constructivist-inspired pedagogies and online legrrhas at least partly stemmed
from the intent to capitalise on the affordanceseuthnology in order to improve
teaching and learning. Proponents have argued ttiege affordances enhance
student-centred, constructivist teaching stratedi®iver & McLoughlin, 2001;
Oliver & Herrington, 2003). For example, it is eled that the new technologies can
provide a rich, authentic context and complex oid for learners to resolve by
virtue of critical and reflective thinking (Baralbjay & Duffy, 1998); facilitate
collaboration and interdependence between lear(érbnes et al., 2001, Leask &
Younie, 2001; Palloff & Pratt, 2001); and encouraggh-quality interaction
(Harasim, 1995; Taylor, 1998). Van Merriénboer &@rdnd-Gruwel (2005, pp.413-

414) summarised the “added pedagogical value” @hdw technologies as follows:

» students can be confronted with large amountslefaat as well as irrelevant
information when using the Internet;

* new forms of communication and collaboration betwésarners can occur
through the utilisation of external representatiand tools; and

* realistic or authentic learning tasks can be design simulate the complexity
of real life situations, thus helping learners sfen what is learned to their

daily life or work settings.

Instructional approaches underpinned by constnsttighilosophy have assumed
different names, including situated learning, antite learning, problem-based
learning, self-regulated learning, and active lesynin pedagogical contexts of this
kind, the teacher acts as a facilitator or a caather than as a lecturer. This is to
enable learners to construct knowledge and devgleskills they need through the

process of generating solutions to the learningstads Lave and Wenger (1991)
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have claimed, there should be “very little obselwateaching; the more basic
phenomenon is learning” (p.92). In other wordsgdiinstruction should be minimal.

The role of instruction in constructivist teachisgconsidered a process of supporting
learners’ knowledge construction (Duffy & Cunninghal996). This kind of support
is also referred to by adherents of the pedagogyseeffolding’, which allows
students to perform tasks that usually would bghdly beyond their ability without
the teacher’s assistance (Vygotsky, 1978). Olivet Herrington (2003) maintained
that scaffolding differs from direct teaching, imat it is to “create ways tencourage
guide andenablelearning” (p.116, italics added), such as creabpgortunities for
learners to collaborate and reflect, and encougatiiem to articulate and express
their understanding. In an online context, scaff@jdcan be provided through
teacher-student and student-student interactiomgelss through technological tools
that offer models and opportunity for higher-ord@inking. Most importantly,
scaffolding should gradually fade with the learneeing able to take more

responsibility for their learning and to work indgglently (Hannafin & Land, 1997).

In effect, some discussants insist that terms sigge instructivist or didactic
teaching methods be eliminated from the discoufsenbne learning, the following

comment being typical:

... we need to ban the term “delivery system” in disgussion of distance education
or online instruction, and go instead with concapftameworks that emphasize
student-initiated access; thus, terms such as fi@ganstruction” or “create learning
materials” are more appropriate in thinking abautre instruction. The new online
paradigm calls not so much for providing instructad a distance, as for making
available learning resources and instructionaviigts to students. This holds true
wherever the students are (just down the streeh @nother continent) and whenever
the students need the resources and activities:-@lellman & Duchastel, 2000,
p.231)

Herrington, et al. (2005) have further characterissacher-led and student-centred
Web-based courses as indicative of ‘informatiormed’ and ‘education-oriented’
approaches respectively. The former focuses ontélaeher delivering content,
whereas the latter stresses the process of edgadtidents how to learn. Herrington
et al. contend that the information-oriented appinos ‘myopic’ and would likely

lead to the ultimate downfall of online learninghigher education.
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Along with these claims about what constructivisti@gogy is and what it is capable
of achieving in online contexts have come a largeniper of publications on
instructional principles, recommendations and fraorks for practitioners of this
form of teaching practice (e.g. Carr-Chellman & bastel, 2000; Honebein, 1996;
Jonassen, 1999; Oliver & Herrington, 2003; Salnk®)0; Savery & Duffy, 1995).
To summarise, according to these texts, constigtt®aching is characterised by the
following key elements:

» Authentic tasks and context: Learning tasks and environmefieat the
complexity of the real world, and are relevant amelaningful to the learner.
Moreover, learning must be anchored towards a taeg or problem (Savery
& Duffy, 1995), of which the purpose is to invollearners in generating
“fluid, flexible and usable knowledge” (GrabingerdDunlap, 1995, p.19).

» Learners’ownershipof learning: Learners develop ownership of thearhing
processes by employing strategies they see as @mieo for solving the
problem rather than being forced to adopt particstie@ategies.

» Personally constructedeality: The learning context encourages learners t
construct their personal understanding of the wbylacontinually interpreting
and negotiating with their environments. Learnepsior knowledge is
therefore essential, as they construct new undwetisigs based on what they
already know.

» Opportunities forcollaboration The learning environment offers alternative
perspectives and social interactions to assishégarin testing the viability of
their understanding.

» Opportunities forreflection Learners are encouraged to reflect on both the
content learned and the learning process. This exlens linked to the
emphasis on learners taking responsibility forrtloevn learning (Grabinger
and Dunlap, 1995).

The implications of these teaching principles fearhers are that in such an online
educational context, they are likely to find thehass being expected to:
(1) receive information from original sources, waith interpretation by the

instructor;
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(2) contextualise and personalise the informatimentselves, and apply it in a
practical situation they consider relevant to theal-life contexts;

(3) take the initiative to interact with other lears and the instructor, and to
create a sense of presence and community;

(4) make decisions about their own learning goath wome guidance from the
instructor; and

(5) reflect on their learning processes through maesuch as learning journals
(Ally, 2008).

Constructivist epistemology has continued to domeineducational discussions of
online learning for more than a decade (Jonasseh,e2007). Nevertheless, critics
(Kirschner, Sweller & Clark, 2006; Sweller, 2009vie persistently commented that
there is a lack of empirical evidence for the dffamess of constructivist-inspired,
minimally guided instructional approaches. In theifluential article examining

evidence supporting this pedagogy, Kirschner g28I06) has pointed out:

After a half-century of advocacy associated witktrimction using minimal guidance,
it appears that there is no body of research stipgdhe technique. In so far as there
is any evidence from controlled studies, it almosformly supports direct, strong
instructional guidance rather than constructivestdx minimal guidance during the
instruction of novice to intermediate learners. fief@ students with considerable
prior knowledge, strong guidance while learningisst often found to be equally
effective as unguided approaches. (pp.83-84)

Kirschner et al. (2006) also suggested that dedpiée ongoing popularity of a
constructivist instructional approach among redeans and commentators, many
classroom practitioners may not be convinced oéffg€acy. In terms of using these
teaching procedures in online contexts, similarceons have arisen. Merrill (2008),
for example, has argued that guided instructioa ferm of ‘intervention’ necessary
for efficient and effective learning, “a deliberaddtempt to structure a learning
environment so that students will acquire specifietbwledge or skill” (p.270).
Brabazon (2007) is critical of the replacementraflitional lectures and tutorials by
online flexible learning, describing this commonagiice in Australian online
education as discrediting the teacher’'s expertis@ scholarship in the name of
student-centred learning or flexibility.
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In summary, this overview of the current views afioe flexible learning by scholars
and commentators demonstrates an alignment of rcghistst pedagogies and online
educational provision. This section has also oedimn array of assumptions about
learning and teaching made by adherents of constistenspired methods. Although
studies have provided evidence indicating thatc¢hisstructivist approach may not be
the most effective one, the focus has been on whelhs approach is superior to
direct instructional guidance in terms of helpingdents to perform better (see
Kirschner et al., 2006). Since many of the claitnsua the benefits of a constructivist
approach are based on learners’ personal reflectbtheir learning, evaluating this
approach based on learners’ performances may rifitesult is also important to
understand how students experience this form otatehn. Thus, two questions of
particular relevance to this study have emergeuh fifuis overview of the literature in
this area. First, do students experience teachmagtipes in online contexts as
reflecting the instructional principles describedthis section? Second, where such
experiences are identified, what are the effecthefblending of online learning and
student-centred pedagogies for the students? Thaimder of this chapter surveys

research studies of learners’ online experiencessponse to these questions.

2. 3 Learners’ experiences of online learning

Most research into learners’ experiences of on@aening examines a specific and
narrow aspect of the learning environment (Sharp8eafield, 2005). There are
relatively few studies of learners’ experiencestltg whole learning environment.
Two principle types of research have been conduictdatiis latter group of studies
that are relevant to the present study. The frstudies of learners’ general concerns
about online learning. These studies investigatelestts’ attitudes, perceptions or
opinions of online learning across different onlommtexts. Many of these studies aim
to characterise the general challenges of onliaenieg for students, irrespective of
the particular features of the learning contextisTime of research is dominated by
quantitative investigations, using survey instruteeffhe second type of research
explores students’ experiences of particular intigeaeaching approaches in online
contexts. The teaching approaches examined areomredntly constructivist-
inspired. These studies tend to be descriptive saghes, utilising mainly interview

data. Overall, the research literature on learnenéine experiences has concluded
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that learners’ satisfaction levels are high. Howewdespite this general conclusion
made by researchers, many studies have reportezbaloie dissatisfaction by some
learners with online learning. The following sulztsens discuss the principal themes

that emerge from an exploration of this literature.

2.3.1 Learners’ general experiences of online learn  ing

Studies of learners’ attitudes and perceptionsnihe learning have typically been
conducted through surveys of large numbers of sitisdge.g. Eom, Wen & Ashill,
2006; Ortiz-Rodriguez, Telg, Irani, Roberts & Rhesd2005; Reisetter & Boris,
2004; Song, Singleton, Hill & Koh, 2004; Young, B)0These studies have reported
a number of benefits and challenges identified &yigpants. Some studies have also
investigated factors affecting students’ satistactievels (Bolliger & Martindale,
2004), factors influencing students’ perceived sgssqEom et al., 2006; Menchaca &
Bekele, 2008), or students’ definitions of an eiffex online environment (Ortiz-
Rodriguez et al., 2005; Reisetter & Boris, 2004;uig, 2006). Despite small
differences in focus, this line of research hasegated similar findings, where the
studies have identified three factors as the dailidluences on participants’ views of
online learning — the course, the instructor anefr p@eraction. Other, less prominent,
influences identified have been technology and tima@agement.

In relation to the influence of the course, resledras highlighted a major barrier to
student learning as a lack of clarity in courseeotiyes, task requirements or
instructional materials. There has been littlefartexamination of the influence of
these course-related factors in this mostly surkesearch. This lack of further
examination appears to be because the influendé® afistructor and the course have
often been investigated together. For example, esiisd tend to designate the
organisation and quality of the course contenthasrésponsibility of the instructor
(Bolliger & Martindale, 2004; Menchaca & Bekele,08) Young, 2006) and hence

instructor issues have been more dominant.

In relation to the influence of the instructor, @asch has emphasised that the key

barrier to learning is delayed or insubstantial amof teacher feedback. Participants

in some studies have also emphasised their neemhdosidualised or personalised
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feedback (Reisetter & Boris, 2004; Ortiz-Rodriguszal., 2005). Young's (2006)
investigation of learners’ definitions of effectit@aching best illustrates the rationale
behind these student expectations of the onlindéruict®r. Young summarised
students’ expectations of online instructors agoved: to deliver valuable course
content; to provide meaningful examples; to mosevstudents; to facilitate the course
effectively; to adapt to student needs; and to sbomcern for student learning (p.73).
The first two factors suggest that students dessuicit principles and instructions
from their teachers, and the remaining factors liggh students’ expectations that
teachers monitor and ensure their learning. Themehing roles can be construed as a
strong and active ‘teaching presence’, which onelysi(Shea, Li & Pickett, 2006)
suggested is positively related to students’ sasfskearning and their feelings of
connectedness to peers. Based on their reseadihg®s Shea, et al. (2006) equated
teaching presence to the provision of “directedlifaton” (p.184), which involves
the teacher “creating an accepting climate of leagrrkeeping students on track, and
diagnosing misperceptions”, as well as “reinforcstgdent contributions, injecting
their own knowledge, and confirming student underding” (p.185). Overall,
students’ responses generated by these studiesatedihat online learners give
primacy to the teacher’s delivery of course contesftecting the central message in a
recent editorial of thémerican Journal of Distance Educatiditled “What students

really want”:

[Y]ears of experience and research (including neteand experience with Web 1.0)
informs us about the different perspectives ofaise learners, most of whom are
adult learners. In particular, we know that theserers attribute overwhelming
importance to course content. Indeed, unfashiorthblegh it is to say so, and
welcome though learner-to-learner interaction mightfor the vast majority of
students, course content is much more importantititaraction. Their participation
in interaction with other learners is appreciataly dor its contribution to mastering
course content. (Moore, 2008, pp.1-2)

Compared with the apparent consensus amongst ssualeout the importance of the
instructor and course content in influencing tlgiline learning experiences, research
has shown that their opinions of peer interactiothe online environment are more
complex. Although students across numerous stigdigshey value peer interactivity
and identify the ‘opportunities’ to communicate lwiheir classmates using computer-

related technologies as an advantage of onlinaileg Bolliger & Martindale, 2004;
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Kim, Liu & Bonk, 2005; Menchaca & Bekele, 2008)search results repeatedly show
low levels of learner participation in online pekscussions (see Wallace, 2003).

This apparent conflict between students’ reportegdfor interactivity and their non-
participative behaviours is clarified when barrig¢os their participation in online

interaction are brought into view. While this lioé quantitative research provides
little information in this regard, insights can lkeawn from other investigations
employing interview techniques. From these, the tmaften quoted reason by
students for low engagement in online discussistigrie constraints (Gilbert, Morton
& Rowley, 2007; Kim et al., 2005; Thorpe & GodwiaQ06). This comes as little
surprise to researchers as the demographic infamat most studies indicates that
the participants involved are typically working #duwith family commitments.

Another barrier is students’ feelings of discomfat lack of confidence in

communicating via written interactions (Beaudoif02; O’Regan, 2003; Zembylas,
2008). In addition to these two commonly-cited cees which have little connection
to the pedagogical environment created by the &ach number of studies have
identified other factors relating to teaching piaes. These include learners’
perceptions of a lack of community; low participatilevel by the instructor (Shea et
al., 2006; Thompson & Savenye, 2007); and poorityudiscussion (O’Regan, 2003).

Thompson and Savenye’s (2007) program-level stiofyexample, is among the few
that have systematically examined the factors #wtance or undermine learner
participation in non-mandatory online discussiofbe main data source for this
guantitative study was computer conferencing tnapis; collected from 3 student
cohorts (n=149), 15 study units and 8 instructor@am online MBA program. The
study identified prior experience with online leiagy course content and the
instructor as having greatest impact on the exdéstudents’ engagement with online
activities. Since prior online experience was meagiy the number of online units
the participants had taken within the program, tbgearchers speculated that one
reason for the positive relationship between pexperience and participation level
was the participants’ familiarity with their fellogtudents. In other words, a sense of
community had been established. In terms of th&uao®r factor, Thompson and

Savenye found that low levels of participation by iastructor were linked to low
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engagement of the learners. Nevertheless, the itatarg data could not explain why
these particular factors influenced learner pguéton.

In terms of learners’ views of the quality of omidiscussions, participants in some
studies (Beaudoin, 2002; O’'Regan, 2003; Ortiz-Rptrz et al., 2005; Song et al.,
2004) expressed concern about a lack of structace moor content of learner-
controlled discussions. For example, the studerigsviewed in a study by Stodel et
al. (2006) commented that the discussions in theine unit were “loose and drawn
out” (p.11), unchallenging and uninspiring. Anothstudy by O’Regan (2003)
examining students’ experiences across differenin@nlearning environments
reported strong learner emotions regarding thigeisSeveral students in the study
articulated frustration over the superficialitywwimoderated discussions. One student
dismissed this type of discussion as an un-acadgnoup therapy session” (p.85).
Another complained that it consisted of “people wieally don’'t have any better
understanding of the issues than you do, all efedpinions and there doesn’t really
seem to be very much comes [sic] out of that” (p.8hese comments echo what
Merrill (2008) calls “pooled ignorance” (p.271) the communities of learners, and
may account for some students’ preference for eradinected and monitored online
discussions. However, this possibility so far heseived little research attention. In
the studies reviewed, there is a tendency for éisearchers to explain the students’
reported need for structured discussions as tbkdmice on the instructor to direct and
monitor learning (Ortiz-Rodriguez et al., 2005; §at al., 2004).

In addition to recurrent findings regarding studérmoncerns about the instructor,
course and interactivity, several studies have tifled technology and time

management as challenges for some online learBalfiger & Martindale, 2004,

Gilbert et al., 2007; Menchaca & Bekele, 2008; Sehal., 2004). However, one
large-scale survey study (n=1,056) by Muilenburd 8erge (2005) which analysed
the data through factor analysis found that thesefactors of technology and time
management did not emerge as crucial concerndudests compared with the other
three factors mentioned previously (the course,itis&ructor and peer interaction).
This conclusion offers counter-evidence for thanelghat online learners are time-
poor and so prioritise convenience as a major faottheir learning (Wood, Tapsall

& Soutar, 2005).
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To summarise, the research literature on studeydseral experiences of online
learning indicates that online learners emphasiBe: importance of clear task
requirements and instructional materials; stroagheg presence in the sense that the
teacher delivers course content, provides studeitiisan abundance of feedback, and
moderates online discussions; and feelings of beamgpected with their peers. As the
central interest of this strand of quantitativeesesh is to classify merits and
drawbacks of online learning to students, it tetadask very broad questions and does
not consider contextual factors that may influeleegners’ views. To be specific, few
studies describe what students are learning, h@ehieg is conducted and how
learning is evaluated in the educational environimgaither are learners’ educational
beliefs and the reasoning behind their perceptiexglored. Hence this line of
research tends to lack depth in describing how estisd experience the learning

environment and explaining why they experienchatway they do.

2.3.2 Learners’ experiences in particular online co  ntexts

Turning to studies that provide more insight inbmtextual factors affecting learners’
feelings and reactions towards online learning,seond strand of research consists
of investigations exploring students’ experienageparticular online contexts. Much
of this literature focuses on learner-centred, toaosvist-inspired pedagogies,
reflecting the convergence of online learning ahdsé instructional approaches.
However, compared with the body of research oulimethe previous section, there
is a paucity of studies belonging to this categédyhough many studies describing
new online teaching designs have collected daten fetudents indicating their
satisfaction with the innovative features of tharteng environment, the studies have
revealed little about the nature of students’ eigmees and thus are not included in
this review (e.g. Gunawardena et al., 2006; McAdpir000). Overall, the effects of
this type of pedagogical environment on learneeslargely unknown (Frederickson,
Reed & Clifford, 2005; Guliker, Bastiaens & Marter2005; Martens, Bastiaens &
Kirschner, 2007). Moreover, unlike the investigasf learners’ general experiences
of online learning, this line of research tendstake the form of descriptive case

studies and the findings derived from them do mattto consistent themes.
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The biographical stories of four online learnerportéed by Milhauser (2006), for
example, represent successful, transformative ileguexperiences. The students were
all working adult learners. To quote one participaach of the learners is a “working
professional with a context for learning applicatiqp.224). The students were
interviewed about their experiences in a 13-montdgate program in educational
technology, which was described by Milhauser aso@a$ constructivist learning
environment. Constructivism-related learning thesri (e.g. social learning,
metacognition, communities of practice) were ineldidn the course content. Two of
the biographical stories uncovered students’ staggdrustrations and fears of failure
due to a lack of direct guidance by the teachemvé¥yer, Milhauser reported that
both these students eventually came to realisehbkadesign of the course was meant
to drive them to become interdependent on theirspand local communities. Like
the other two participants involved in the studyy completed the program with,
according to Milhauser, a ‘dramatic’ surge of cdefice and excitement about being
able to transfer what they experienced in the nogto their professional lives.
Milhauser attributed the students’ successful &fammations’ to two specific
teaching strategies: applying ‘less’ structure he environment to avoid impeding
group interactivity; and grounding learning withithe students’ local contexts to
facilitate their development as ‘reflective prdotiers’.

Another positive example is a study conducted byaaher-researcher about students’
experiences of collaborative learning in an onkoatext (Gabriel, 2004). The eight
participants interviewed in the research sharedvavelmingly rewarding learning
experiences in an online unit in a Master of Edocatourse. All the participants
were either teachers or university staff. Placirgirang emphasis on learners solving
real-life problems through collaboration, this oaeliunit required students to join pair,
roundtable and group discussions. The frequent,datary participation in these
activities, according to the participants in thee@rch, was the greatest strength of the
online unit. All of the learners said they expeded a strong learning community in
the class and benefited from encountering multipkerspectives by working
collaboratively. Some commented that their conoggstiof learning were transformed,
saying they had come to the realisation that legrms about knowledge building

rather than knowledge accumulation.
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The findings and contexts of these two studies bang similarities, which may in
turn limit the utility of the positive results reped. First, the professional
backgrounds of the participants in the two studiaggest that they entered the
learning contexts with significant prior knowledaged experience, and a current work
context ready to be utilised. This learner proéiteresponds to the image of an ideal

virtual learner:

Successful virtual students apen-mindedbout sharing personal details about their
lives, work, and other educational experiencess ©hparticularly important when

we ask online learners to enter into learning comitias in order to explore course
material. Virtual students are able to use theireeiences in the learning process and
also are able to apply their learning in an ongeiag to their life experiences

(Palloff & Pratt, 2003, p.6)

Nevertheless, these students are not typical lemnmehigher education, most of
whom are not working professionals. Moreover, besdgcators and university staff,
the learners in Gabriel’'s research were likely ¢oifterested in and reflective about
the teaching and learning processes (Sharpe & &dnf2005), which would further

suit this style of learning. Another limitation ahese two studies is that
constructivism was part of the course content ef dmline units. This may have
shaped the responses of the students about thm#riemces in the unit, or affected
their appraisal of the pedagogy, as they came absesthe goals of this form of

instruction.

Another study by Agostinho, Meek and HerringtonQ20found divided responses
among the learners. The researchers examined tsaex@eriences of scenario-based
learning in an online environment. The postgraduatdéine unit in educational

technology required students to complete taskddoyinmg the roles of new employees
in a fictitious company. Qualitative data was gatkdefrom seven students enrolled in
the online unit, including interviews and questiames. The study concluded that
generally the students deemed the pedagogicalrdasige effective in helping them

achieve the intended outcomes and to construct thederstanding of the course
content. However, three of the seven studentseadpeessed feelings of a superficial
understanding of the course content and insuffiailevelopment of skills, or did not

view the scenario-based context as useful. Unfatily, these negative learning

experiences by the students were left unexploredearstudy.
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Turning to the studies that report negative leaym@rperiences, Hara and Kling (2000)
found that all of their six participants experietickzelings of distress persisting
throughout a whole semester. The ethnographic r&seeas initially undertaken to
investigate learner isolation in an online unit aducational technology, but the
researchers quickly found that physical isolatiaas\wess an issue for the participants
than feelings of frustration, anxiety and confustaused primarily by the student-
centred teaching methods. Observation and interd&ta showed that the sources of
the students’ distress were: perceptions thatehehier's instructions were minimal,
untimely and ambiguous; the large amount of timguired to read voluminous
postings; and a lack of technical support. Thiglifig is similar to results from
research into learners’ general experiences ofnenlearning, presented in the

previous section (2.3.1).

Another finding of interest from Hara and Kling'sudy was that in the course
evaluation at the end of the online unit, the stislelid not report to their instructor
unfavourable opinions of their experiences thay thad disclosed to the researchers.
This suggests the unsuitability of teacher-reseaschonducting evaluation research,
where reasons such as wanting to please the teachiar of negative teacher
responses may shape participants’ responses tedbker. Additionally, in teacher-
researcher evaluation studies the personal investofethe teacher-researcher also
opens him or her to criticisms of bias and subyégti Hammersley and Gomm (1997)
describe this as a form of “motivated bias” (n.pwhich can be “conscious or
unconscious ... [where the researcher] uses genwideree to make the best case

possible for a preconceived conclusion (n.p.).

So far little attention has been paid in researfcbntine learning to the issue of why
some learners feel their expectations are notlledfiin such environments. One
exception is a case study by Stodel et al. (20@6)hich the researchers interviewed
10 of their students who had expressed some difsetion about their online
experiences, in order to identify what these sttgleonsidered missing from these
experiences. The online unit studied wasoduction to Research in Educatiom
this unit, students were expected to facilitateheather’s learning through learner-
moderated discussions. They were asked to actaasiig consultants to each other

by providing feedback and supporting each otherwkw The study found the
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participants felt they did not engage in high-ledisicussions through the forums, and
that the instruction they received from the teasheas insufficient. In interpreting the
first of these two results, Stodel et al. (200G)teaded that learners’ critical thinking
may occur elsewhere, such as in their own reflastidheir dialogues offline, or in
their assignments. Similar arguments have been ngdether researchers and
commentators (Agostinho et al., 2005; Beaudoin22@ulati, 2008).

In terms of instruction from the teachers, Stodelle(2006) found that in their study
the students’ perceptions of the instruction thegeived differed greatly from those
held by the teachers. The teacher-researchers cartheg they had “provided
intellectual and scholarly leadership and sharedr tbubject matter knowledge with
learners” (p.16) through the instructional contedétailed feedback of students’
assignments, and responses to individual questadsforum discussions. Yet, the
study participants reported receiving inadequatdamnce. Stodel et al. explained that
this was because the students had different assama@bout learning to the teachers
and therefore did not view the forms of input cdnited by the latter as valuable.
Stodel et al. ascribed students’ dissatisfactiotih whe amount and type of guidance
provided online to the expectations they carrieérovom their prior face-to-face

learning experiences, and this:

raises questions regarding learner expectationshendeed for a paradigm shift to
separate the underlying learning assumptions afetarning from classroom
learning. Are learners’ expectations for onlinehéag higher than they are for F2F
[face-to-face] learning? ... The way we define olesas teachers and learners and
our attitudes, practices, and expectations nebé fandamentally different in an
online context compared to F2F. We need to undatdtzese elements if we are to
transform education and liberate the way we dearghdeliver online learning. (p.17)

Specifically, Stodel et al. argued that online &g is a “fundamentally new learning
experience”, and that learners need to “shift theus from an individual perspective
to one of community” (p.18). This line of reasonimgpears to assume that pedagogy
adopted in the online context was conducive to lgghlity learning, and so where
students’ expectations were not met the fault miist with these students’
expectations. Given that in this case the guidingcyple of the teaching practice in
the online context was student-centredness, thisnaent is paradoxical. To say that
student expectations and demands are ill-fittethéolearning environment seems to
contradict with the fundamental philosophy undempig the environment. It also
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leaves such studies open to the accusation of mothia goal-posts: if the new
learning experience is not provided in online cesysthen it may be provided
elsewhere or the students themselves are not pmgvithe correct form of

participation, insulating the form of pedagogy fronticism.

Lastly, two studies (Gulikers, et al., 2005; Mageet al., 2007) have produced
findings challenging the motivational effect of estmuctivist-inspired, authentic
online learning environments, that is, online eowiments that are held to resemble
the real world with real-life complexity (Herringto& Oliver, 2000; Newmann &
Wehlage, 1993). Martens’ (2007) survey study comgaBl university students’
perceptions of their experiences against the peglegjointent of the 5 designers of
the learning environment. In this authentic onlamvironment, students assumed the
role of a counsellor or lawyer to solve ‘real cas&hke findings based on a statistical
analysis of the data revealed a gap between theantees in their interpretations of
the environment. The designers intended learnirgistao be realistic and ill-
structured with a view to challenging the learnarsl thereby stimulating their
intrinsic motivation in the problem solving proce3$e students, however, did not
find the tasks particularly complex, and as chagieg and motivating as the
designers anticipated. Neither did the studentseviie role-playing activity as much
as the designers had expected.

In another example, Gulikers, et al. (2005) ingzded the impact of two different
pedagogical designs on students’ experiences, amdentic’ and the other ‘non-
authentic’. The experimental study was conducted3dnuniversity students and
included a questionnaire measuring learner motimatirhe learning tasks for both
groups of students were identical (i.e. writingegart for a bus company as a junior
advisor of a consultancy agency). However, in ththentic group, students were
provided with a complex, interactive, virtual emnment modelled on the real world,
containing relevant as well as irrelevant inforrmatand resources about the task they
had to complete. The non-authentic group was gihensame content minus the
authentic environment. The study concluded that ghdicipants’ views of their
experiences were not affected by whether a learnorgext was authentic or not.
Like Martens et al. (2007), this study underminde tclaim that an authentic

pedagogical approach in itself has an intrinsicivating effect on learning.
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Although these two quantitative studies found adipancies between the intention of
constructivist teaching designs in terms of mothgt students and learners’
experiences of these online learning environmehts studies offer little insight into
how such discrepancies arise. Goodyear and EI@8R provide a possible
explanation when confronting the assumption of dearcompliance held by
educational technologists. They point out that etisi responses to a learning
context is “a compromise between what they valuetfiemselves and what they
believe to be the demands of the higher educatistes in which they are working”
(p.149). Hence, to further research this areatgraéasight into learners’ expectations
of their educational experiences and what theygpeecto be the keys to success in

their learning environments are needed.

To sum up, three major issues have become apptrenigh this exploration of
studies of learners’ experiences of online leaneatred, constructivist-inspired
pedagogies. First, contrasting reactions from k@nare reported, both across
different studies (e.g. Milhauser, 2006; Stodehlet2006) and within a single study
(Agostinho et al. 2005). However, the factors uhdeg these variations remain
unclear. One possibility suggested by the presanew of this literature is that this
form of pedagogy may benefit learners with certaaracteristics — such as prior
knowledge and experience relevant to the learniigatson. This assumption,
however, needs further investigation. Secondly,edhodological concern has been
identified for research into learners’ experiengemstructional approaches. In short,
it is argued that practitioner-led evaluation-otezhresearch has inherent risks which
may diminish its contribution to the overall littwee base. Thirdly, both types of
research introduced in this section — learner'ssgarexperiences of online learning
and learners’ experiences in particular online extst — lack a coherent theoretical
underpinning, and so the findings from these studiee generally descriptive in
nature. Even though some studies reported thattélaehing was guided by
constructivist-related theories, the teaching pcast were not systematically
described and analysed. Relations between theingaemvironment and learners’
experiences, therefore, could not be clearly disrAs a result, findings generated

by both types of studies have limited transfergbito other educational contexts.
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Research guided by robust theoretical and analyfireaneworks for exploring
learners’ experiences is yet to be conducted salea.

2. 4 Chinese learners’ experiences of online learni  ng

Thus far, this chapter has described the currenir@af online flexible learning in
higher education. It has also summarised the nzaocerns for learners about online
learning, and examined students’ experiences ohdégacentred teaching approaches
in online contexts. The remainder of this literatueview discusses the online
experiences of Chinese student sojourners, whit¢heiscentral focus of the current
study. The aim of this last part of the chaptetwsfold: to describe who Chinese
learners are; and to examine what previous resdamshsaid about these learners’
online learning experiences in Western countriebis Tsection begins with an
introduction and critique of the notion of ‘the @hse learner’, followed by a review
of recent research into Chinese students’ onlipee&nces in Western countries.

2.4.1 Chinese learners

In educational research, Chinese learners are comgnreferred to as Confucian
Heritage Culture (CHC) learners, which consist wfdents from Mainland China,
Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore. The presence edetlstudents on Australian
campuses has aroused considerable controversthentitast of which is expressed in
ongoing, heated discussions about the issue of mped academic standards
(Alexander, 2007; Birrell, 2006, Devos, 2003; McGow& Potter, 2008). On
whichever side of the debate one stands, the wagsetstudents learn and their
expectations of Australian education have piquedhesghtened interest among

academic circles.

The image of ‘the Chinese learner among Austraiiaademics in the 1980s, when
research on these students began in earnest, vea®foa rote learner with high
achievement motives but who rarely questioned aityhfigures or written texts and
showed little interest in participating in classalissions (Ballard & Clanchy, 1984,
Bradley & Bradley, 1984; Samuelowicz, 1987). Thisrsotype has subsequently

been challenged. Watkins and Biggs’ bodlhe Chinese Learner: Cultural,
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Psychological, and Contextual Influencd®996) expounds the so-called ‘paradox of
the Chinese learner’ by investigating the influenteultural factors on approaches to
learning in Chinese societies. The ‘paradox’ refersthe apparent contradiction
between Chinese students’ surface approach toimgamnd their internationally
acknowledged high academic achievement (Biggs, ;19&8kins & Biggs, 2001b).
The surface approach to learning is based on extriotivation, of which the aim is
to fulfil the required outcomes with the minimunfcet. Specifically, Watkins and
Biggs asked, how it is possible that Chinese stisdesam outperform Western students
if they tend to learn through memorisation. Numeraempirical studies have
examined this paradox, and Chinese learners arepodrayed as learners who view
memorisation as an integral part of understanddahl(in & Watkins, 2000; Marton,
DallAlba & Tse, 1996; Sachs & Chan, 2003), areented towards deep learning
(Biggs, 1996; Kember, 2000; Watkins, 1996), andguréutorials to studying alone
(Volet & Renshaw, 1996).

Care should be taken in interpreting the findingsthe aforementioned paradox.
Despite the changing understanding of the notiontled Chinese learner’, new
misconceptions about Chinese learners can be foimiese changing views are
held to mean the learners would thrive in a leayrénvironment that promotes deep
or collaborative learning. First, the memorisationderstanding paradox indeed
challenges the labelling of Chinese students as kearners. However, the way
Chinese learners seek to understand sets themfepartheir Western counterparts;
that is, it would seem likely that Chinese learnare acculturated tdisten to
understand, while Western learners are encouragepidstionto understand. The
students in Cortazzi and Jin’s study (2001), faregle, defended themselves against
accusations that they were passive learners bytagsthat their minds were active
when listening to the teacher. Such an argumenweter, can be difficult to
reconcile with the Western conception of an acteaner. Some commentators, for
example, have questioned the effectiveness of ‘tlakatively passive form of
learning” in developing qualities like critical tfking, problem solving, and
independent learning (Gow, Balla, Kember & Hau,d,92122).

Secondly, Chinese students’ preference for a dppmach to learning (i.e. a learning

orientation that is based on intrinsic interestha subject matter) does not guarantee
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an easy practice of this approach. Didactic teachimd passive learning are still the
norm in the Chinese education system (Cortazzi & 2D01; Kember, 2001). To
manage the large size of classes, tightly strudtw@urses and assignments with
prescribed correct answers are common practicemlfikg 2000). These practices
have also stemmed from the standardised exterrahieations that are typical of
Chinese educational settings. Therefore, despatie $klf-reported orientation to deep
learning, in reality Chinese students are constaposed to a teaching environment
that is associated with a surface approach toilegrn

Lastly, Chinese students’ predilection for tutaialand their spontaneous
‘collaboration’ outside the tertiary classroom (§ai996) should not be elided with
the Western notion of collaborative learning. Taefer may tend to relate to seeking
one another’s cue perceptions when the cues tingody conducting a task provided
in class are insufficiently perceived by the indal learners (Biggs, 1996). In
contrast, the latter focuses on knowledge creat#her than task completion. Put
another way, students involved in (Western notiofjscollaborative learning are

expected to be creative and innovative rather jbeatly arrive at a ‘correct’ answer

to meet the pre-determined expectations (Murphya8déz, 2005).

In short, while the mystery of the ‘paradokthe Chinese learner’ has been explored,
the paradoxefor the Chinese learner studying in a Western edutatienvironment
have yet to be investigated. These paradoxes wkrglrated by a qualitative
investigation of Chinese students’ learning experés in New Zealand (Campbell &
Li, 2008). The researchers found that their paréinis valued independent learning,
interactive teaching methods and a pressure-fregomment, but at the same time
they anticipated being motivated by lecturers, weticent about interacting with
others in class, and felt uncomfortable studying ioontext where competition and

pressure were lacking.

In conclusion, in spite of our developing underdtag of the notional ‘Chinese

learner’, research continues to produce evidentieating that students from Chinese
cultural backgrounds demonstrate dispositions ifledtby researchers more than
two decades ago — an inclination towards confornpgssivity and dependence on

authority figures (Campbell & Li, 2008; Huang, 2Q0Burner, 2006). There is an
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apparent mismatch between this inclination andctieracteristics viewed as critical
for success by the student-centred, constructinggited pedagogies common in
Western online learning, such as being self-digkcself-motivated, self-disciplined,
and committed to peer collaboration (Dabbagh & BemRitland, 2005; Palloff &
Pratt, 2003). Thus it can be extrapolated that €enstudent sojourners studying in
online contexts may experience an educationaldeceltlash’. The rest of this chapter
examines whether this conjecture is borne out byiecal evidence.

2.4.2 Chinese learners’ online experiences

There is a small but growing literature on Chinggernational students’ experiences
of online learning in Western countries. This tlhreaf the literature shows two

common characteristics. Methodologically, it commsps mostly qualitative case

studies of a small number of participants who arktime, on-campus students.

Secondly, in terms of theoretical perspectivestethe a consistent emphasis on the
influence of cultural factors on participants’ vievand experiences. The cultural
theories heavily drawn upon are Hofstede’s (19812 cultural dimensions and

Hall's (1989) theory of high- and low-context cuks (e.g. Ku & Lohr, 2003; Morse,

2003; Thompson & Ku, 2005; Tu 2001).

Based on the findings of these studies, Chinesgents’ attitudes towards online
learning and their patterns of participation do diter greatly from those of their
Western counterparts, as described in the preceskagjons. For instance, most
Chinese students appreciate the temporal and kpetidility afforded by the use of
online learning contexts, but feel frustrated wathack of immediate feedback and
interaction (Ku & Lohr, 2003; Thompson & Ku, 200Bhao & McDougall, 2008).
Chinese students also express discomfort about comeating in a context where
non-verbal cues are absent. However, this is nstiggest these issues of concern are
of the same intensity for both groups of learnEms. instance, a comparative research
study (Morse, 2003) found that although all studeatjreed upon the same key
advantages to studying in an online environmentin€de students prioritised the
ability to express their thoughts and opportunities think about their own
contributions, whilst Western students ranked tptase flexibility and time to reflect
on others’ opinions as most important. Other studiave also discerned additional
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benefits and challenges of online learning for @ken learners in relation to the
communication medium, cultural factors and onlieelggogies. These are discussed
below.

2.4.2.1 Computer-mediated communication

Many of the strengths and weaknesses of onlinenilegrexperienced by Chinese
students revolve around computer-mediated commiimircal hese text-based forms
of communication (e.g. online discussion forumsyendeen identified by some
students as benefiting their learning, but by atlaer impeding it. In terms of benefits,
students have reported higher levels of partiogmatand greater confidence and
assertiveness in stating their views online thaa face-to-face environment because
the medium removes some language barriers by alfpthiem to edit what they want
to articulate (Ku & Lohr, 2003; Thompson & Ku, 20@ao & McDougall, 2008).
On the other hand, research has consistently itetidhat this communication form
poses a great challenge for Chinese students tinhiagrocess of reading, composing
and editing messages result in heavy demands antithe. Two studies found that
Chinese students put more time and effort into nenlthan traditional classes
(Thompson & Ku, 2005; Zhao & McDougall, 2008), amte researcher asserted that
these demands reduce Chinese students’ onlinengees®cause of their substantial

time spent reading, composing and editing messdge<001).

In addition to language barriers, Chinese studgudgicipation in online discussions
is also hampered by their perception of the purpo$ecomputer-mediated
communication. Discussion in online forums is galigrseen as task-oriented and
more formal than communication taking place in faméace contexts, thereby
requiring extra effort to produce acceptable coutions (Tu, 2001; Zhao &
McDougall, 2008). This perception may also be #eson why Chinese students tend
to be reluctant to engage in discussions unlesg lielieve the content of their
postings will contribute to the development of thiscussion (Zhao & McDougall,
2008).

Lastly, in terms of their sojourner status, Chinesaedents identify two major
drawbacks of online learning. The deficiency inefdo-face contact decreases their
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opportunities to be immersed in the host culture tanmprove their spoken language
skills, which are two important aims of these shidesojourn (Ku & Lohr, 2003;
Thompson and Ku, 2005; Zhao & McDougall, 2008).

2.4.2.2 Cultural factors

Studies in this area tend to interpret challengagronting Chinese learners in light
of their cultural attributes. In summary, studensponses to online environments
are said to be impacted by:

» face-saving intentions, that is, the maintenance pbsitive image for oneself and
others (Morse, 2003; Smith, Coldwell, Smith & Muypl2005; Tu, 2001; Zhao &
McDougall, 2008);

* a desire to avoid uncertainty, for example, thesptirof clear directions and
correct answers (Ku & Lohr, 2003; Thompson & KuD2§)

» collectivist culture, for example, an emphasis awug harmony and social
relationships and a tendency to avoid conflict @uohr, 2003; Thompson & Ku,
2005; Tu, 2001; Wang & Reeves, 2007);

» high-context culture, for example, the use of afirgctt and less explicit manner of
communication (Morse, 2003; Tu, 2001);

» reverence for authority figures and an expectatibtheir expertise (Ku & Lohr,
2003; Zhao & McDougall, 2008); and

* motivation towards high achievement (Zhao & McDdi@008).

Whilst these cultural characteristics are mostgoasmted with challenges for students,
some studies have generated conflicting results. é&ample, although many
researchers link Chinese students’ self-consci@ssabout the quality of their written
messages to their face-saving intentions (Mors@328mith, et al., 2005; Zhao &
McDougall, 2008), others argue that the text-baseztlium may in fact enable
students to manipulate their images (Tu, 2001; ZhadcDougall, 2008). Also, in
regard to Chinese students’ reverence for authigtyes, one study found that while
some participants preferred not to challenge tiséruntor’'s opinions, others stated
that they were more persistent in defending theginions online than in a face-to-face
situation because the teacher’'s authority in ontoatexts is weakened (Zhao &

McDougall, 2008).
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2.4.2.3 Student-centred pedagogy

As with most of the research into Western studegexgeriences of online learning,
studies of Chinese students often give little detbout the pedagogy underpinning
the learning context. It is therefore difficultégamine the contextual factors that may
influence students’ views. Of the few studies thate done so, one claimed that the
teaching approach employed espoused ‘student-ceatne ‘self-regulated’ learning
(Ku & Lohr, 2003). According to the two teachergaschers, their participants were
strongly in favour of this pedagogy. Nevertheless, examination of the learning
tasks outlined in the research revealed that theyewhighly structured. The
assessment consisted of a major project that walsebrdown into weekly tasks.
Every week, students were provided with a minideetand required to complete an
assignment. These weekly tasks asked them to rapsatical process of composing
a draft, giving and receiving peer feedback, wgtia second draft, obtaining
comments from the instructor, and further revisinghe highly structured
environment does not seem to allow students mupbroymity to take control of their
learning processes. It is therefore questionablethdr the participants would have
similar appraisals of their experiences if the k#ag had been less orchestrated and
visible, and therefore in closer alignment with fsebulated, student-centred

pedagogies.

Another study, whilst offering little informationbaut the exact teaching strategies,
described the online environment as supporting estiidentred, self-paced and
interactive learning, which aimed at promoting sk#ficovery (Thompson & Ku,
2005). The researchers suggested that the reasgnthelr participants felt their
learning was encumbered by a deficiency of theruesdr's authoritative opinions
was that they were unaware that a less directedoapip to teaching is most

appropriate to online learning:

Two concerns about distance learning addressecine€e students were not getting
immediate feedback from their peers and instruaardsthe lack of face-to-face
communication, which were echoed by most onlindestis regardless of cultural
background .... We believe that Chinese studentss®é to seeing instructors as
authoritative figures and might feel disappointeti nreceiving authoritative opinions
from them. Also, Chinese students might not be awrat on online courses the role
of the instructor is as facilitator rather tharntlger and that learning is more likely to
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occur during interactions among students and thr@edf-discovery. (p.44)

This interpretation has also been applied to Wesdlearners (Gilbert, et al., 2007;
Stodel et al., 2006). It is, in essence, a devietv of learners who do not possess the
attitudes or qualities required for success in édméne learning environment. To
blame students’ dissatisfaction with their experesnon their lack of understanding
of the pedagogy is unreasonable in two respeatst, Hiis naive to expect students to
be equipped with knowledge about the changes iatiunal practices. Secondly,
whether students are aware of these changes ievarg to their feelings that the
guality of their learning is diminished.

Finally, there is evidence indicating that compavéath Western students, Chinese
students are less prepared for constructivistiegppedagogies. Smith et al. (2005)
compared Chinese and Australian students’ attitadesbehaviours when conducting
problem-solving learning in an online context at Aastralian university. Data

collected from aReadiness for Online Learning Questionnaiamd computer

conferencing transcripts showed that the two cehwdre equally willing to manage
their own learning, but Australian students exlatita significantly higher level of

comfort with this form of learning. The Chinesedsuts in the class were also found
to be less inclined to take the initiative to sediar learning materials and to interact
with others online, and they contributed fewer rages of an intellectual nature. The
researchers related the differences between the stwdent groups to language
barriers and cultural factors. However, this intetation is hypothetical, as the
quantitative research instruments were not desigoestudy language barriers or

cultural factors.

In sum, Chinese students tend to mostly undergdlasinonline experiences to
Western learners. The two topics of concern fooalhese online learners were the
teacher’s feedback and peer interactivity. Whiléhbgroups of students expect direct
instruction by the teacher, there is a marked whffee in their discussions about peer
interaction. That is, Western learners tend to $oon how the organisation and
content of a discussion can benefit them, wherdaimeSe students highlight the
ability to express themselves using the online omadiHowever, this does not mean
that the latter are not concerned about the quahty structure of online activities. It
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could be that such concerns are eclipsed by anxiegy their personal language
competency. In-depth qualitative studies are neddeeixamine this possibility. In
terms of pedagogy, the possibility that Chinesdestis may encounter an educational

culture clash in online contexts would appear teiygported by the studies reviewed.

The literature on Chinese students’ online learniegperiences in Western
universities has three major limitations. First aiodemost, these studies tend to
attribute students’ perceived challenges to thii@mice of their heritage culture and
language barriers. This deficit approach ignorespbssibility that the nature of the
learning context may be a factor as well. The auie® of educational experiences are
the result of what Pierre Bourdieu (1996) calldte“tneeting of two histories” (p.256):
the dispositions brought by the learner to the atiocal context, and the nature of
the educational context itself. Hence, what hastecklearners’ dissatisfaction may
not be the assumptions students bring to the legroontext or the learning context

itself, but rather the interactions between the. two

The second limitation is methodological. The mayodf studies collect data through
a single interview or through questionnaires. Thessearch methods are not
conducive to an in-depth, holistic understanding stfidents’ perspectives and
experiences and do not take account of the devenpof participants’ attitudes and
behaviours over time. Neither are these methodaldapf revealing the dynamic

relationships between student perceptions andcetir@ing environment.

Thirdly, with respect to the use of theory in tlise of research, using national
culture models, such as Hofstede (1980, 2001) aaild(ER89), as the sole framework
to examine cross-cultural experiences oversimplitaltural differences (Myers &

Tan, 2002; Signorini, Wiesemes & Murphy, 2009)etfucational settings, an evident
flaw in this approach is that it neglects importéattorswithin the learning context

that also contribute to learners’ experiences, sashcourse content, teachers’
qualifications and training, and the funding of ealion (Signorini, Wiesemes &

Murphy, 2009). Most importantly, the studies dragvion these culture models often
do not make the models an integral part of the arebe That is, rather than
developing the theories into conceptual framewdkgyuide the research and to

analyse data, these studies tend to use the thesingply as receptacles into which
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they fit their data. Specifically, in these studitee theories are introduced, then left
aside while the researcher carries out his or gr analyses, and only retrieved by
the researcher after the analyses are completadthmrise the findings (e.g. Ku &
Lohr, 2003; Morse, 2003; Thompson & Ku, 2005; TW2P Consequently, as with
the research into students’ online learning expeas examined so far in this chapter,
the findings on Chinese learners remain descripéimd under-theorised, thereby
leaving it difficult to extrapolate these findingsother settings.

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter has positioned the current reseautty $h the relevant literature in three
stages. In the first stage, the current naturendine flexible learning in Western
higher education was described, leading to theraeg that a convergence between
online learning and constructivist-inspired teaghepproaches is prevalent in the
educational literature. In the second stage, eoglistudies of students’ experiences
were reviewed. This line of research highlights sooommon broad concerns of
students about online learning but yields mixeddifigs regarding students’
experiences of learner-centred, constructivistinesipteaching practices in online
contexts. In the third stage, Chinese student so@vg’ online experiences were
examined. The literature in this third stage hagad that while Chinese students’
experiences do not differ greatly from their Westeounterparts, their difficulties
may potentially be exacerbated by some of theitucall attributes. Overall, this
exploration of the empirical literature on studérdggperiences of online flexible
learning shows that previous research had tendéstts oneitherthe learnepr the
learning context rather than the interactions betwie two. Moreover, the literature
has not systematically described and theorisediéesirexpectations, the nature of the
learning context, or learners’ reactions to therles context. What remains to be

explored, therefore, is:

» characteristics of learners, such as the dispaositiexpectations, and prior
experiences that learners bring to learning cosfext
» characteristics of online learning contexts, suclwhat students are learning, how

teaching and learning are conducted, and whatngl@ssessed; and
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* relations between the two — that is, how the charstics of learners and those of

learning contexts meet, relate and generate differetcomes.

These three aspects of students’ learning expeseare systematically investigated
in Chapters 4, 5, and 6 respectively. Before dosw the theoretical and

methodological approaches employed in the presedy $o address these gaps in the
literature are described in Chapter Three.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

3. 1 Introduction

Chapter 2 explored the background literature arehtiied the direction of this
research study. It concluded that to understandé3lei student sojourners’ online
learning experiences in Australia, systematic attarssations of these learners and
their prior educational experiences, the onlinerie® context, and relations between
the two are needed. This chapter details the relsedesign the study adopted to
address this need. It is divided into five partse Tirst part explains the three sets of
theoretical concepts that helped to guide the reBederry’s acculturation theory
(1980, 1997a, 2005), Bernstein’s educational kndgéecodes (1977, 1990, 2000)
and Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory (Maton, 202007, 2009; Moore & Maton,
2001). The second part of the chapter gives anuataaf the qualitative case study
research approach selected for this investigatiorthe third and fourth parts, the
research design and analytic devices developethéostudy based on the theoretical
frameworks are explained. The final part of theptbadetails the strategies used to

enhance the quality of the research.

3. 2 Theoretical perspectives

Based on the literature review and research questithere was a need for three
different theoretical perspectives working togetherilluminate issues relating to
Chinese international students’ online experienceg\ustralian higher education.
First, this study was concerned with a group ofishis moving from one culture to
another. Prior research, however, has tended wsfoaeither the learners’ culture
(e.g. Chinese culturer the culture they enter (e.g. Western online emwirents),
rather than interactions between the two culturestheir outcomes. To address this
gap in the literature, the current study drew omrg acculturation theory as an
organising framework to construct the research lpralas involving the meeting of
two cultures and the resultant consequences. Skgah@ central interest of the
research was participants’ educational experierszethe study required a theoretical

perspective that enabled descriptions of the ppaints’ intercultural experiences in
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specifically educational terms. Moreover, the stsdyght to describe participants’
experiences in ways that allowed the two cultures their relations to be analysed
and theorised, an undertaking that previous rebeato Chinese students’ online
learning experiences has not accomplished. Finatlyjnvestigating educational

experiences, it was important to understand learmelucational dispositions and the
basis of their success in the learning context.eXamine these factors, the study
turned to Bernstein’s concepts of ‘educational kieolge codes’ and Maton’s

Legitimation Code Theory.

3.2.1 Conceptualising the research problem: Berry's acculturation

framework

This study used acculturation theory to concepgeathe movement of a group of
people from one culture to another. This theory wssd because it recognises the
potential for cultures to be different, and helpgs donceptualise the process of
intercultural contact and a range of possible cgueeces arising from it.
Acculturation was originally an anthropological cept and has been commonly
understood as referring to “those phenomena whashlr when groups of individuals
having different cultures come into continuoustfltand contact, with subsequent
changes in the original cultural patterns of eithieboth groups” (Redfield, Linton &
Herskovits, 1936, p.149). While this definition agskes acculturation at the group
level, acculturation at the individual level hasm@to be known as ‘psychological
acculturation’ (Graves, 1967). This refers to thargyes in individual members of an
acculturating group, and it is this facet of thecudturation phenomenon that is
relevant to this study.

3.2.1.1 Framework for understanding acculturation

Most influential in the field of acculturation reseh are the models of acculturation
processes and outcomes of Berry (1980, 1997a, 20@%th have been applied
extensively to cross-cultural studies, includings of Chinese international students
(Burnett, 2004; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Ying, @& Zheng, Sang & Wang,
2004). This study utilised Berry’'s approach to dicgation as an organising
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framework to focus the research on the key issmeslved in students’ educational

adaptation.

As illustrated in Figure 1, Berry’s framework coptealises acculturation at the
group and individual levels. To understand accatian at the cultural/group level
(shown on the left of the figure), Berry's approdaghlights the need to investigate
key features of the ‘heritage’ culture (cultureaxd the ‘host’ culture (culture B), the
nature of their contact relationships, as wellles ¢hanges as a consequence of the
contact to both cultures. The dynamic interplay agnall these components is then
held to affect acculturation at the psychologicalividual level (shown on the right
of Figure 1). Early acculturation outcomes are dbed as ‘behavioural shifts’ and
‘acculturative stress’. The former refers to théndeoural adjustments individuals
make in order to cope with the new environment,clwhare, according to Berry,
usually achieved without too much difficulty. Acturative stress, however, results
from psychological conflicts between the desirentintain one’s original culture and
the desire to participate in the host culture. $trategies individuals adopt to deal
with acculturative stress eventually lead to tw@ety of longer-term outcomes:
psychological and socio-cultural adaptations. Pslical adaptation refers to
“feelings of well-being or satisfaction during csesultural transitions”, whereas
socio-cultural adaptation refers to the ability ot in” or “execute effective

interactions in a new cultural milieu” (Ward, 20@1414).

CULTURAL/GROUP LEVEL PSYCHOLOGICALANDIVIDUAL LEVEL

A, A,

.,
E
-
-

] » PSYCHOLOGICAL ADAPTATION
CULTURE ACCULTURATION
A
CULTURAL INDIVIDUALS INDIVIDUALS
CHANGES IN CULTURES IN CULTURES
¢ A awn B A axn B

CULTURE
— i
A BEHAVIOURAL PSYCHOLOGICAL
SHIFTS

CULTURE
4 b

ACCULTURATIVE SOCIO-CULTURAL
CULTURE STRESS
B

Y

Figure 1 A general framework for understanding accultamaiiBerry, 2005, p.703).
42



The framework was adapted to reflect the focushefstudy. The acculturating group
in the research comprised student sojourners, wéasdturation is of relatively short
duration compared with the other types of acculiomathat Berry’s framework
applies to, such as those of immigrants, refugeatye peoples or ethnic groups
(Berry et al., 1987). Taking this short accultuwatperiod into account, most relevant
to this investigation were the components of thetdge culture (culture A), the host
culture (culture B), and their contact, which irda the suggested outcomes in early
stages of acculturation, namely, ‘behavioural shifand ‘acculturative stress’.
Cultural changes and long-term psychological andoscultural adaptation, on the
other hand, were unlikely to be identified in sojuers’ experiences and so were not
investigated in this study. Therefore the adaptachéwork relevant to the present

research is shown in Figure 2.

GROUFP LEVEL INDIVIDUAL LEVEL
__ PSYCHOLOGICAL
CULTURE - ACCULTURATION
A
INDIVIDUALS
IN CULTURES
A awn B

Y

BEHAVIOLURAL
SHIFTS

ACCULTURATIVE
CULTURE STRISS
B

Y

Figure 2 Adapted framework for understanding acculturatiothis study (adapted
from Berry, 2005).

Berry's framework acted as an organising framewimrkthis study by helping to

construct the object of study. It oriented the aesle towards broad themes involved
in the participants’ cross-cultural learning expades. In using the framework for
this purpose, however, the issue of globalisatiarit: attention. Arguments have
arisen in educational debates claiming that glsh&bn is creating hybridised

educational cultures. It is asserted that increggiglobalised flows of ideas and
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people are leading to a merging of cultures to bectlocal’ as cultural products are
recontextualised in local settings (e.g. Jamesadwigoshi, 1998; Tomlinson, 1999).
Globalisation, therefore, has been claimed to bedieg national and cultural
differences in educational practices (e.g. BurbW®eJorres, 2000; Stromquist &
Monkman, 2000). Given these claims, it is importémtnote that by identifying
‘heritage’ and ‘host’ cultures the current studya suggesting that these cultures are
hermetically sealed and internally homogeneous.iMgla distinction between two
cultures does not necessarily entail any claimsiabealations within or between the
cultures. Neither does it lock one into a logic paflar opposites. Rather, Berry’'s
model can be understood as making aaralytical distinction between these two
cultures as the first step towards enablamgpirical research into their complexities
and interactions. Whether cultures are hybridiseghi empirical question. Such a step
enables claims over hybridity to be explored ireegsh rather than simply asserted
(Chen, Bennett & Maton, 2008). For example, if Grdt A and Culture B are
empirically hybridised such that one cannot legitiety talk of two cultures, this
becomes apparent in research, but making the clistimfor the purposes of analysis
enables the research in the first place. Theref@ther than assuming hybridised
identities and practices, this research aimeditizalty explore what happened when
Chinese students studied online at an Australiaveusity.

3.2.1.2 Limitations of Berry’s theory for this stud y

Berry's framework is useful in highlighting key isss of relevance to this study. It
does not, however, provide a means for systembtiaahblysing the heritage culture,
the host culture, and the outcome of their contast.Berry (1997b) noted, the
framework “serves as a skeleton onto which varlatssof flesh can be fitted”, rather
than a “theoretically integrated, empirically tddéa and refutable” model (p.63).
Therefore, the study needed a theoretical frameviorkanalysing and theorising
these three key aspects of the student participanlime experiences and how these

aspects related to one another.

Moreover, as the study was concerned with studejwumers’ adaptation to
educational contexts, the level of ‘culture’ focdsan in this study wasducational

culture. Specifically, in this research, ‘heritagailture’ refers to educational
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dispositions the students brought from their fonagatducational context in China;
‘host culture’ refers to the online educational teows they entered in Australia; and
‘contact’ refers to the outcomes of the studentsline@ experiences. Berry’'s
framework does not provide a means for examiningational practices and contexts.
Hence, in seeking a framework for analysing thasetiges and contexts, the study

turned to Bernstein’s concepts of educational keoye codes.

3.2.2 Characterising educational practices: Bernste in's concepts of

educational knowledge codes

Bernstein’s well-established theory of educatiokalowledge codes has been
acclaimed for its descriptive, explanatory, diadimpgredictive and transferability
potential (Morais, 2002; Morais & Neves, 2001),vesl as its power to analyse the
structuring of knowledge and social relations atraameso and micro levels (Singh,
2002). This research drew upon Bernstein’s theorgharacterise the educational
practices in the student participants’ heritage laost cultures. This characterisation
enabled the similarities and differences of theaulythg structuring principles of the
two educational cultures to be compared and andlyseereby enabling the
researcher to relate this comparison to the outsoofethe students’ learning

experiences in the host culture.

Bernstein’s theory was used because it providesemia that: (1) are suited for
analysing educational practices and contexts; éB) relationally analyse underlying
structuring principles of educational practices amhtexts in student sojourners’
heritage and host cultures, rather than just affeempirical descriptions, and thus
enable these to be related; and (3) can be appliaadange of objects, such as schools,

classrooms, curriculum and pedagogy.

3.2.2.1 Bernstein’s concepts of classification and framing

According to Bernstein, formal educational knowleds realised through three
‘message systems’: curriculum, pedagogy and evatluaCurriculum indicates what
is considered to be valid knowledge in an educati@ontext; pedagogy relates to
how this knowledge is taught; and evaluation, erdassessment of learner outcomes,
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defines a legitimate realisation of this knowledgethe learner (Bernstein, 1977).
The underlying structures of these three messagterag can be analysed using
Bernstein’s terms of ‘classification’ and ‘framindivo key concepts of his theory of

educational knowledge codes.

The strength ofclassification (C) refers to the strength of boundaries between
categories or contexts (such as school subjeashées and students, school and
home). In educational terms, it defines the basiacture of curriculum. Stronger
classification (+C) can be used to describe a sdntdere the boundaries between
the content of a particular study unit and otherdki or areas of knowledge are
sharply drawn. As a result of these distinct bouiedathe content knowledge of this
study unit is highly insulated from the content Wwhedge of other study units (i.e.
other kinds of educational knowledge), or from kienlge learned outside the
educational context (i.e. everyday knowledge). Byntrast, relatively weaker
classification (-C) indicates blurring boundari¢sys reducing insulation between

categories of content.

The strength oframing (F) relates to the strength of control within theagegories or
contexts; it is about “who controls what” in pedggorelations (Bernstein, 2000,
p.12). Framing, therefore, determines the basiactire of pedagogy. Stronger
framing (+F) can be used to describe a context &htre control over
communications in pedagogic relations (e.g. thectie®in, organisation, pacing and
timing of the content of a study unit) more cleardgides with the teacher. On the
other hand, relatively weaker framing (-F) refeysahere roles between teacher and
student are less hierarchical or defined and stsdeave “moreapparentcontrol”
(Bernstein, 2000, p.13).

Strengths of classification and framing may vargieipendently of each other. The
combination of these differing strengths produaes potential code modalities: +C,
+F; +C, -F; -C, +F; and -C, -F.

As noted earlier, this study needed a means ofysingl and comparing the
educational practices the students experiencedeair heritage and host cultures.

Empirical description of these experiences is ifisieght because it does not enable
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the researcher to see relations between the twiresl and the results of their
meeting. For example, descriptive terms such aaclier-centred and ‘learner-
centred’ are “fuzzy and undefined” (Ensor & Hoadl2904, p.96), and do not allow
one to compare thenderlying structure®f different aspects of educational practice.
Such terms describe the realisations of underlypngciples, not the principles
themselves. By contrast, classification and framprgvide a simple theoretical
language to examine these principles. (This isarpt more fully in Section 3 of
this chapter). Classification and framing have beedely applied in educational
research, including to explore: curriculum integmat(Chien, 2004), distance learning
(Johannsdottir, 2008), portfolio-based teachinga(®&n & Steinberg, 2002), and
conservative and progressive pedagogies (Riksa26€i,). The concepts have also
been used to study unequal access to specialisaddaige by socially disadvantaged
learners (e.g. Bourne, 2004; Hoadley, 2007; Lulker2004; Morais & Neves, 2001,
Rose, 2004), and to analyse classroom talk (Dod&891) and online interactions
(Doherty, 2006; Love & Simpson, 2005).

Among the various modalities of classification draiming, ‘visible’ and ‘invisible’
pedagogies (Bernstein, 1977, pp.116-145) are dfterwvn upon by Bernsteinian
scholars to characterise teaching practices. \ésipbdagogy involves stronger
classification and framing (+C, +F), whereas irblisi pedagogy involves weaker
classification and framing (-C, -F). Three maintteas of pedagogic relations help to
define whether a pedagogy is visible or invisilderarchy, sequencing rules and
criteria (Bernstein, 1977, 1990). Hierarchy estti#s the rules of conduct for the
teacher and students; sequencing rules regulatpridggession of teaching and the
rate of learning; criteria relate to evaluativaema distributed to students concerning
what knowledge and behaviour is valued. The te&lentrol over these rules can
be explicit or implicit. The more explicit it ishé more visible the pedagogy. A telling
distinction between the two types of pedagogy & thvisible pedagogy emphasises
the external performances of students and how thegt the criteria, whereas the
focus of an invisible pedagogy is on the internainpetencies of students and the
unique realisations of these competencies by eaatteist (Bernstein, 1990). In
general terms, visible pedagogies are typical adiitional, teacher-centred, subject

knowledge-based teaching methods, whereas invisipdelagogies represent
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progressive, student-centred, interdisciplinary weoge-oriented approaches
(Lubienski, 2004; Morais & Neves, 2001; Riksaas¥(1).

After this means of analysing and characterisirggdtudent sojourners’ heritage and
host educational cultures were decided upon (ileough the concepts of
classification and framing, and their two main midaes of visible and invisible
pedagogies), two questions arose: (1) Were theestadsojourners aware they were
moving to a potentially different learning enviroem (i.e. from the educational
practice in their heritage culture to that of thieast culture?); and (2) if they were
aware of differences, were they able to adapt éontew educational practices? To
investigate these two issues, the study utiliseth&ein’s concepts of ‘recognition’

and ‘realisation’ rules.

Bernstein (2000) stated that the degree to whiehaam operate effectively in a social
field of practice depends on one’s capacity tal rise requirements of one’s context
and learn to act in that field. To understand tBistnstein proposed the concepts of
recognition and realisation rules. The recognitroites are the means by which
“individuals are able to recognise the specialitythee context that they are in”, and

the realisation rules enable them to produce “Upeeted legitimate text” (Bernstein,

2000, p.17). In general terms, to be able to speakact appropriately in a particular
educational context, it is essential that the leagan distinguish the features of the
context, such as what is expected and deemed ttedigmate by the context

(recognition rules). Following this, the learnesalhas to be able to communicate
what he or she knows in a way that is understaedafd acceptable to people in this
context (realisation rules). To put it another wagcognition rules regulate what

meanings are relevant and realisation rules regulatv the meanings are to be put
together” (Bernstein, 2000, p.18). It is also impat to note that possessing the
recognition rules of a social or educational conttoes not necessarily lead to one’s
ability to communicate appropriately in that contekhis is because one may not

have learned the realisation rules.

3.2.2.2 Limitations of Bernstein’s theory for this study
For this study, Bernstein's theory is valuable lseait is particularly suited to
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analysing educational practices and enables kn@slédl be seen and conceptualised
as an object of study (Maton & Muller, 2007). Howevas Maton (2007, 2009)
argues, the approach focuses on one dimension aidl sitelds of practice: their
formations of knowledge. This focus “makes it diffit to fully understand fields
where knowledge is less explicit” (Maton 2009, @)L6-or example, in Bernstein’s
analysis of educational knowledge codes (1977)jdaatities of actors and basis for
measuring achievement are said either to resideéhé possession of subject
knowledge (for +C, +F; where boundaries between@waéc subjects are stronger) or
to be less certain and require constant negotidfam-C, -F; where boundaries are

weaker). As Maton argues:

Wherever knowledge is explicit ... Bernstein’s gsa is explicit: identity, insight
and so on flow from this knowledge formation. Whereknowledge is less explicit ...
Bernstein’s analysis becomes less explicit. (2p0B50).

Bernstein focuses on structures of knowledge; Mg&007) suggests that every

social field also has a structure of knowers.

This second dimension of fields is highlighted byatbh’'s argument that when
considering educational knowledge and practicesemns of classification and
framing, it is important that one as¥hatis being classified or framed because their
values may differ depending on whether one is gp#imowledge (‘what’ and ‘how’)
or knowers (‘who’). For example, where practicesorsgly bound and control
knowledge (such as in visible pedagogy), the bafsidentity and achievement is the
explicit possession of this knowledge and the digmms of the learners are less
significant: i.e. knowers are weakly bounded andtmdled in terms of their
characteristics (-C, -F). Conversely, where pcastiblur boundaries and weaken
control concerning knowledge (-C, -F), they oftanpbasise the dispositions and
characteristics of learners as the basis of ideatid achievement (+C, +F), such as
the emphasis in constructivist pedagogies on lesrreveryday experiences as a
legitimate basis of insight. Maton (2000) highlightese apparently contradictory
strengths of classification and framing to showt thgernstein’s ‘educational
knowledge codes’ are analysing one dimension <tstres of knowledge — and argue
that structures of knowers must be brought intoahalysis. This knower dimension
was crucial to the present study because the digpwsof learners were an important

focus of this study. Therefore, the study employ&dT as a third theoretical
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framework to complement Bernstein’s educational vikedge codes, which it
integrates and subsumes, in examining the underlgtructuring principles of the

student sojourners’ educational experiences.

3.2.3 Integrating the knower: Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory

Maton (2000, 2007, 2009; Moore & Maton, 2001) idiroes a conceptual framework,
named Legitimation Code Theory (LCT), that builds Bernstein to bring knower
structures into view. LCT considers education@sprising fields of struggle where
actors’ beliefs and actions represent competinignslao legitimacy or what should be
considered the measurement of achievement withan fteld. These ‘languages of
legitimation’ are analysed in terms of their ‘légiation codes’, which are their
underlying structuring principles (Maton, 2000).€eThurrent study drew upon one
facet of LCT, that of ‘LCT(Specialisation)’. Spekisation refers to the basis of
distinctiveness, authority and status, or “what esaéctors, discourses and practices
special or legitimate” (Maton, 2007, p.98). Undarpng LCT(Specialisation) is the
notion that educational practices and contexts atlosimply set up what is valid to
know and how, but they also set up who is an ide#dr (learner or teacher). That is,
every practice or knowledge claim is by someone ($bject) and is about or
oriented towards something (the object). So, tlaeesalways relations to an object
(‘epistemic relations’ or ER) and relations to &jsat (‘social relations’ or SR) when
knowledge claims and practices are made. Eachesktlo-existing but analytically
distinct relations may be more strongly or weaklgssified or framed. Put more
simply, each relation may be more strongly (+) eakly (-) emphasised as the basis
of practices or knowledge claims. Together, theaserelative strengths comprise the
‘legitimation code of specialisation’ (ER+/-, SRyt/Figure 3 illustrates the four
principal legitimation codes of specialisation: Wriedge, knower, elite and relativist

codes, which are also explained below, based o007, 2009):

* aknowledge codéER+, SR-) is given when possession of specialised
knowledge, procedures or skills is emphasisedabdiis of achievement,
while the dispositions of actors are viewed as $ggsificant;

* aknower cod€dER-, SR+) is given when the dispositions of acam&nowers

are emphasised as the basis of achievement, va@atist knowledge or
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skills are downplayed. The knowers’ dispositiong/rha considered innate or
natural (e.g. notions of ‘genius’), cultivated (eag artistic sensibility
developed through immersion in great works), oralycbased (e.g. a
specific gender or race);
* anelite codg(ER+, SR+) is where the measure of achievemeragedon
having both specialist knowledge and also beingitite kind of knower; and,
» arelativist codg(ER-, SR-) is where legitimacy is seemingly deterol

neither by specialist knowledge nor by particulispdsitions.

epistemic relation

ER+

knowledge

social
relation

relativist knower

Figure 3.Legitimation codes of specialisation (Maton, 200.8,7)

These four codes conceptualise different measufeschievement, where the

important underlying rules are that what matterSase’s demonstrated possession of
specialist knowledge or ‘what you know’ (knowledgede); one’s sensibilities and

dispositions or ‘what kind of knower you are’ (knemcode); both (elite code); or

neither (relativist code)” (Lamont & Maton, 20082p0). Maton (2009) emphasises
there are always knowledge and knowers, alwaydegpis and social relations; the

question iswhich of these relations ismphasisedh practices and knowledge claims
(Carvalho et al., 2009).
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Every educational practice or context is dominditga specific code which embodies
the unwritten ‘rules of the game’. However, not iyeme is able to recognise or
realise these rules. This leads to a further feom LCT relevant to the present study,
that of a ‘code clash’. According to Lamont and dfa{2008), there can be a code
clash between the code characterising, for exantipdeway a student thinks and acts
and the code characterising the student’s eduedtamntext. This clash may make it
difficult for the student to achieve success, r@sglin a sense of alienation and
boredom and rejection of the educational context.

LCT is valuable to this study for a number of reesoFirst, it more fully
conceptualises educational practices and beliefs boyging the issue of
characteristics of knowers into the analysis. Thgs especially important for
researching constructivist pedagogies which downple explicit instruction of
knowledge and emphasise more the learners’ attsbudispositions and existing
experiences. Secondly, the theory can be usedaligse a diverse range of objects of
study, including school curricula, subject aregectic learning tasks, and classroom
interactions (Lamont & Maton, 2008). Indeed, thimeeging approach is being
utilised for analyses of a wide array of educatiossues (Doherty 2008; Lamont &
Maton 2008; Luckett 2009; Maton, 2004a; Shay, 20@08ster, 2008), and among
different disciplines (Carvalho, Dong & Maton, 200@cNamara, 2009; Thornton,
2008). As these studies have demonstrated, LCbearsed with both qualitative and
quantitative methodology, and with a variety of émspl methods, such as interviews
(Carvalho et al., 2009), questionnaires (Lucke@0documents (Lamont & Maton
2008), transcripts or field notes of faculty megsin(Vorster, 2008) and online
discussions (Doherty 2008). In the current stud@TLwas utilised as a means to
analyse interviews and documents to explore: thieatnal dispositions the students
brought from their heritage culture; the measurfeacbievement underlying the host
educational culture; and relations between the tisthus allowed different aspects of
the students’ online educational experiences tbrbaght together and triangulated in
the same analysis. Lastly, the suggestive notioltade clash’ (Lamont & Maton,
2008) allowed questions important to this study dmerge, specifically by
highlighting the question of whether the underlyibgsis of success in the host
educational culture matches those brought by tlieest sojourners from their

heritage culture.
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In summary, Berry’s acculturation theory was ugitlsin the study as an organising
framework for making an analytical distinction betm the students’ heritage and
host cultures. It set up the research problem asntketing of two cultures and
enabled an empirical investigation of the outconaesing from this meeting.
Bernstein’s educational knowledge codes and Mathegitimation Code Theory
then allowed the study to explore the underlyinguctiring principles of the
educational practices experienced by the studetitipants in their heritage and host
cultures. This led to systematic characterisateoms analyses of the two educational

practices, enabling these educational practices twompared.

3. 3 Research approach

3.3.1 Qualitative research

As described in Chapter 2, little is known abowt éffects of online flexible learning
from the learner’'s perspective. Therefore, the ysthdd an exploratory purpose,
particularly to examine the happenings, behavicamsl perspectives in specific
settings and to generate hypotheses from thesendisdThis exploratory purpose
consequently made the qualitative paradigm the napgiropriate choice for the
investigation (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2000). Aatitative approach, through
the use of survey or experimental research, fomgk@ would not have been feasible
since there were few known variables or hypothéseontrol or test. The study, in
fact, ‘invited’ rather than tried to control variab (Holliday, 2007), with the early
period of the project, in particular, expected &g dpent learning what the important
questions were (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003). Moreovegqualitative approach was also
suitable because the study sought a detailled uaddieg of the complex
relationships between the experiences and concéhe individuals involved in the
study and their respective varied learning envirents (Flick, 2006; Maxwell, 2005),
and it was necessary to give voice to the indiMido@rticipants to obtain this

understanding (Creswell, 2007).

Specifically, the study adopted a number of charstics typical of qualitative

research. These included a concern with participargpectives, naturalistic research
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settings, the human research instrument, multi@&a dsources, rich description,
interpretations, and researcher’s reflexivity (Qrels, 2007; Flick, 2006; Maxwell,
2005; Merriam, 1998, 2002). These characteristieseapanded on below.

» Participant perspectivesThe focus on the participants’ perspectives is an
emphasis omeaning(Creswell, 2007; Flick, 2006; Maxwell, 2005; Mema
1998). This study not only presented the multipksamngs individual actors
attached to their experiences, but also investigdte processes that formed
these meanings (Maxwell, 2005).

* Naturalistic settingsBy studying people or events in their actual sgtijrthe
study aimed to explore the particular contexts dneir impact on the
participants’ views and behaviours (Maxwell, 2005).

« Emergent desigriThe research design was responsive and adaptiveiélhe
1998; 2002). This openness and flexibility were ibbd throughout the
research process, from the shaping of research dadi the selection of the
participants and context, to collection and analgdithe data (Stake, 2005).

e Multiple sources.Gathering data from more than one source allowed th
researcher to examine the topic of interest in ldeptd to triangulate her
interpretations.

 Researcher as key instrumenthe researcher gathered, translated and
transcribed the (primarily interview) data hersdlhis process enabled her to
develop deep insights for analysis (Bogdan & Bikl2A03), as well as to
make adjustments to the research design.

* Richness of data and descriptiohhe findings of the study were delivered
through rich descriptions of the context, actord aments (Merriam, 1998).
This account was intended to reflect the complegiftyhe issue in question,
and thus assist readers in experiencing the evargsgously (Creswell, 2003,
2007; Stake, 2005).

* Interpretive. All the features mentioned so far are inextricabbund to the
interpretive characteristic of this type of inqui@reswell (2007) stated that
not only the participants and the researcher lad #Hie readers are making
interpretations based on their own understandirthefssue.

» Researcher’s reflexivityThe recent literature on qualitative researctcgsda

great emphasis on the researcher’'s reflexivity g@ed, 2003; Denzin &
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Lincoln, 2005; Flick, 2006). The researcher in teigdy documented in this
thesis the factors that had potential effects anrterpretations.

3.3.2 Case study approach

A case study approach is characterised by its esmpba the wholeness of the ‘case’.
A ‘case’ is consistently defined as a bounded syste*a phenomenon of some sort
occurring in a bounded context” (Miles & Hubermd®94, p.25), or “a thing, a

single entity, a unit around which there are boueda (Merriam, 1998, p.27).

Another important definition of a ‘case’ is thatig an ‘integrated system’, or ‘a
functioning body’ (Stake, 1995, 2005). Consequerthge study research differs from
other forms of qualitative research due to the whess of the entity being
investigated (Stake, 1995, 2005). This wholeneksval a focus on the variables
relevant to that entity only, together with keersight into how these variables

interconnect.

The study adopted a case study approach becasseight to examine integrated
systems within specific boundaries, and the intemeation of the relevant variables
within the systems. The entire study was a singhsecas it examined the
contemporary phenomenon of Chinese student soj&irnaline experiences at a
single Australian university. The unit of study éited the essential boundedness of
a case study: it was bounded by place, time, amiteld to a small number of
participants with particular characteristics. Thedy was also an integrated system
where students’ perceptions, their behaviours aedetents in the setting interacted
and mutually affected one another.

In addition, multiple cases (Yin, 2003) in the forof seven individual Chinese
learners who were the focus of the research wa@ enbedded within this wider
case study. Involving a number of such cases edafleation among the participants,
and hence, more compelling interpretations by @mearcher (Merriam, 1998) as
these interpretations needed to account for atyasfeparticipant experiences. It thus
led to higher precision, validity and stability tdfe findings (Miles & Huberman,

1994).
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Stake (1995) makes a distinction between ‘intringid ‘instrumental’ case studies.
The intent of the intrinsic case study is to untiard the case itself rather than what it
represents, whereas in an instrumental case stheyesearcher's main purpose in
studying a case is to develop insights into a wideune. By this definition, the case
studies in the present investigation can be desgréds instrumental case studies. As
previously noted in Chapter 2, the research inidestts’ online learning experiences
is poorly theorised, with studies generally prodgcdescriptive results that have
limited application across contexts. To fill thigpg the ultimate goal of this study was

to theorise learners’ online experiences by drawisghts from the cases studied.

3. 4 Research setting

The research was conducted in a regional Austrainwersity. In 2007, according to
the university’s annual report, student enrolmeattshe university reached 23,171
across nine faculties and three campuses. Thirtyepe were international students,
with nearly one-third undertaking postgraduate issidPersonal communication with
the Vice Chancellor's Unit (22 July, 2009) indicghtthat students from Mainland
China accounted for 27.4% of the university’s intgional student population. These
figures correspond closely to the national stastn the average number of student
enrolments in Australian universities (Australiadugation International, 2009b),
indicating the university’s representativenesshis tegard. As with most of the other
Australian universities, the university that was #ite for this study placed a strong
emphasis on internationalising the curriculum ankagcing the international student
experience. For instance, the university offereg ficademic services to international
(as well as local) students through a specialissdi@mic division which organised
individual consultations, workshops and online teses to facilitate the development
of students’ general and discipline-specific acadelieracies. In addition, social
activities were regularly held by the wide rangectibs and societies to involve

students in the university’s diverse cultures.

3. 5 Data collection
Guided by Berry's acculturation framework outlinedrlier in this chapter, data for
the study was collected in three phases (Figurdmijhe first phase, three focus
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groups with 16 Chinese students from different ltees at the university were

convened to explore the ‘heritage’ educationalureltof Chinese student sojourners.
The second phase involved collecting informatioawdtihe online learning context at
the university by interviewing 8 teachers of poatlyrate online units in the Faculty of
Education and analysing example unit outlines. Hma of this phase was to

characterise the ‘host’ culture. The final phaseoimed gathering data about the
outcomes when these two cultures came into ‘cortactugh 7 in-depth case studies
of Chinese students studying postgraduate onlimts imthe Faculty of Education at

the university. This section of the chapter prosidgetails of the designs and
implementation of these three data gathering phases other issues relating to the

research methods.

Phase 1

Purpose : To explore
characteristics of the
heritage educational
culture

Method : Focus groups

Participants : 16
Chinese students from
different faculties

Phase 2

Purpose : To explore
characteristics of the
host educational
culture

Method : Teacher
interviews; review of
example unit outlines

Participants : 8
teachers of
postgraduate online
units in the faculty of
education

Figure 4.Data collection phases

3.5.1 Phase One: The focus groups

Reasons for using the focus groups

Phase 3

Purpose : To explore
outcomes of the
meeting of the two
cultures

Method : Multi-session
interviews with case
study students

Participants : 7
Chinese students who
studied postgraduate
online units in the
faculty of education

Three focus groups were used to explore the gerstalides, behaviours and
aspirations Chinese student sojourners might btngheir learning contexts in
Australia. The focus group technique had particsteengths in fulfilling this purpose.
It enabled the elicitation of a wide range of isstleat were of greatest importance to
this student group concerning the research topia smort period of time (Barbour,
2007; Morgan, 1988). In addition, the researcheulctcccapitalise on the group

interactions occurring in the discussions to brmg the collective memories and
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shared knowledge of the informants (Kamberelis &iiadis, 2005). Furthermore,
data collected from focus groups was valuable westigating the issues of relevance
from the perspectives of the Chinese studentsdrp#rticular research setting, that of
the university where the study took place (Mordk988).

The reason for holding more than one focus group twat conducting multiple focus
groups with different individuals reduced the imipaaused by the different group
compositions, thereby enabling the researcher teemaore reliable claims about the
findings (Barbour, 2007; Marshall & Rossman, 2008)e number of focus groups
was decided based on the saturation of informatmtected (Morgan, 1997). The
initial analysis of the data collected from therdhfocus group revealed that the
discussion of the topic had been exhausted, irgtichy the fact that no new issues
had arisen.

Participant selection

A snowball selection strategy was employed foraating focus group participants.
This method was adopted because it was considecettuaally appropriate strategy

for this study. Minichiello, Aroni and Hays (2008jave claimed that snowball

sampling relies “on the researcher’'s knowledge sbeaial situation” (p.172). It was

anticipated that social entry into the culturaluigydrom which participants would be

drawn (i.e. Chinese international students) wasentitely to be granted through a
mutual contact than direct contact. This was latenfirmed by some of the

participants, who revealed that they would not haken part in the study if they had
not been initially approached by their friends fact, several participants mentioned
they had received the researcher's email adverésgnbut decided to ignore it

because they did not ‘know’ the researcher. Asdallito here, the snowballing

strategy was also used because other recruitiategtes failed. Prior to adopting this
snowballing strategy, the researcher had made &@uof unsuccessful attempts with
other techniques. For example, email advertisemebtat the research were sent
through different channels (e.g. through studentbsland the Chinese student
association), and the researcher sought oppodsnib approach students at the
places Chinese students frequented, such as Chiests@irants at the university and
festival gatherings for Chinese students. Neithér tleese methods produced

satisfactory results.
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It is suggested that a potential disadvantage ofguthe snowballing strategy in
selecting focus group participants is that stramgeay serve as better informants than
friends in focus group discussions because thepgeffect among acquaintances may
lead to similar or convergent answers (Carey, 1%®htana & Frey, 2005; Hesse-

Biber & Leavy, 2006)- whereas strangers may provide fresh perspectivethen

topic (Flick, 2006). Nevertheless, Morgan (19973 heminded researchers that group
dynamics among strangers and acquaintances ardysdiiferent rather than one
being superior to the other, and that the sampliegisions should be based on the
research goals and practical concerns. For thif/stising acquaintances as members
in focus groups had the advantage of removing &cpéar cultural barrier resulting
from Chinese people’s reluctance to discuss swslegsopenly with strangers (Bond,
1991, Russell & Yik, 1996).

Participants

Because the aim of this phase of data collectios twaexplore the students’ heritage
educational culture, the Chinese students involvede not required to have online
learning experience. In order to explore the spectof issues related to the research
topic, student sojourners who were from any Chinadéural background, at any
level of study, and in any faculty were recruitedr fthe first focus group.
Consequently, this group was composed of 3 infotmmaom China, 3 from Taiwan
and 1 from Malaysia (see Table 1 for their demolgi@mformation). The results of
this focus group discussion revealed that the pemucational experiences of the
informants from China and Taiwan in their home ddes were very similar, whereas
the Malaysian student had experienced a relatidigfgrent educational context. The
Malaysian student did not identify with many of ttlassroom experiences recounted
by the Taiwanese and Chinese participants. It \wasefore decided to remove the
data collected from the Malaysian informant frora #nalysis to ensure that the data

collected was coherent.

All informants in the two further focus groups wdrem China (see Table 1). To
obtain a broad understanding of the students’ dgpziteducational culture, the
selection of participants for these two groups @soed to maximise the number of

different faculties the students came from, witle fdifferent faculties represented.
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Table 1. Demographic information for focus groufpimants

Group | Name Gender Faculty Level of study Country of Origi
Chris M Education Masters China
Mary F Health & Behavioural Science Masters China
Doug M Commerce Bachelor China
1 Eunice F Creative Arts Doctorate Taiwan
Helen F Commerce Masters Taiwan
Wayne M Commerce Masters Taiwan
Barbara F Health & Behavioural Science Masters Malaysia
Michael M Commerce Bachelor (Senior) China
Lynn F Commerce Bachelor (Senior) China
2 Jane F Health & Behavioural Science Masters China
Rachael F Health & Behavioural Science Masters China
Eva F Health & Behavioural Science Masters China
Lisa F Commerce Masters China
3 Bruce M Commerce Masters China
Peter M Informatics Masters China
Jack M Engineering Masters China

Note: Names are pseudonyms.




Implementation of the focus groups

All three focus groups were conducted in Mandavifith participants’ consent, the
discussions were digitally recorded, and the emliseussions were translated by the
researcher directly from the audio into English fomalysis. In moderating the
discussions, the researcher focused on creatimangeaial atmosphere. Fern (2001)
highlights the importance of including a warm-upipeé for focus groups composed
of members of a collectivist culture (which chaesstes Chinese culture) in
cultivating a sense of commonality among the grdumerefore, in this study all three
discussions were preceded by a short, informal olat food, during which the
informants were introduced and became familiar witle another. This step of social
bonding was, in the researcher’s observationskelydactor of the success of all three
groups. The participants’ enthusiasm was displayeéldeir generosity with their time.
Each discussion was planned to last sixty mindtesall three groups lasted between
90 and 120 minutes.

The content of discussion was guided by a setaddyropen-ended questions, such as
‘What is it like to study in your home countryl/hat kind of student is considered a
good student in your home country’, and ‘What da yexpect to get out of your
learning experience in Australia?’ (see Appendierlthe interview guide). Although
online learning was not a major discussion topithie focus groups, several issues
related to online learning were raised by the netwa to explore the participants’
views of this type of learning. As most of the papants had not had experience of
studying online, and therefore were unlikely to édayven much thought to these
issues, the study utilised past research findingsuia Chinese students’ online
learning experiences as stimulus material to dlair responses (Barbour, 2007) (see

Appendix 2 for the research findings used in tisewasions).

3.5.2 Phase Two: Teacher interviews

Reasons for using the interviews

To characterise the online learning environment shadent sojourners entered in the

host culture, semi-structured teacher interviewsewedertaken in the second phase

of the study. The interview technique was used hlan drounds that it enabled the
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researcher to collect in-depth information by emgggwith each interviewee'’s
perspectives (Patton, 2002). Semi-structured iy gave an element of structure
to the interview process, while additionally allowi the researcher flexibility to
explore areas of interest or to examine areasstfemay not have been foreseen prior
to the interview. Observations of teaching prac{maine and face-to-face) were not
used because the study was more concerned withatbasing the learning context
from the teachers’ perspectives rather than examimr evaluating whether the
teaching practice corresponded to the teachersusats.

Participant selection

The selection criteria for teacher participantseméiat the participant:

e was, or had experience of, teaching an online and,
e was teaching in the postgraduate programme in délcaly of Education at the

university.

The second of these selection criteria was intredumecause it was found that the
postgraduate programme in the Faculty of Educatltad most uniformly
implemented the type of online learning relevarthie study. That is, their units were
fully or predominantly delivered online with veritle face-to-face contact. The focus
group discussions indicated that this was muchliksly in other faculties at the time,
which continued to use a largely face-to-face molfreover, there was no online
undergraduate unit at the university at the timehefresearch.

The teachers were selected to maximise variety grtioa participants. To maximise
this variety, teachers were selected from a nurobeiffering specialisations within

the Education Faculty. This aim was balanced byptaetical aspect of accessibility
to the teachers (Stake, 2005). The participante wearuited through direct invitation.

Participants
Eight teachers from the four specialisations agreegarticipate in the study. The
four specialisations were: Information and Commatian Technologies in Learning;

Educational Leadership; Adult Education and Trainiand Language and Literacy.
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As Table 2 shows, the participants were all exjpeeed university lecturers, who had
three to thirteen years of online teaching expegen

Table 2. Demographic information for teacher pgrdots

Teacher Gender Tertiary teaching experience Online teaching experience
(years) (years)
Teacher A M 8 3
Teacher B F 10 10
Teacher C F 20 8
Teacher D M 25 4
Teacher E M 23 10
Teacher F M 22 13
Teacher G F 12 12
Teacher H F 15 10

Implementation of the teacher interviews

Each teacher participant was interviewed once par@aimately an hour. With the
participants’ consent, all interviews were digjalecorded and transcribed verbatim
for analysis. The researcher obtained an exampteoutline from each participant
prior to the interview. During the interviews, theachers were asked to describe an
online postgraduate unit they were currently teaghor one that best represented
their teaching philosophy and practices. The inésvvquestions asked participants
about their pedagogical beliefs, the design priesipunderpinning the learning
environment, and their observations of studentniegr in the online unit (see
Appendix 3 for the interview guide). Those who hederience teaching Chinese

students were also asked about their perceptiotieesé learners.

3.5.3 Phase Three: Case study student interviews

Reasons for using multi-session interviews

This third phase of the research comprised multgdeni-structured individual
interviews with Chinese students to explore theipegiences with the online
environment in the host educational culture. Thesigin differs from past studies
researching Chinese students’ online learning esipees, which often investigated
students’ experiences of the same online unit usmgroff interviews. The present
research aimed to invite a broad range of issuesviad in students’ online learning
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experiences by including participants from a varietf online environments.
Moreover, the multi-session interviewing designradded the methodological gap in
the literature concerning the limitations of oné4aterviews for producing in-depth

data.

This design increased the trustworthiness of tkalt® of the study in the following
ways. First, it allowed the researcher to obseivanges in the participants’ views
over a period of time and to probe further into apparently contradictory statements
that arose. It should be emphasised here that dingope of cross-checking the
consistency of the respondents’ accounts was néfirtd out the truthper sebut
rather the truthas the informant sees it to "b@Minichiello, Aroni & Hays, 2008,
p.111). Secondly, multiple interviews helped thgegecher to peel back the layers of
the students’ experiences. As Glesne (1999) haswrded, “Many layers of data exist
and single-session interviews give ‘thinner’ datant multiple interviews because
people tend to talk more willingly about persorssues once they know you” (p.99).
Thirdly, between the sessions of interviews, theerinewees’ sensitisation to the
issues being discussed can evoke memories orthaéart to new, relevant incidents
(Weiss, 1994). This in turn enhanced the richnésheodata gathered. For example,
one participant emailed the researcher from timene to inform the researcher what
happened in her class and reminded the researchaskt her about it during the
following interview. Another participant sent thesearcher an assignment she wrote
about her reflections on online learning. Lastlgnducting interviews multiple times
reduced the possibility of the participants offgrisocially desirable responses or
answers they believed were being sought by tharelser. One student, for example,
admitted during her fourth interview that she aeoidnentioning the negative side of
her online experience in previous interviews beeal® assumed that the researcher
favoured this form of learning. However, in thigelainterview she disclosed a
different perspective, admitting she generallyikiesl online learning. In short, all
these distinct advantages of multi-session intenvig enabled the study to present a
fuller account of the phenomenon being researched.

Participant selection
Informed by the research questions and results ttmmfocus groups, the selection

criteria for case study students were that thaqyaaint:
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* was from Mainland China, Taiwan, Hong Kong or Spg, and
e was, or had experience of, taking a postgraduaiaeoanit in the Faculty of
Education at the university.

As mentioned above, the students were drawn frdfardnt online units in order to

maximise what could be learned in relation to stisleonline learning experiences.
As with the focus groups, the participants wereeceld using the snowballing

strategy for many of the same reasons outlinedeeddr selecting the focus group
participants (see Section 3.5.1). However, reergistudents for this third phase of
the study presented an even greater challengddh#éme focus groups because unlike
the focus groups, participants in this third phasee restricted to online learners. It
appeared that there were very few Chinese leamexach online unit, and there was

no official data about students taking online uaitailable at the university.

The process for recruiting participants in thisdiphase lasted for three months. First,
the researcher approached chairpersons of stulléa#, decturers, and people in her
personal network without success. The researchen thent an invitation for
participation to the lecturers in the Faculty ofuEdtion who had experience or were
teaching online units at the time to forward toitl@&hinese students. Two students
answered this invitation, one of whom was recruit€de third recruiting channel
proved to be most effective: an informal email wsent to a selection of the
researcher’'s contacts who potentially had accesght® student group. Four
participants were selected through this strategglloWwing this, through this
snowballing strategy, a further two students weeeruited through invitations
extended to other Chinese online learners fromtiagigarticipants. These seven
participants represented a diversity of speciatigat and online units within these
specialisations, so recruitment of more studentigigants was not considered

necessary.

Participants
Table 3 details the demographic information of sewen case study students. The
majority of the participants were female studeatged from 21 to 25. Three had been

English majors while studying in China. About haffthe students were taking at
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least one online unit while participating in thedt, and the other half had already
completed their online units. These units wererefldby four different specialisations
in the faculty, corresponding to the four specalmns from which teacher

participants were recruited. However, it shouldnioéed that the teacher participants
were not necessarily the instructors of the unitenvthe students were taking them.
This was because the purpose of including teaatterviews in the study was to

characterise the general online learning conteatber than to evaluate specific
teaching practices. All the case study studentigyaaints had finished at least one
semester of their study at the time of the reseaacll none had any previous

experience of online learning.

Note that for ethical reasons it is not possiblenention the students’ specialisations
here or anywhere else in the thesis. This is bec#lusre tend to be only a small
number of Chinese students in each specialisatfothe Education Faculty, and
mentioning the name of the specialisation may aleet teachers to the students’
identities. The same teacher also regularly teathessame online units in each
specialisation, so mentioning this may also aledders to the identities of the

teachers.

Table 3. Demographic information for case studyipi@ants

Name Age Gender Work Level of Current Completed Completed

experience study online online units semesters

in China units
(years)

Jennifer 21-25 F 3 Masters 1 0 1
Vivian 21-25 F 1 Masters 3 0 1
Chris 21-25 M 0 Masters 1 0 2
Fiona 36-40 F 5 Masters 1 6 2
Megan 26-30 F 5 Masters 0 6 3
Rita 21-25 F 0 Masters 0 4 2
Diana 31-35 F 3 Doctorate 0 3 1

Implementation of the student interviews

The number of the student interviews was determimetthe saturation of data and the
time each participant could commit to the studyud8hts who were studying an
online unit at the time of the research were in&ved five to six times over a

semester in order to capture the development af tegponses and feelings towards
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their experiences. Those who had already compleébesk online units were
interviewed one to three times, depending on theradon of data. Each interview
ranged from 60-120 minutes in length. Table 4 r@sahe number, intervals and
length of these interviews. All interviews were ithfly recorded with participants’

consent, and the entire interviews were translatidEnglish for analysis.

Table 4. Student interview schedule

Student Vivian Chris Jennifer Megan Diana Rita Fiona

Before X X X
Week 1

Week 1 X

X
X

Week 2 X X

Week 3 X X

Week 4 X X X X

Week 5 X X

Week 6 X X

Recess X X

Week 7

Week 8 X

Week 9 X

Week 10

Week 11

Week 12

Week 13

After Week X X X X X
13

Number of 6 6 5 3 3 3 1
interviews

Total length 10 7 8 6 5 3 2
of interviews
(hours)

The majority of the participants demonstrated ahHegyvel of commitment to the
research. For example, three out of the four stisdeho were studying at the time of
the research, Vivian, Chris and Jennifer, agreedbéo interviewed fortnightly.

Nevertheless, after about three sessions, a sérdienimishing returns emerged, as
the reporting of new incidents, learning behavioors feelings decreased. The
researcher therefore decided to increase the altebetween interviews.
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The interview questions were open-ended, and dpedidased on the research
guestions, the literature and themes gleaned fiwanfacus group discussions. An
outline of the topics is presented in Table 5.

Table 5. General topics for student interviews

First interview Learning experiences in China and Australia
Views of Chinese and Australian education
Purposes of sojourn

Opinions of technology and online learning

Learning preferences

Intervening
interviews

Description of the online unit (learning environment, tasks and interactions)
Learning experience in the online unit (behaviours and attitudes)
Relationships with the teacher and the peers

Expectations of the learning experience

Conceptions of knowledge and learning

Final interview Overall learning experience in the online unit
Changes in perceptions and behaviours

Views of the key to success in the online unit
Views of the learning environment of the online unit
Views of the online learning mode

Evaluation of one’s own learning outcomes

A generic interview protocol was prepared for eatthrview (see Appendices 4-6).
This protocol was then customised for each paditipand modified after each
interview. This approach corresponded to Rubin &ubin’'s (2005) ‘responsive
interviewing model’, which urges qualitative resgeers to systematically examine an
interview immediately after it is conducted to itlBnemerging topics to pursue in

the next interview session.

All interviews were conduced face-to-face excepttfivee phone interviews with one
participant who returned to China before the endhef study. The researcher had
developed a good rapport with this participant ethgdhe was studying at the
university, making phone interviews less problemé#tian if they had been the sole
means of data collection. All participants were sudted about the language they
preferred to use. As a result, all interviews weomducted in Mandarin with the

exception of the first interview with one particiggalt is worth noting that although

this participant spoke fluent English, the transicrof this particular interview

indicated a relative lack of depth in the opiniie expressed compared with the
information she offered in the later interviews.islfappeared to be due to the

difficulty in expressing the complexity of her vievin a foreign language as well as
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the conceptual differences existing in the two laages, which highlights the
advantage of using the participants’ native languaghe interviews.

3.5.4 Translation

The translation of focus group and student intevvdata was carried out by the
researcher, who speaks Mandarin as her first lagggua a qualified English teacher
with thirteen years of teaching experience, anélspand writes in English on a daily
basis. The researcher’s fluency in the two langsiaaged her immersion in the two
cultures ameliorated problems associated with ka#ina. The conceptual domain (or
frame of reference) she shares with the studemtsincunity enabled her to heed
cross-cultural meanings and conceptual equivalegcess the two languages. This

served to enhance the validity of the data coltécte

The researcher’s role as the translator, in efieténsified the analysis of data. As
Marshall and Rossman (2006) have argued, the #tamisl process “entails the
construction of meaning” (p.112). When searchingHnglish words to represent the
participants’ meanings, for example, the researdeseloped deep insights into the
students’ perspectives, and a better understarditigeir experiences evolved.

In translating the interviews, meaning-based tatish was favoured over word-for-
word translation (Esposito, 2001). When there wdiffculties finding an English

term to match a Chinese phrase or concept in ttee davas transcribed in Chinese
and left for further investigation at a later dakuring this period of time, the

researcher consulted other Chinese-English bilingaterences, or emailed the
participants and asked them to explain the phrasermept. This delay in translation
prevented the “all too early termination of dialefjlbetween language and culture
(Temple & Young, 2004, p.174), and consequentlyeased the trustworthiness of

the results.
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3.5.5 Role of researcher

3.5.5.1 Researcher’s position

The researcher of this study is ethnically Taiwanesd therefore shares a similar
Chinese cultural background and similar educatiaaleriences with the student
participants. This status enabled her to adophsider’'s position on many aspects of
the research. As suggested in the previous sedborexample, this shared cultural
background enhanced the prospects of the reseanoderstanding the participants’
meanings (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2006). In additioeing familiar with the cultural
mores of the participants’ community tended to eckathe researcher’s ability to
create a rapport with them. This possibly led teaggr opportunities for access to the
participants during the research, and may also bass them greater encouragement
to persist with the study (Glesne, 2006; HesseiBébd eavy, 2006). The insider’s
status also expedited the building of trust, wipcbved to be especially valuable for
encouraging students to share their views. In otexview, for example, a participant
revealed her reluctance to discuss the negativedi€hinese education with people
from a different culture, referring to them as siders’:

As outsiderstheywon’t look atour situation objectivelyWeunderstand the
background, save know why the negative things exigtere willing to admit this,
butweare able to remain objective. But if you looklad problems from the
perspective of a person from another country, yould/probably think the problems
are horrible. So | don't want to talk about thelpems ofour education witlthem
[Vivian, Interview 6, emphasis added]

As shown clearly in this quote, the participantniofeed the researcher as an insider

with whom she was willing to share her perspectives

The researcher, however, was aware of the dangsemtied by this insider stance, for
example the potential for the ethnic researchemimke assumptions about the
participants’ meanings (Glesne, 2006; Minichiellaroni & Hays, 2008). To

counteract this potential problem, the researcbek & ‘native-as-stranger’ position
(Minichiello, Aroni & Hays, 2008), endeavouring &ternate between the role of an
insider and that of a stranger, or cultural outsiéf@r instance, when conducting the
interviews, the researcher adopted ‘the mindsetaofearner (Glesne, 2006),

suspending her assumptions and judgments whilérggdktailed explanations of the
information given by the participants. The facttttfae researcher was not from the
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Chinese Mainland helped to create a slight distéretereen her and the participants.
This not only assisted the researcher in taking d¢hisider’s role but also reduced the
possibility that the participants might assume #te understood their meaning and

therefore failed to explain their views in detail.

Finally, the researcher’s position as a fellow stidwas also significant. This was
because the participants were more likely to sliae@ experiences with someone
they considered to have no power over them (urfllkeexample, an academic as a
researcher). The danger of students in practitieteiresearch of reporting only

positive experiences was pointed out in Chapt&e2tion 2.3.2.

3.5.5.2 Researcher’s background and research relati  onships

The researcher had taught English in Taiwan fortedbn years before coming to
Australia for her doctoral study. She had studieed online units offered by the
Australian university that became the researchddithis study. In her last online unit,
the researcher befriended two students from Chileyse negative experiences of
this form of learning sparked her interest in utaldng the research. Although the
researcher felt that she benefited from the flexielarning mode, she was curious

about and sympathetic to these two classmate®rdiit perceptions and experiences.

During the study, the researcher developed friegpdsiith most of the case study
students. Nevertheless, the researcher negotiabedrpty and distance in relation to
the participants (Flick, 2006) by maintaining aacleoundary between her social and
research connections with the students. For inetamn social occasions, the
researcher did not initiate any discussion aboaitrésearch or pursue issues relating
to the research raised by the participants. Intemigia degree of formality was
observed in all interviews. The interviews tookgalan the researcher’s university
office and followed an established protocol. Durithg interviews, the researcher
played the role of an empathic listener (MaxwelQ02), but refrained from

expressing her opinions of the issues discussed.
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3.5.6 Ethics

Ethical issues were addressed in a number of whyst, ethics approval was
obtained from the University of Wollongong’'s HumBesearch Ethics Committee
before the commencement of data collection. Segordhsent forms were signed by
each of the participants before the first intervipwoceeded. The consent form
described the objectives and procedures of theysthd benefits of the study to the
participant, as well as the participant’s rights garticipate voluntarily and to
withdraw at any time. Channels for the participamtfile complaints were also
provided (see Appendices 7 and 8 for a samplenmdton sheet and consent form).

Thirdly, participants’ anonymity was protected b tuse of pseudonymes.

Further, to reciprocate the participants’ contribws, the researcher offered the
student participants assistance in every way sh#dcduring the course of the
research, on condition this did not compromisedtuely. Moreover, because of the
researcher’s role as an empathic listener, thevietes served therapeutic purposes
for at least one participant. The student statedl she felt she was in utter isolation
and that the researcher was one of the few peoplewhom she could voice her
pent-up frustration. Another example is that themviews provided opportunities for
the participants to learn about themselves (Gle2d@6). Three students commented
that they would not have reflected on the issuesitatheir own learning had it not
been for their participation in the research. ldidn to these direct benefits to the
participants, the researcher also assisted thee€hilearning community in general
by disseminating the findings and implications loé research to raise awareness of
the phenomenon under study among university edrgcato

3. 6 Data analysis

The researcher analysed the full data-set colleictede research, which comprised
56 hours of recorded focus group and interview ,data 8 unit outlines. Most data
analysis procedures were facilitated by the sowaol, NVivo 7 (QSR International
Pty Ltd, 2007), including the storing, organisingdacoding of the data. A detailed
overview of how NVivo was used in the analysis banfound in Table 11 in which

the data analysis procedures are summarised.
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The analytical approach and procedures utilisethéenstudy were inspired by Miles
and Huberman (1994), Creswell (2007), Maxwell (2088d Bernstein (2000). The
analysis process consisted of three stages: (i9hs8eg for themes that emerged from
the data; (2) organising these themes accordifgetoy’'s framework and Bernstein’s
three ‘message systems’; and (3) developing any@malevice (i.e. an ‘external
language of description’, Bernstein, 2000) for gdine concepts of classification and
framing and Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory. Incleastage, the analytic
procedures involved were interwoven (Miles and Huoian, 1994). This section

describes the three stages.

3.6.1 Empirical thematic analysis

In the first stage of analysis, the researcher ilmgeherself in the data, searching for
themes emerging from this data. Each interviewstept was read in its entirety,
annotated and summarised (Creswell, 2007). Thisfelesved by a close reading of
the data and sorting it into ‘substantive categorihich are coding categories based
on participants’ accounts or the researcher’s gagmn of what is going on (Maxwell,
2005). Descriptive labels were assigned to theskngocategories. In total, 308
coding categories were generated, which were tlmmpared and modified, and
eventually pared down and organised into 26 hiéreat structures. A coding scheme
was thus developed based on these hierarchicalstes. Two of these structures are
shown in Table 6 (‘Activity’ and ‘Assignment’). Theoding scheme contains a
definition for each coding category and an exantpete from the data. The full

coding scheme can be found in Appendix 9.
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Table 6. Examples from the coding scheme for emgrtliemes

Code Description Example quote from the data
2.2 Activity This set of codes identifies issues

related to learning activities, as raised

by the teachers.

2.2.1 Forum This category codes teachers’ | guess the group interaction
comments that address their intent or | occurs when you raise issues in
implementation of forum discussions. | a forum, | mean it is still a group

activity even though it is non-
assessable.

2.2.2 Chat This category codes teachers’ I did a synchronous chat

comments that address their intent or
implementation of synchronous online
chat.

weekly. And you know it wasn’t
compulsory and so some weeks
a few people appeared and
some weeks only one or two
students were online but it was
just that opportunity.

2.2.3 Face-to-face
meeting

This category codes teachers’
comments that address their intent or
implementation of face-to-face
meetings.

Even if they didn't talk about
content but just emotional
issues like ‘How are you going’
or ‘I'm struggling with this task’.
You know that, and just to have
that rapport with other people |
think that’s really important.

2.3 Assignment

This set of codes identifies issues that
relate to assignments, as raised by
the teachers.

2.3.1 Type This category codes teachers’ So | favour very much project
responses that describe the types of based orientation where there is
assignments they give students or some level of problem solving
their reasons for using the rather than just simply
assignments. regurgitating text of literature. |

think that's a futile, passive and
uninvolved approach.

2.3.2. Criteria This category codes teachers’ It's not like learning medicine,

responses related to the criteria they
use for assessing students’
assignments.

you've got to get it right
[otherwise] the patient will die.
It's not like that. It's more open

to interpretation.

3.6.2 Organisational coding

The second stage of analysis was organisationahgpith which the coded data from
the 26 hierarchical structures was arranged aauogrdb ‘theoretical categories’,
which are coding categories derived from prior treso(Maxwell, 2005). There were
two levels of organisational coding: one was based Berry’'s acculturation

framework and the other on Bernstein’s three ‘mgsssystems’. As discussed in
Section 3.2.1, this study used Berry’s theory asrganising framework primarily to

distinguish the heritage culture (Culture A), thesthculture (Culture B) and the
outcomes of the meeting of these two cultures (&mht To examine how this

distinction was reflected in the empirical data fhist level of organisational coding

74




involved sorting data into these three concepte fEsults are presented in Table 7,
which offers a definition of each concept modifitmt this study and the coding

categories belonging to each concept.

Table 7. Results of data organisation based onyBedramework

Concept Description Coding categories sorted under the
concept
Culture A Features of the heritage culture as 1.1 Educational system
embodied by students’ prior experiences 1.2 Knowledge
and perspectives 1.3 Teaching
1.4 Teacher
1.5 Learner

1.6 Assignment
1.7 Sojourn purpose

Culture B Features of the host culture as embodied | 2.1 Structure

by teachers’ practices and philosophies 2.2 Activity

2.3 Assessment

2.4 Belief

2.5 Goal

2.6 Teacher

2.7 Learner

2.8 Online delivery

2.9 Teaching Chinese learners

Contact Students’ experiences of and responses 3.1 Strength
to the meeting of the heritage and host 3.2 Challenge
culture (including behavioural 3.3 Teacher

adjustments and psychological conflicts) 3.4 Learner

3.5 Online medium

3.6 Personal preference
3.7 Strategy

3.8 Stress

3.9 Satisfaction

3.10 Change

Following this, within each of the three concepis. (within Culture A, Culture B and
Contact), the data was further sorted into Bernseihree message systems of
curriculum, pedagogy and assessment. The purpodesa$econd-level organisation
was to organise the data in educational terms.dJ8ulture A as an example, some
coding categories within each of Berry’'s concep&ravsorted into only one of
Bernstein’'s message systems (e.g. ‘Educational esystwas sorted under
‘curriculum’ because it was relevant only to thategory). However, many coding
categories recurred in more than one of these messgstems. For example,
‘knowledge’ recurred in curriculum and pedagogycdese it was relevant to both

those categories.
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Finally, the researcher reduced the coded datach message system under Culture
A, Culture B and Contact by aggregating the coaiaiggories into a small number of
broad themes (Merriam, 1998; Miles & Huberman, )99%hese broad themes are
outlined in the subsequent three analysis chapfetfse thesis with rich descriptions
and illustrative quotes from the data. The struectaf these chapters reflects the
organisational coding process introduced here:telhs@, 5, 6 are concerned with the
heritage culture, the host culture and their cdntaspectively. In each of these
chapters, the findings are discussed in relationctoriculum, pedagogy and

assessment.

Figure 5 provides an interim summary to clarify tfiest two analytical stages
outlined above, prior to the lengthy account of pinecedures involved in analytical
Stage 3.

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Coding based on The 26 hierarchical Data from Stage 2
participants’ accounts structures from Stage 1 analysed using
and the researcher’s organised into Berry's Bernstein’s
description of what is framework; and further > | Classification and
going on; 308 coding sorted into Bernstein’s framework; and
categories reduced to three message Maton’s epistemic and
26 hierarchical systems social relations
structures

Figure 5.Analytical stages in this study

3.6.3 Analytical coding

Once organisational coding was accomplished, tixé step was to analyse the data
within Culture A, Culture B and Contact in terms aifrriculum, pedagogy and
assessment, using Bernstein’s concepts of claaific and framing and Maton’s
Legitimation Code Theory. This stage of analyticatling aimed to understand the
underlying structuring principles of the two cultarand their contact, so that they
could be compared and characterised. This wouldrmlead to an explanation of the
various outcomes of the student sojourners’ moveérfrem one educational culture

to the other.
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To be able to use the theories, however, an anagéding device for these theories
had to be developed because the realisations ¢ theoretical concepts are different
when used for different objects of study due to fghdicularities and specificities of
the context of enactment. For example, in Lamoiat lsiaton’s (2008) investigation
of the low take-up rate of school music as a qualiion, a ‘knower code’ is
represented by an emphasis on one’s aptitudeudstiand personal expression.
However, in Doherty’'s (2008) research into -culturatoduction in online
internationalised education the same concept wasfeséed as an emphasis on one
being a member of a particular culture, or havixgeeience with that culture.
Therefore, a ‘language of description’ (Bernst&@(O0) is needed to understand the
data from this study and also to show the ‘diatadtirelations between the data and
the theory (Morais, 2002), or how the analysis nsoumtween the two. The
development of such an analytic device allows newrexpected information to
emerge from the data, thereby preventing a theenygoimposed on data. Hence, the
main activity in the third analysis stage of thiedy was to develop a language of

description specifically for the study.

A language of description is a ‘translation devittedt “constructs what is to count as
an empirical referent, how such referents relatesich other to produce a specific text,
and translates these referential relations intorttecal objects or potential theoretical
objects” (Bernstein, 2000, p.133). Bernstein daiished between ‘internal’ and
‘external’ languages of description. An internahdaage of description {).is the
theoretical language or theoretical framework sfualy (Ensor & Hoadley, 2004). An
external language of description?®|Lrefers to the means by which the internal
language is manifested in a particular study. Ittherefore an operationalised
theoretical language, or theoretical ‘apparatysécsic to the data of a study (Moss,
2001). In simple terms, an external language otrjason serves as a translation
device allowing a dialogue between theoretical emgbirical descriptions, or between
L' and the empirical data (Maton, 2004b).

In relation to this study, the researcher starteavbrking with the data, “ignor[ing]
the theory and model” (Bernstein, 2000, p.137) aadcentrating on the potential
meanings that emerged from the data. This was slogwthe first stage of empirical

thematic analysis (Section 3.5.1). In the secoadesthe researcher gradually moved
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towards theory with the introduction of Berry’s rimawork into the analysis (see
Section 3.5.2). Finally, in the third stage of asa@, a translation device was
developed based on the movement back and fortheleattheory and the data.

An example of the movement between data and thdaring the creation of a
language of description in this study is that tinepeical data showed participants
spoke of the importance of bringing personal exge to the educational context.
From this empirical angle, the researcher workeith Wie theory, contemplating how
this emphasis might be understood in terms of eerty. As the Legitimation Code
Theory defines a stronger social relation as refgrto a stronger emphasis on the
dispositions of the subject as a knower, such assosensibilities, attributes and
dispositions, the researcher reached a tentativeluesion that this emphasis on
personal experience might reflect a stronger sa@kdtion. Nevertheless, moving
back to the data, asking “How does this work oubtiher parts of the study?”, the
researcher found different realisations of the ephaf ‘social relation’ (such as
participants’ emphasis on the personal dimensiotheflearning process). Through
continuous moving back and forth between data bedry, in relation to this concept
of the social relation, the researcher eventuadyne to the point of having a
translation device that shows how a social relat®omealised in slightly different
forms in curriculum, pedagogy and assessment snstiaidy.

The remainder of this section presents the langoagkescription developed in this
study for Bernstein’s concepts of classificatiord draming, and Maton’s epistemic
and social relations. An explanation of the man#gsns of these theoretical concepts
in the study is provided before the translationices displayed.

In generating a language of description for theomst of classification and framing,
the study drew on Bernsteinian analyses of edualtipractice. Classification was
manifested in the study as the strength of bouadabetween (1) everyday and
educational knowledges; and (2) different forms eofucational knowledge in a
curriculum. The concept of framing was exhibitedmhain pedagogy, by the degree
of the teacher’s control in: selecting content klemlge; sequencing and pacing the
teaching of content knowledge; making evaluativiega explicit; and regulating the

learner’s conduct in the pedagogical relationship.
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An analytic instrument for translating between tie¢ical and empirical descriptions
was developed to code the data. It should be erngmthshat the indicators for
determining classification and framing values irs tHevice were derived from the
data rather than made arpriori grounds. Table 8 shows the language of description
that was generated. The table is separated inteé&etons, one for classification, and
the other for framing. The first column of eachtbése two sections of the table
shows the various forms in which classificatiorframing is manifested in this study.
The second column of each of the two sections awtahe indicators for
classification or framing values, and the thirduroh presents illustrative quotes from

the empirical data.

79



08

Table 8. Language of description for classificatom framing

Classification Framing

Concept Indicators Example quotes from Concept Indicators Example quotes from empirical data

manifested — empirical data manifested —

Strength of Degree of

boundaries teacher control

between: in:

everyday +C Personal work and/or | What we learn and selecting +F Content knowledge is The information in the textbook — decided by the

and life experience is little | what we do in real life content determined mainly by the |teacher— was what a study unit was all about.

educational valued in the are totally different knowledge teacher.

knowledges educational context. | things. -F  Students are encouraged |Online education is being selective in the things
to select content that you read and not relying on a reading list from
knowledge for themselves. | the lecturer that is the be all and end all.

-C Personal work and/or | We try to situate the sequencing and | +F  The sequencing and/or If today you are studying, say, Lesson Five, the
life experience is assignment in the pacing the pacing of learning is teacher will expect you to know everything in the
highly valued in the | context in which these teaching of mainly determined by the | previous four lessons before you come to class.
educational context. |people work and live. content teacher.

knowledge -F  Students are given It's not like they have to all keep up and do each
abundant autonomy in [task] each week, because they can’t. Online
sequencing and/or pacing |learning has to be more flexible than that.
their own learning.
different +C Knowledge gained in |It's very difficult to making +F The teacher makes When a Chinese child paints the moon blue, the
forms of other study units is of | pass the entrance evaluative evaluative criteria clear teacher will correct the child, saying that the moon
educational little relevance to exam to enter a criteria explicit and explicit to learners. shouldn’t be blue.
knowledge in one’s learning of the grat?luate programme if -F  Evaluative criteria are It's not like learning medicine, you've got to get it
a curriculum subject content. you're not from that open-ended. right [otherwise] the patient will die. It's not like that.
discipline. It's more open to interpretation.

-C  Knowledge gained in |[Students] actually regulating the +F A strong hierarchy is The teacher has more knowledge, and they have
other study units is come with a whole learner’s maintained between the responsibility to deliver this to us... . Gradually,
highly relevant to range of background conduct in the teacher and student. we move to higher levels. We may have as much
one’s learning of the |and experience ... pedagogical knowledge as the teacher does one day and we
subject content. what they need is a relationship can pass it on.

framework to -F A weak hierarchy exists || think it's a joint partnership [between teacher and
download that. between teacher and student]. | mean in a sense, you know, the people
student. that | work with are professional adult educators so
| learn from them, they learn from me, you know.

Note: +/- indicates ‘stronger’/'weaker’




A language of description was developed for Matocosicepts of epistemic and
social relations in the same manner as théotBernstein’s concepts. As outlined in
Table 9, the epistemic relation is realised in #tigly as the degree of emphasis on:
content knowledge in terms of curriculum; the teaglof content knowledge in terms
of pedagogy; and explicit criteria in relation ®sassment. The manifestations of the
social relation are: the degree of emphasis orlghmer’s personal knowledge and
experience (curriculum); the personal dimensiotheflearning process (pedagogy);

and the learner’s self-evaluation (assessment).

Table 9. Manifestations of the epistemic and saelkations in this study

Theoretical concept Degree of emphasis on:

Epistemic relations (ER) Curriculum Content knowledge of a study unit
Pedagogy The teaching of content knowledge
Assessment Explicit evaluative criteria

Social relations (SR) Curriculum Learner’s personal knowledge and experience
Pedagogy The personal dimension of the learning process
Assessment Learner’s self-evaluation

A means of translating between these theoreticse¢rgeions and the empirical data
was also constructed. As with the analytic devioe dlassification and framing
presented above, this language of description {sd#e 10) can be read in two
directions: from theory to data and from data teotly. In reading the table it is first
important to note that it is divided into two secis. The section on the left relates to
the epistemic relation (ER) and the section onritjet refers to the social relation
(SR). Each ER/SR column is structured so that, wiead from left to right, it is a
translator of theory into data, and when read frayht to left, it is a translator of data
into theory. For example, when reading the first af the ER section of the table
from left to right one can see that, in relatiorctoriculum(Column 1), the epistemic
relation refers to “the degree of emphasis on cankeowledge” (Column 2). The
third column shows that a stronger epistemic retat{ER+) is indicated by the
participants’ emphasis on content knowledge beneglgtermined by the teacher, and
a weaker epistemic relation (ER-) by the participaremphasis on the open-
endedness of the teaching materials. The last coliman provides two participant
quotes illustrating data consistent with these eegrof strength of the epistemic

relation.
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By contrast, moving from right to left in the sedaow of this ER section of the table,
the reader can read from data to theory. At theofoihis second row, in column 4,
there is a participant comment that: “The teach@xtracts and refines the best things
from what he or she knows and gives this to yowlass, and then offers you
instructions on the tasks you need to complete.is Tdlomment was coded as
exhibiting a stronger epistemic relation (ER+) hesmait suggests that procedures and
methods for learning content knowledge were magéia@ixto the learner (Column 3).
Moving towards a more theoretical level, it indestan emphasis on “the teaching of

content knowledge” (Column 2) in terms of pedag@@glumn 1).

Bernstein’s and Maton’s concepts worked togethehis third stage of the analysis.
For example, a participant remark such as “thermétion in the textbook — decided
by the teacher — was what a study unit was all @lvweas coded as showirgjronger
framing (see I for Bernstein’s concepts, in Table 8, Row 1, Lestumn of the
framing section) othe content knowledgbat emphasisdbe epistemic relatio(see

L? for Maton’s concepts, in Table 10, Row 1). Thispisssible because Maton's
concepts integrate and subsume those of Berngteiexample, ER+ is short-hand
for ER(+C, +F). As a result of this analytical cogli the student sojourners’ heritage
culture, host culture and their online experienndbe host culture were characterised
using the four principal legitimation codes: knodgdge (ER+, SR-), knower (ER-,
SR+), elite (ER+, SR+) and relativist (ER-, SR-lles. This analysis is presented in

the discussion sections of chapters 4, 5, andsperively.
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Table 10. An external language of description fas&mic and social relations

EPISTEMIC RELATIONS (ER)

SOCIAL RELATIONS (SR)

Concept Indicators Example quotes from Concept Indicators Example quotes from

manifested — empirical data manifested — empirical data

Emphasis on: Emphasis on:

Curriculum content ER+ Content knowledge is The information in the personal SR+ Personal experience and | [Students] actually come

knowledge emphasised as textbook — decided by the knowledge opinions are viewed as | with a whole range of
determining form of teacher — was what a study and legitimate educational background and
legitimate educational unit was all about. experience knowledge. experience ... what they
knowledge. need is a framework to

download that.

ER- Content knowledge is We ... show them ... digital SR- Personal experience and | Online discussion is chaotic,
downplayed as less repositories that they need to opinions are downplayed | and is like you conduct a
important in defining go to in order to access those and distinguished from | survey and everyone tells
legitimate educational readings that are relevant to legitimate educational you their opinions. That's all.
knowledge. their context. knowledge. It's different from a class.

Pedagogy the teaching of | ER+ Procedures for learning |[The teacher] extracts the best | | personal SR+ Individual learners’ So negotiate to learn in a
content content knowledge are | things from what he or she dimension of preferences are explicitly | way that suits them ... it's
knowledge explicit to learners and knows and gives this to you in | |the learning emphasised as constructing your own

emphasised as class, and then offers you process determining form of learning in a way that is
determining form of instructions on the tasks you pedagogy. helpful for you.
pedagogy. need to complete.

ER- Procedures for learning | The teacher only points out SR- Individual learners’ Even if your question is
content knowledge are |the things you need to read.... preferences are brilliant, the teacher still
implicit to learners and But as to how to think, how to downplayed as not might not answer you
downplayed as not read and understand, it's your significantly shaping because he or she wants to
significantly shaping own business. form of pedagogy. teach something else first.
form of pedagogy

Assessment explicit criteria | ER+ Explicit evaluative When a Chinese child paints self- SR+ Evaluation of legitimacy |What's valid for you and
criteria are emphasised |the moon blue, the teacher will | | evaluation of student performances |what'’s valid for me are two
in judging student correct the child, saying that resides in beliefs of different things, aren’t they?
performances. the moon shouldn’t be blue. individual learners.

ER- Explicit evaluative It's not like learning medicine, SR- Student performances | am a “test-taker.” If the
criteria are less you've got to get it right are judged against teacher doesn’t give me a
significant in judging [otherwise] the patient will die. shared criteria external | standard, | don’t know what
student performances. It's not like that. It's more open to the learner. to do.

to interpretation.

NOTE: +/- indicates ‘stronger’/'weaker’




After exploring the underlying structuring prinagsl of the two educational cultures
and learners’ experiences through analytical cqodimg study then drew conclusions
based on this analysis. In this conclusion-dravwpnacess, explanations for the case
study participants’ online experiences were devadppvith a view to theorising the
phenomenon for wider application. In short, thelysia of the study aimed for rigor
and a high degree of precision by thoroughly in8pgcempirical relations,
conceptual relations and their interactions. It waspected that trustworthy
interpretations of the results could be achievedugh the multi-layer analysis that
integrated the three theories (see Figure 6, Se8t®.3).

Table 11 provides a detailed summary of the araltapproach and procedures
adopted by the study that was described in thissses mentioned at the beginning
of this section, it includes how NVivo was useddailitate the analysis.

Table 11. Detailed summary of analysis approachpaodedures employed in this
study

Main activity Strategies used Associated procedures
Pre-coding: Data » Documenting » Created folders and sub-folders for different
management forms of data and documents, using the

‘Documents’ feature in NVivo

e Created a case memo linked to each case, using
the ‘Memos’ feature in NVivo

e Created concept memos for theoretical concepts
used, using the ‘Memos’ feature in NVivo

« Created a research journal using the ‘Memos’
feature in NVivo to document researcher’s
reflections on the analysis process

* Formulated focus group and interview transcripts,
and research instruments, and imported them
into appropriate folders

Stage 1: Empirical e Summarising * Read focus group and interview transcripts in
thematic analysis «  Memoing their entirety, summarised each of them and
e Annotating wrote reflections, using case memos
« Classifying data * Annotated each focus group and interview
using substantive transcript, using the ‘Annotation’ feature in NVivo
categories * Read each transcript closely and assigned codes,

using the ‘Free Nodes’ feature in NVivo, based
on concepts derived from the data, using
descriptive labels

< Sorted data into appropriate categories

e Compared data and modified codes

« Organised free nodes into hierarchical structures,
using the ‘Tree Nodes’ feature in NVivo

* Created a coding scheme

e Maintained the research journal, and case and
concept memos in NVivo (throughout the whole
analysis process)
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Main activity

Strategies used

A\ssociated procedures

Stage 2:
Organisational
coding

« Classifying data
using theoretical
categories

* Level 1 organisation: Created three tree nodes,
using Berry’s concepts of Culture A, Culture B,
and Contact as the ‘parent nodes’ (i.e. general

categories at the top of hierarchical structures)

« Sorted the coding categories developed in Stage
1 into the three coding trees

e Level 2 organisation: Under each of these
coding trees (i.e. Culture A, Culture B, and
Contact), created three tree nodes, using
Bernstein’s concepts of curriculum, pedagogy
and assessment as the ‘parent nodes’

« Sorted the Level 1 coding categories into the
three Level 2 coding trees

e Conducted cross-analysis of the coded
categories in each message system by
aggregating the nodes into a small number of
broad themes

Stage 3: Analytical .
coding

Developing an .
external language
of description

Developed descriptions of how Bernstein’'s

classification and framing concepts acted out in

the study by moving back and forth between data

and the concepts

« Created indicators of how the descriptions of the
enacted theoretical concepts, particular to this
study, could be identified in the data.

e Constantly modified this translation device.

* Repeat the same process with Maton’s concepts
of the epistemic and social relations

» Identified relationships among the coded data

Post-coding: .
Conclusion drawing | «

Explaining « Evolved a general explanation of the
Theorising phenomenon under study based on the results of
coding

3. 7 Quality of research

As is typical of qualitative research, the pressntly was potentially faced with such
problems as spurious inferences, misinterpretadioparticipants’ meanings, biases
due to single research methods, researcher's biasssarcher’'s influence on
participants, and a lack of generality of findinfdaxwell, 2005). Drawing on
insights from the qualitative literature (e.g. Gre#i, 2007, pp.207-209; Lincoln &
Guba, 1985, pp.228-251; Maxwell, 2005, 110-114;r\er, 2002, pp.25-27; Miles &
Huberman, 1994, pp.262-277), this study appliedimber of strategies to mitigate
these potential problems. The procedures adoptdded: intensive engagement in
the field by the researcher; member-checking; #searcher’s position as a cultural
insider; the use of the participants’ native larggjatriangulation through multiple
sources of evidence; rigorous coding; and peeevewf findings. The remainder of
this section explains how these strategies minidntee problems raised (see also a

summary in Table 12).
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In this study, the potential problems of spurionfeiences and misinterpretation of
participants’ meanings were dealt with mainly bye tlesearcher’'s intensive
engagement in the research setting and member iolgedihe researcher’s intensive
engagement was enhanced by the multi-session ieneng procedure. The

succession of interviews allowed the researchehé&xk with the participants specific
themes derived from the previous interviews, antesh her tentative interpretations
and assertions. In terms of member checking, a samnwf the broad themes that
emerged from the data was sent to all studentqgaatits for feedback in order to
ensure the correctness of the researcher’s intatfmes of their meanings. In addition
to these two strategies, as previous noted in @e&i5.5.1, the researcher’s position
as a cultural insider and the use of participantive language in the focus groups
and interviews also reduced the possibility of mesunderstanding the participants’

meanings.

Potential biases due to single research methods eeemteracted by the triangulation
technique. The data collected from different meth@dcus groups, interviews and
document review) and sources (students and teachpemvided corroborating

evidence, thereby enabling triangulation of thelifigs.

In relation to the researcher’'s biases and potlentfuence on participants, the
researcher in this study kept a research journakflect on these two issues. The
researcher also documented her educational baakgrand relationships with the
participants in this thesis (Section 3.5.5.2 of tbihapter) to help readers make their
own judgment regarding these two issues. In terrhspagential influence on
participants, as suggested earlier (Section 3.5 .thé fact that the researcher was also
a student and thus considered the student pamisippeer diminished the possibility
of them being selective in reporting their expeces because they perceived the
researcher had little power over them (in conttasthe situation in teacher-led

research).

To enhance the generalisability (or transferabildlyfindings, participant selection in
this study was based on the principle of maximigimg diversity of experiences by
including student and teacher participants fronfed#int specialisations and online

units. The variation led to more compelling reskarcinterpretations as it was
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necessary for these interpretations to accouna feariety of participant experiences.
More important is that the study conducted rigorouslti-layer coding by drawing
on three theoretical perspectives and developingxéernal language of description.
This procedure deterred the researcher from se#édgtchoosing data to fit existing
theories. Transferability of the research is alssisaed by thick descriptions of the
research context, accompanied by abundant uncedtdsta, to assist the readers in
examining the conclusions made by the researcherallys to confirm these
conclusions, the researcher made continual effartseek critical reviews of the
conclusions from expert referees and general aocesery virtue of conference
presentations and journal publications (e.g. C#898; Chen, Bennett & Maton,
2007; 2008; Chen, Maton & Bennett, 2008).

Table 12. Summary of strategies used to enhanoguhldy of the research

Potential problems Strategies used Procedures
e Spurious ¢ Researcher’s Intensive e The researcher tested her tentative
associations or engagement interpretations of the students’ meanings in
inferences the multi-session interviews
e Misinterpretation ¢ Member checking * A summary of the researcher’s description
of participants’ of emerging themes were sent to the
meanings students for feedback
¢ Researcher’s insider's ¢ The researcher made use of her shared
position frame of reference with the students to
understand their accounts
¢ Use of the participant’s e Student interviews were conducted in
native language Mandarin, and teacher interviews were
conducted in English
« Biases due to ¢ Triangulation « Data was collected from different sources
single research and methods to provide corroborating
methods evidence
« Researcher’s « Researcher’s reflexivity « The researcher kept a research journal to
biases reflect on her possible biases and
* Researcher’s influence on the participants, and their
influence on reasons
participants « Documentation ¢ Sections of the methodology chapter were

allocated to note the researcher’s past
experience and initial assumptions, and
her relationships with participants

e Lack of « Participant selection ¢ The selection of participants aimed to
generalisability/ strategy maximise the variety of experiences
transferability of + Collective cases + The researcher conducted cross-case
findings analysis

« Rigorous coding « The data was first coded line by line, with

theories aside

¢ The study drew on three theoretical
perspectives

e The researcher developed an external
language of description by moving
between data and theory

e Thick description « This thesis offers detailed descriptions of
the context of the research and the
participants’ backgrounds and experiences

e The report of findings in this thesis is
supported by abundant uncontested data
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Potential problems Strategies used Procedures

* Peerreview ¢ Continual discussions about emerging
themes were carried out with a fellow PhD
student to obtain feedback on methods,
interpretations and theories

* Work-in-progress papers were presented
in different stages of analysis to invite
critical reviews from expert referees and
the general audience

3. 8 Summary of the chapter

This chapter has explained the theoretical and odetbgical approaches employed
in the research. Guided by three theoretical fraomksy the study adopted a
gualitative, case study approach as the reseaatiegy. The study gathered data from
focus groups, individual interviews and documenvie®w. The use of Berry's
acculturation theory as the organising frameworkueed a broad coverage of issues
relating to the intercultural contact in data cciien and the initial data analysis stage.
Bernstein’s three message systems were then usemoine the issues that emerged
in educational terms. From there, the analytic @scmoved gradually to more
abstract levels by developing a translation dewiceBernstein’s classification and
framing concepts and Maton’s Legitimation Code Tkeolhese two sets of
theoretical concepts enabled the researcher toactesise and compare the
underlying structuring principles of the studentjosoners’ heritage and host
educational cultures, and the outcomes of the mgeti these two cultures. This, in
turn, facilitated the researcher in identifyingatedns among these three aspects and
developing an overall interpretation of the studemnline learning experiences.
Finally, the chapter outlined various measures tate undertaken to enhance the

quality of the research.

This investigation sought to ultimately theorisee tphenomenon being studied
(student online experiences) by offering an integgtaexplanation accounting for
multiple cases. Therefore, presentation of thelt®$tom the study is organised by
themes cutting across the cases, rather than fiolipa case-by-case (each student

participant) format. The remaining chapters ofttiesis are structured as follows:

» Chapter 4 characterises the students’ heritagareubty reporting the general

conceptions of and beliefs about learning thasthéents brought into the
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learning context. The data sources are mainly fgcosps, supplemented by
individual interviews.

Chapter 5 characterises the host culture by desgrthe Australian teachers’
conceptions and design of their online units. Thiapter draws data from
teacher interviews and unit outlines.

Chapter 6 describes the meeting of the two cultbygsresenting the multiple
case study participants’ learning experiencesaeir tlespective online units.
The data presented is based on the multi-sessiderdtinterviews;

Chapter 7 aims to make sense of the data in ligthteotheories that inform
the research. This final chapter discusses thénfysdand implications of the

study.
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Chapter 4

Heritage Educational Culture: Students’ conceptions of and
beliefs about learning

4. 1 Introduction

This chapter is the first of three chapters prasgrthe results of the research. These
three chapters address each of the three reseaedtians posed in Chapter 1.
Chapter 4 is concerned with the first question: wwdu& the characteristics of the
teaching practices that have helped shape the wohalabeliefs and values that
Chinese student sojourners bring to the onlinenlagr context in Australia?
Specifically, the chapter aims to describe and attarise educational practices in
China as represented by the student sojournerbisnstudy. The chapter reports
themes which were identified in the data drawn tyairom the three focus groups,
supplemented by individual interviews with the sewaline students. The results are
organised into three sections, corresponding ton®em’s (1977) three message
systems: curriculum (what is considered to be vahdwledge in an educational
context); pedagogy (how this knowledge is tauglaid assessment (what is
considered to be a legitimate realisation of thimwdedge by the learner). Each
section concludes with a discussion that analysesimderlying principles structuring
the message system by drawing on the conceptualetwarks of Bernstein and

Maton.

4.2 Curriculum

4.2.1 Relation to everyday knowledge

Many of the students said their university educatio China had not equipped them
with practical knowledge and skills that practigos in real life needed to do their

jobs; for example:

Jane In China, there is no connection between whatrgaatudying and what you'll
be doing in the future. The specialisations wertedesigned for what you do in the
future...

Rachael They aren’t practical enough.

Interviewer: How does this affect student learning?

90



Jane You can’t plan for your future.
Rachael You don't know what you can do with what youeatned. [Health science
students, Focus group 2 (hereafter Group 2)]

The students felt that while the curriculum coveaebroad range of knowledge in a
specific field, practical knowledge was not deen@dbe as important as theoretical
knowledge. For example, science students in thel tfocus group found their

undergraduate programs in China had already coveasd of the content presented
in the study units in their Australian postgradyattegrams but felt Chinese education

did not provide them with sufficient hands-on expece:

Peter. In China, | had learned all the content knowletigelearning now. The major
difference between Chinese and Australian educaitmat Chinese students’ ability
to use what they have learned to perform a tasktigs good as Australian students.
In China, there were not so many opportunitiepfactical training, and here you
have more chances to do this. But the subject nbhere is easier.

Interviewer: What do you mean by content knowledge?

Peter. Theory. [Engineering student, Focus group 3 (@féee Group 3)]

These feelings were shared by students in the defaous group, who reported
experiencing a shift in focus from having to gaia@e amount of content knowledge

in China to having to demonstrate how to apply kieolge in Australia:

Rachael In terms of knowledge, you don’t have to memonsany things. In
Australia, you only need to know basic conceptsgyples ...

Eva: And be able to apply them.

Rachael:Both in exams and assignments. [Health sciencestadGroup 2]

The interviews are replete with descriptions bytipgrants of the majority of teachers
they experienced in China treating the table ofteois of the textbook as their
syllabus, teaching the textbook chapter by chapied, not requiring students to read
anything other than the textbook. As such, pardicip reflected that the scope of
knowledge they learned was limited to the conténte textbook:

When | studied in China, my feeling was that tHerimation in the textbook
decided by the teachemwas what the study unit was all about. This mighbbcause
that is the way university education in China isu\gain a wide range of knowledge.
Every study unit will touch a little on differerdsues in that area, and maybe the
teacher will highlight a couple of things that amere important. The textbook
usually covers everything. [Chris, Interview 4]

As a result of learning a wide range of knowledge ot in depth in China, several
students had concerns about being unable to chgparése in any specialised field:
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In fact, | think specialising in one thing is enbudake programming for example.
You only need to be specialised in one languageinb@hina, they want you to learn
different kinds of languages, but you end up netsgizing in any. So knowing so
much is actually useless. [Peter, Engineering siti@&roup 3]

The participants generally believed that the Chanesrriculum was “too full” and
had too many hours of classes. Consequently, tteqroaccounting student, students
were left with little time to “review and to do essch” and were thus turned into
passive learners (Lynn, Group 2). Vincent, a dadtstudent who intended to be a
university principal when he returned to China, arglgd this overloading of
information as the greatest weakness of Chineseatidn. When he became a
principal, he planned to reduce the number of studis students had to take and the
number of hours they spent in lectures. He wardade the class hours saved to help
students develop skills such as “reading, thinkimgiting and doing” through
tutorials, where discussions and student presentattould be conducted (Vincent,

Interview 1).

4.2.2 Relation to other forms of educational knowle  dge

One of the main reasons some of these studentshus@dn to study overseas is that
this was the only way they felt able to change idlses. About one third of the
students involved in this research were studying tlifferent discipline in Australia
to the discipline of their bachelor degrees in @hiBy their own accounts, they
would have had very little chance to do this in @tenese educational system, where
entrance to a discipline was generally through exahat were strictly based on
knowledge taught in that discipline. Students ad@sithat discipline, as was

highlighted by the second focus group, were akeatgilisadvantage:

Jane [l came to Australia] also because | could chaagéscipline.

Interviewer: Why didn’t you do this in China?

Rachael Because Chinese education system is inflexilie. dbn’t have much
chance to do this.

Interviewer: Do you mean in Australia there are more discgdifor you to choose
from, or it's easier to change disciplines?

Jane Here, you don’t need to go through an exam. Im&Hht’s very difficult to pass
the entrance exam if you're not from that discipliflere they let you in if your
English is all right and your marks in the bachsldegree are good enough.

Eva: Right. | was able to change from engineeringdalth science too.

[Health science students, Group 2]
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4.2.3 Types of knowledge to pursue

4.2.3.1 ‘Deep’ knowledge

The students in the second and third focus grougsged that Chinese education
assigned greater importance to the breadth and dépdne’s knowledge than how
one presents his or her thinking process. For mestawhen writing an exam or an
assignment, the students said they would maketetboensure they had covered
enough “depth and scope” of the issue being taaldtéder than thinking about how to
present their ideas logically and coherently. WE@ints, a Health Science student
explained, was the amount of information you knowt how your ideas were
developed (Rachael, Group 2). Another student smdChina, when you answer a
question, as long as you cover all the points,alfsight. It doesn’t matter which one
you write first. The teacher gives you marks acocwydo the number of points you

have covered” (Lisa, Accounting, Group 3).

Some students suggested that one’s ability to ptesgreat quantity of knowledge

demonstrated deep thinking, a characteristic tidicated a good learner in Chinese
education: “We Chinese people, whether you are ffamvan, China, Japan or Korea,
I know we all want to think more deeply, think mdrean others. This is what we

pursue” (Michael, Accounting, Group 2). This eqngtiof quantity and depth of

knowledge by the students was shown in the follgvdialogue:

Michael: ... The reason why the teacher gives you so mudnnration is that they
want you to have a deeper understanding of thgshimey teach you. In our
education system, we want to understand more thirtgs is to increase the depth of
your understanding.

Interviewer: Do you mean to increase depth, you need to Heesquantity of
knowledge first?

Rachael Yes, you need a huge amount of information.

Lynn: Change of quantity leads to change of quality.

Interviewer: Can you explain that?

Lynn: You need to reach a certain level of knowledgeyau can move on to the next
step.

Eva: Take the explosive TNT for example. If you onbve a small amount of each
ingredient, you can only make a fire cracker. Bybu have more, you have a bomb.
(Group 2)

The above dialogue indicates the students’ bdliaff deep understanding comes from

being exposed to sufficient information. It alsggests that students were constantly

provided with new information by the teacher in @se education. This idea of
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obtaining a large amount of information in order¢ach the ‘explosive’ moment of
understanding was reiterated by the third focusigrti feel that learning is a process
of ‘accumulation’. After a while, you will realisgou’ve understood something, but
not when you're learning it” (Lisa, Accounting, G 3). As for what to accumulate,
one noted that “whatever is in the book is know&dg/ivian, Interview 3), while
another specified, “a kind of information ... the ukks of experiments or practices,
‘theory’. Students gain this knowledge from thecte=x” (Jennifer, Interview 4).

4.2.3.2 ‘Solid’ knowledge

A typical comment by the students about the stren§jChinese education was that it
helped students establish a “solid foundation” mdwledge. The students in the first
focus group explained that Chinese students, thopemary and secondary schools
in particular, were expected to review what thegl learned after class to cope with
the repeated and rigorous tests the teacher gawe fhhe purpose for these repeated
tests, according to Megan and Diana (email cormed@ace), was to ensure that every
student had learned the knowledge as specifidaeicurriculum. Despite the pressure
of exams, the students in this study attributed ‘thelid foundation” of their

knowledge to these rigorous tests. As Rita putTibe bottom line is, with more

practice, your knowledge is more solid” (Rita, iniew 1).

Megan, who had taught science in a middle schadie years in China prior to her
sojourn in Australia, described the type of exa&giker students were required to do:

We will design very difficult questions for studerb answer...So our students need
to spend a lot of time doing exercises. They hawadk their brains trying to work
out the answers, which | think definitely has gtméhe extreme. [Megan, Interview
2]
By ‘difficult questions’, she meant that an ovewief the knowledge did not suffice;
instead, students had to pay scrupulous attentia@very detail in their textbooks to
be able to get a good mark on the various tests. hay be why it was common for
students in the study to express feelings of insigcwhen they did not have time to

read an article thoroughly:

Jennifer: | prefer thorough reading. When I’'m not pressadiime, | won’t skip
anything when | read. | feel | can't grasp it ddn't read it thoroughly.
Interviewer: Did you feel insecure when this happened?
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Jennifer: Definitely. Although | knew scanning is usefuktlll felt a little uneasy
about this. | felt | didn't really explore the reéad deeply enough... | still felt | didn't
digest that article completely. [Jennifer, Intewvi2]

4.2.3.3 ‘Practical’ knowledge

Chris and Jennifer divided knowledge into two typese was “operationalisable”
knowledge and the other was “abstract” knowledgee(View 4). They stated that
operationalisable knowledge was learned when ore akée to perform a technical
task. This type of knowledge was referred to by BMegs technical skills, “something
that you were not capable of doing before you ttek class” (Interview 3). On the
other hand, one was said to have obtained abstnaetledge when one understood

something and, usually, was able to remember gmddace it in one’s own words:

There are two kinds of knowledge. One is the typan use, and | know I've learned
it if | can use it. The other type you can't uséNo, | shouldn’t say you can't use it ...
| mean, it's abstract knowledge. When | undersigrntdmeans I've learned it. But
with this latter type of knowledge, | can also $ag learned it if I'm able to retell it
to others. This is also a kind of application. Tingt type is the practical type. For
instance, in a typing class, if | can type, it ne#wve learned the knowledge.
[Jennifer, Interview 4]

If it's abstract knowledge, like the knowledge et in books or in any fixed place,
as long as | remember it, and | don’t have to lfmwkt each time | need it, that is, |
can totally rely on myself, or if | can expresgimy own words, then | can say I've
learned the knowledge. [Chris, Interview 4]

Jennifer noted that in China “abstract” knowledgeswleemed to be a higher form of
knowledge than technical knowledge. She illustratési observation with an example
of a professor’'s knowledge being valued more high&n a chef’s technical skills:

| think the classification of knowledge is diffeten China than in Australia. In China,
we divide knowledge into many levels. At the higHesel is abstract knowledge,
and we say it is the most profound knowledge. Thdse want to secure the highest
government positions need to have this level oilkadge. And technical knowledge
is the lower level of knowledge. It is not thougiitas knowledge actually. It is
treated as skills, and people look down on the#ls.skdon't like this classification. |
don’t think it is a correct classification. [Jerarif Interview 4]

These two types of knowledge were further diffeisatl by Rita in the context of
university education: “The lower level a studytlse more practical application there

is. The higher level of study deals more with tlyggnterview 3).
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Irrespective of their categorisation of technicalowledge as a lower form of
knowledge than abstract or theoretical knowledgaf bf the study participants
thought it was important to gain technical, or piat, knowledge because this

knowledge would be very useful in their future jobs

I’'m more concerned about whether a certain thingesded when I'm looking for a
job after | graduate. | decide what | need to ldssed on what | need at my jobs.
[Diana, Interview 3]

I'd like the teacher to teach me something practoa operationalisable, something
other than theories, something that has curremntieveloped. Otherwise, look,
we’ve learned, say, ‘behaviorism’, or other -isthss is very old stuff. So I'd like to
know things that are more current, more reliabhel, lsave more practical value.
[Megan, Interview 3]

Despite this consensus among the participantgtibatltimate goal of learning was to
apply knowledge to real-life situations, almosthaiit exception, they suggested that

application of knowledge could not be achievedluhéy completed their education:

Vivian: When | encounter something ... a similar case...rhédiately know how to
solve the problem with the knowledge | have... Thaains | have learned the
knowledge I've learned.

Interviewer: Is there any way to know you've learned the kremge before such a
case comes up?

Vivian: | can only say | understand the knowledge andcjples that the teacher
teaches me, but whether | can use them in my futor&place, | don’t know. In this
case, it's hard to say whether | own the knowledlgaderstand it, but understanding
and application are totally different things. Atststage, | can only make sure |
understand the knowledge and principles, and lgédwethe future to see if | can
apply them. [Vivian, Interview 3]

Not only did Megan agree with this view, but shevsssing prior experiences and
knowledge she had already learned as two of thset leaportant elements of

university learning:

If I'm still learning, it's more important for metlearn what | don’t know... ‘Using
your experiences in life’ and ‘being able to useitiformation you have learned’ are
things you do after you learn. While learning, lifdve to use my experiences in life,
it's like I'm using something I've already known ligarn. Learning is to explore an
unknown world, to understand new things. [Megateriew 3]

Surprisingly, while application of knowledge at therkplace was a pervading theme,
no mention was made by the students with regatde@pplication process, although
Diana’s association of one’s ability to apply kneddle with one’s ability to
understand may shed some light on Chinese studegrispective on this issue:
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Some people spend a lot of time studying but tleytwse it... Everyone’s ability to
apply the knowledge they have learned is differitistactually your understanding
of knowledge. Do you understand better than othBs9ou understand more than
others? [Diana, Interview 3]

As is suggested in the above quote, Diana beli¢lvatias long as one was able to

understand something deeply, one had the capatailapply the knowledge.

Some, although relatively few, of the studentsnokd that as well as learning

knowledge and skills, changes in perspectives asea purpose of learning:

After | learn something, when | look back, or wHemcounter a similar situation, if |
realise that I've never considered it that way befor I'm able to look at it from a
new perspective ... [Rachael, Health Science, GBpup

For doctoral student Diana, what was important m@ssimply a fresh perspective on
a certain topic contained in the syllabus, as Relchainted out, but the capability to
examine any issue from an educated perspectiveelgitation below, she shared her

view that although some knowledge did not have tmalcvalues for society, it

“elevated” a person’s perspectives:

My view of learning has always been ‘the purposkafning is to use it’. By using it,
| don’t just mean using it at your work. You migtdt generate actual products out of
it, but it elevates you. Take a doctoral programifistance. We all know doctoral
degrees in some fields are not very useful inlifsalbut they enhance your abilities
and quality in many aspects. The perspectivesiatetel from which you look at a
problem will be different. [Diana, Interview 3]

In a similar vein, Jennifer concluded that ultinhatdhe goal of learning was not to
have knowledge but to become a wise person. A pgsson, in her opinion, was one

who was insightful and well-informed, which indeddpicted a scholar in Chinese

culture:

In the end, you don’t pursue knowledge for the saElgursing it. Your purpose is to
become a wise person, who can offer a penetragrgppctive on different issues. ....
Of course knowledge is necessary, but this is lir@ate goal. For instance, | might
decide to learn something that is not relevant ygnofession, and it is to make
myself well-informed. [Jennifer, Interview 4]

4.2.3.4 ‘New’ knowledge

In a strong and recurring theme, all students ga@dmnain purpose of their sojourn in

Australia was to gain current and advanced knovdeddpey held the view that this
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form of knowledge came from Western education (Megmterview 2). Chris
reflected on the obsolete knowledge he learnechina®

In China ... teachers use the same textbook for @éscad had an old physics
teacher, who used a book containing all his teachiaterials from the past. It was
dog-eared, having been used for more than 20 yeadshe never updated it. [Chris,
Education student, Focus group 1 (hereafter Group 1

Chris then commented that the teacher had takese gn his age-old teaching
materials, which he utilised to demonstrate hishigay experience, and despite Chris’

scepticism, Chris said a teacher’s teaching expeegigvas highly regarded in China.

In addition to the currency of knowledge, learnlnpwledge that was new to them
was important for the students. One student desgribarning as “a feeling that
you're learning a new thing from scratch” (Lisa,cAdanting student, Group 3), and
another explained, “if the knowledge you are leagns all new to you, you feel you
have learned new things” (Rita, Interview 3). Thieersgth of desire for new
knowledge could not be made more explicit thanennifer’'s case. She expected to
work on new content for every assignment; otherwéseshe revealed, she did not

feel she was learning:

| feel that the old things are already my knowledfeuse old knowledge to
complete a new task, | feel a little guilty. [Jeeni Interview 5]

4.2.4 Discussion

Overall, in this section, two themes emerged fréva $tudents’ remarks about the
curriculum they had experienced in China. Firsibydents described a high degree of
insulation between subject knowledge and othergeaies of knowledge. Secondly,
according to the students, the curriculum contaandarge amount of content

knowledge.

The notion that the subject content in Chinese atilugal practices was viewed by
the students as well insulated is demonstratedhdéy tnanimous comment that what
is taught and learned in a study unit is confinedhie content of the textbook. It is
also illustrated by the perceived strong boundabietsveen this subject knowledge

and both other educational knowledge and everydaywledge. In terms of the
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distinct boundaries with other educational knowksdgs seen above, the students
noted that transfer between specialisations iscditf The sharp boundary between
the subject knowledge and everyday knowledge icateld by the fact that very few
references to personal experience outside acadeeiiings were made by the
students when describing their educational expeeieim China. The boundary is also
shown by the students’ remark that Chinese cunmulprioritises educational
knowledge while largely excluding its applicatioa éeveryday life, such as the
workplace. The clear-cut boundaries between difteseibject contents and between
scholarly and everyday knowledge show that the esttsd perceptions of the
curriculum they had experienced can be describedhaslving relatively strong
classification of knowledge, i.e. stronger classifion of the epistemic relation (+C of
ER).

The second theme relates to the students’ percefitet the curriculum focuses on
enabling learners to accumulate as much contenwlkdige as they can. This theme
is exemplified by the students’ opinion that Chseslucation considers the amount
one knows to be more important than how one desgetspidea. Putting it another
way, states of knowledge are valued over ways ofvkmg. The epistemic relation is
emphasised. Moreover, as indicated in the metaphthre making of explosives (i.e.
a small amount of gunpowder makes a firecrackeereds a large amount makes a
bomb), the students noted that this educationakesydelieves that the larger the
quantity of information that learners collect, teeper their understanding of the
object being studied. This deep understandingyrim, s held to result in the ability to
apply knowledge learned in educational contextg@deyond such contexts. In other
words, it was suggested that accumulation of setgradrithe subject knowledge leads
to mastery of the area of study. This view was suggd by the fact that in speaking
of the process of accruing content knowledge, rafn@e students made mention of
the connections or relationships between diffesegments of the subject content of a
study unit. In fact, one example shows that sutdtiomships are downplayed in the
Chinese context: Some students insisted on leakmogledge that is ‘new’ to them,
regarding knowledge that had been previously lehagenot worth including in the
curriculum. What is being emphasised here is thist@pic relation toatomised
knowledgg+C of ER).
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Noticeably, another perspective on knowledge actaton was put forward by
several students who argued that the ultimate gbakcumulating knowledge is to
attain educated perspectives or wisdom. Whilst ghiggests an emphasis on the
development of an educated person, upon closetirsgif the data it was found that
the only characteristic of an educated person addceby the students was his or her
informed perspective. The students’ comments gagenipression that this informed
perspective is a result of a person’s attainmerdufficient scholarly knowledge. In
other words, it is knowledge that shapes the knowlee epistemic relation is
dominant. The basis of knowledge claims therefestdes in what the person knows
by virtue of his or her education rather than oms br her personal attitudes or

attributes.

In short, students’ accounts of a strong emphdaced by the Chinese curriculum on
accumulating subject knowledge, well insulated frother kinds of knowledge, can

be conceptualised as an emphasis on the epistataiton that characterises the
curriculum (+C of ER), specifically an atomised ception of its content. In contrast,
the lack of mention by the students of their peasdinowledge and experiences
beyond the educational context suggests that, eir #xperiences, these were not
regarded as the basis of insight — that is, theatlum did not differentiate between
learners. The social relation to the knower isdfwe relatively downplayed (-C of

SR). In terms of legitimation codes, this currigulus thereby specialised by a
knowledge codéER+, SR-), and one that is based on atomised lauge rather than

ways of knowing or procedures.

4. 3 Pedagogy

4.3.1 The sequencing of learning

It was generally agreed that teachers in China woted structured and focused
classes, which was why they were able to keep staddtentive in class (Group 1).
Diana appraised positively Chinese teachers’ osgaioin of their classes in terms of
the content to be covered and the sequence ofgtesentation of the knowledge:

When Chinese teachers prepare their classes, thkg tvery clear what the purpose
of this class is, what they should focus on, whigthtrbe difficult for students and
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how they are going to present their lesson, stegtdgy and layer by layer. [Diana,
Interview 1]

She then contrasted this structured approach Wwehuhstructured approach adopted
by Western teachers whose classes she had exmetien€hina: “They say whatever
is on their mind. ... It's all over the place. hetend you don’t know what they want
to teach you. | think they themselves don’'t knowawkhey want to teach you”

(Interview 1).

This preference for a ‘step by step and layer byerateaching approach was
supported by all students in the study. Meganekample, described a well-designed
study unit as one that helped students to moventftbe bottom to the top of the
ladder”. The top of the ladder, according to heaswhen one had to, and had the

ability to, learn on his or her own:

If a study unit teaches you what you didn’t knovidoe and helps you to learn things
from the bottom to the top of the ladder, thenatwell-designed unit. And after you
learn all these things, if you want to learn anyghinore, it depends on what you can
learn at your workplace, right? You learn on yownoNo one is teaching you when
you're practicing your profession. [Megan, Intewia]

Jennifer, on the other hand, specified the typ&namiwledge students should gain at
the bottom of the ladder. She insisted that legrstart with the “core things”, that is,
instructions or essential knowledge that studeaesiad to know to be able to perform

a specific task:

Even if the students are all doing different prtgethere are general things that need
to be taken care of in class first. These arehimgs$ that everybody needs to know to
do the project, the core things that students paiydo their projects. They can be
the ‘procedure’ or other things. These are thegthihat the teacher should teach first.
[Jennifer, Interview 5]

With respect to learning activities, the studentsisted that class discussion be
always preceded by the teaching of content knovded®pth Megan and Vivian
stressed that discussion activities were futileesmistudents had received sufficient
knowledge from the teacher beforehand or understioedssue to be discussed well
enough: “If you discuss and think about an issu@reeyou receive the knowledge
you should receive first, you might miss the whaildure” (Megan, Interview 3). She

then suggested that discussion activities not ekoae quarter of the class hours.
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4.3.2 The pacing of learning

The interaction between teacher and student in &las best illustrated in the
following analogy Megan used to compare the retetigps of her Australian and
Chinese classmates with the teacher. The two tgbesteractions were said to
resemble ping pong and bowling, respectively. Asuggested in this analogy, the

former game involves two players while the latteralves only one:

Chinese students were more passive. They didn& haany questions, and they
never interrupted the teacher. Let me give youxample. Australian students’
learning is like playing ping pong with their teachwhen a ball comes, you hit it
back. But Chinese students’ learning is like boglithe teacher bowls the ball, and
that's it... There is not much interaction betweeactesr and Chinese students.
Perhaps the idea of the teacher being the authstilitgxists in China... [Megan,
Interview 3]

There could be a myriad of reasons behind thisveane-communication between the
teacher and Chinese students, not the least ohwias the students had learned to be
cautious about their classroom behaviours. A comtheme emerging from the data
was that in China, the teacher had total contra@rowvhat was to happen in the
classroom. Teacher control was thought by manyestisdo be an effective means for
the teacher to keep pace with the tight curriculTime second focus group pointed
out that Chinese students had become accustomi@imeducational system to be
observant of the teacher’s cues regarding what wesg or were not supposed to do
in class. This characteristic was subsequentlylathgut by the participants to define

a ‘smart’ student in China:

Being smart in China means ... knowing when to dotwhe not doing certain
things in class, etc. This makes a typical goodesttiin Asia. Some people may be
smart but they like to express their different amns or do different things. These
people are not considered good students. [Michaebunting, Group 2]

Accordingly, while the students in this study oe thhole agreed that many Chinese
teachers now encouraged interactions in class, stattd it was important to know

when was the right moment to do this:

Don't disturb the class. Even if your questionnglibnt, the teacher still might not
answer you because he/she wants to teach somethangrst. Only ask questions if
the teacher wants you to. If the teacher wantaty ®n with the lesson, listen.
[Rachael, Health Science, Group 3]
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Another concern of the students, also due to thiekgpacing of the class, was
whether they were making a valuable contributioremthey spoke in class: “I might
feel the question | want to ask is stupid, and |aarried that other people might
think 1 am taking up too much of their time by agkisuch a stupid question” (Doug,
Commerce, Group 1). One student offered an exptan&r Chinese students’ fear
of losing face for asking a ‘stupid’ question. Hepressed the belief that the fear
stemmed from the experience of being scolded by tdazhers in pre-tertiary
education for not studying hard enough:

If today you are studying, say, Lesson Five, tlaeher will expect you to know
everything in the previous four lessons before gmime to class. And they will give
you a tongue-lashing if you ask a question abossbes 1-4. Therefore you
gradually lose confidence in asking simple questifwwayne, Commerce, Group 1]

As previously mentioned, Chinese teachers providaadents with numerous

exercises to ensure that they gained the knowléalgght at every step of the way.
Therefore, as can be seen in the quotation abbaestudent still had questions about
what he or she was supposed to know after thigaigoprocess, the teacher was
likely to criticise the student as lazy for not nmakenough effort to catch up.

4.3.3 Favourable learning strategies

All the students reported memories of sitting duiét the classroom listening to

lectures, which they believed was the predominamhfof teaching due to the large-
sized classes in China. It was broadly agreed @lanese students felt most
comfortable learning this way, through which thegeived all the information they

needed from the teacher (Group 1). Although sormnegmised the disadvantages of
this pedagogical approach, they admitted havinghgoeéndoctrinated to learn by

listening:

| feel interaction is important, but | still prefar listen to other people interacting

with each other. | can hear their opinions. | doweed to participate in the discussion
myself. What they say sometimes inspires me. [Ritayview 3]

Like Rita, quite a few of the participants stressieat listening to lectures was not

passive learning:

You're not completely passive when you listen tedaure. It's both active and
passive. The teacher will stimulate you to think.any Chinese students ...
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i6r}cluding me, are used to listening. We don'’t ‘@&guith teachers. [Chris, Interview
The implication here is that students were expetddae undertaking active thinking
while listening to lectures. Apart from lecturele tstudents also recollected being
required to listen quietly when other classroonivéats were being conducted. In the
following quote, for example, Chris described howin@se students learned by
listening quietly in a situation where two studemisre called by the teacher to

demonstrate a dialogue in a language class:

In China, when two students are called to praait&nglish dialogue in front of the
class, the teacher requires the rest of the abelgstén carefully. This is because there
is limited time in a class and not everyone careggtance to speak. So you can only
listen to others, and while listening, you simulatel create your own stuff in your
mind. Say, only half of the class get to practigeaking in class, but since the other
half have repeatedly listened to the dialogue, teeyember it in their heart. The
more you listen to something, the more deeply ywsnamber it. [Chris, Interview 1]

It appeared that while sitting quietly, some studdearned by simulating the process
of participating in the activity in their head. Vaw confirmed that she employed a
similar simulation strategy in class. She saidamsas the teacher raised a question,
she started thinking about the answer she would gigalled upon to respond: “this
forces me to think. And after | formulate my thingj | listen to other students’ and

the teacher’s opinions” (Interview 2).

4.3.4 Relationships between teacher and students

This section outlines the relationship between leanand students in China by
describing the roles the students in this studyeetqul their teachers to play. As will
be revealed shortly, the relationship was geneggeived as unequal one with the
teacher taking the expert role in professional Kedge and experience. The principal
responsibilities of the teacher are to teach tmsvwkedge and share his or her
experience through carefully prepared lectures tandlear a learning path for the

students.

4.3.4.1 Teacher owns and disseminates expert knowle  dge

A consistently recurring theme running through thterviews was the students’

perception of the teacher as an expert in theifepsional field. To them, the teacher
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was considered “higher” or “above” the studentpgeson with the authority to “give
explanations and corrections” (Megan, Interviewyring the course of the semester,
Jennifer struggled between traditional and modeews of teaching and eventually

reached the conclusion that the expert statudedicher was irreplaceable:

Jennifer: | think the teacher should still stand above aledate you. | really need to
think of a good term for this .... this is still a nedraditional role of a teacher ...
‘instructor’... | shouldn’t say a traditional rolemean it has been part of traditional
teaching for centuries. But it’s still the coree tissential part of teaching that
shouldn’t be missing. | think current theories hdeeemphasised this role, which |
think is not good.

Interviewer: Do you mean it’s like the master in the past, whe their insightful
opinions, which they teach to their disciples?

Jennifer: Exactly! [Jennifer, Interview 5]

Distinguishing “good” from “bad” knowledge, Jennifasserted that it was through
the teacher that students gained a quick accegsotbknowledge:

| feel knowledge is a kind of information. It's nosst any kind. How do | put this ...
it's ... the useful information. The positive kind. tuBents gain this knowledge from
the teacher. It's a short cut ... there’s so muchatedge, some good and some bad,
and if you want to find good knowledge yourselgrihis too much ... you can't tell
the good from the bad knowledge, you can't find.it.The teacher has more
knowledge, and they have the responsibility tovaelthis to us, and we obtain it this
way. Gradually, we move to higher levels. We mayehas much knowledge as the
teacher does one day and we can pass it on. Sionimary, | think this process is
dynamic. [Jennifer, Interview 4]

Although the rest of the students did not labelWdedge as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, as did
Jennifer, they expressed similar concerns overdifferences in quality between
knowledge received from the teacher and knowledgeimed themselves. For them,
the teacher not only disseminated good, or ‘usefkiiowledge, but he or she
integrated into it personal and informed perspestiand beliefs, which Jennifer then
called “subjective” knowledge. In contrast to tlssbjective knowledge was the
“objective” knowledge students learned by readingdlreir own:

Everyone can read objective knowledge, right? himking about the difference
between reading on your own and coming to scholgam. Why do we need to look
for good teachers? Why do we want to choose tidy sinits taught by good teachers?
The content is the same, whoever is teaching dt'$tecause good teachers have
their own styles, their own theories and knowledgdennifer, Interview 5]

This view of the teacher as the source of expertadge seemed to dominate these
students’ conceptions of Chinese education. Chpglication for a teaching position

in China served as a good example. During the surhwiglays after his first year in
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Australia, Chris went back to China and while heswere, he applied for a teaching
position at a Chinese university. The job interviesquired that he demonstrate
teaching some material given to him on the spadb witly 20 minutes of preparation.

In his interpretation, the main purpose of thisgadure was to ensure the candidate

had the expert knowledge in the field and was abletrieve it instantaneously:

They want to see whether you can understand therialagourself without referring
to any book. If you can understand it, they wiliehyou, but they don’t care whether
you can explain this clearly to the students infthiere. [Chris, Interview 1]

For all participants, the major responsibility of taacher was to disseminate
knowledge through lectures, something viewed byariand Jennifer as the “essence
of education” (Vivian, Interview 3; Jennifer, Inteew 5). Many of the participants
believed that the quality of the lecture determitiezlquality of student learning:

Students’ learning quality depends on the qualitectures. It depends on the teacher,
not learning materials. With the same learning natedifferent teachers teach it
differently, and students get different things. Faene textbook can be used in
different universities by different teachers anel ¢fffects are different. The key is the
teacher. [Vincent, Interview 1]

With respect to the content of the lecture, for Biegwhat she gained from a good
lecture was the most precious “distillations” of tieacher’'s knowledge:

The teacher ... extracts and refines the bestgtnogn what he or she knows and
gives this to you in class, and then offers yotrimdions on the tasks you need to
complete. Through this process, the things leftoar head will definitely be more
comprehensive than those you get by reading ongwur | feel that in class, | will
learn a lot from the best part of the teacher'siiedge. If what the teacher provides
for the students in class does not go through tbegss of extracting and refining,
then their classes definitely are not good. [Medaterview 2]

To this ‘distilled’ knowledge, Jennifer added tlead¢her’s informed perspective: “The
teacher lectures from his or her perspective..clvitiontains his or her beliefs and
values. This is very important because it is whatoan’t get when studying on our

own” (Interview 5).

Another benefit of the teacher delivering knowledgectly to students, according to
some, was that it helped to “remove barriers fadehts”, one of the barriers being
“searching in the big ocean of information” (Megdnterview 3). Jennifer saw a

learning path without these barriers as “a shoif ¢lnterview 4), and Diana
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compared the extra effort a student had to takexjlore an issue without the
teacher’s guidance “detours”:

There’s a difference between our level and thetieies level. If you can hear the
teacher’s perspectives and opinions, it will same & lot of time trying different
ways to understand an issue yourself. It savestieeyou waste on the detours.
[Diana, Interview 3]

In terms of the lecturing style, a good lecture vaescribed by the students as
“systematic”, “concise”, “to-the-point”, “attract®’ (Diana, Interview 3; Group 1) and

“compelling” (Jennifer, Interview 4; Megan, Inteew 3). Megan believed the key lay
in the procedure a teacher followed when presettisi@r her lecture:

A teacher should also have their way of preseritiegknowledge, like the

procedure ... this is how we distinguish a teachear'svbramming, imparting
knowledge on students, from a teacher who's guidindents. If a teacher uses good
strategies, they will make the class more intengs&énd what he or she teaches will
attract our attention more. [Megan, Interview 3]

Lastly, all students highlighted the motivationattor of a good lecture. For example.
Jennifer explained: “If a lecture is boring, we htidgpse interest in the subject matter.
On the contrary, if the subject matter is boring &ueacher delivers a good lecture,

chances are that we will become interested in diméetit” (Interview 4).

4.3.4.2 Teacher helps to rectify mistakes

The participants were in unanimous agreement imacldition to delivering lectures,
the teacher’s second most important responsildg to assist students in rectifying
their mistakes. To be specific, the participantd fee teacher should draw the
students’ attention to their weaknesses and adi#sen on how to make
improvements. Chris warned that the teacher’s railto do so would cause an
adverse effect on student learning, especially whierdents were learning new
content: “When I'm at the starting point, | needkimow my weaknesses, what | did
wrong; otherwise, as | keep learning, if I'm notaae of my problems, they will
become more and more serious” (Interview 3). Feallearning also meant realising
her initial viewpoint was wrong: “Some of my viewpts are right, and some are
wrong. | feel I am learning when the teacher casr@ey viewpoints” (Group 3). And

Sophie spoke of the need to be told by the teashether she was on the right track:
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“I would be running around without a directionlietteacher doesn’t tell me what | do

is right or not. | wouldn’t be sure” (Interview 1).

4.3.4.3 Teacher acts as role model

Apart from learning the professional knowledge frdme teacher, several students
stated they learned from the teacher’s conductedk ln the second focus group, the
students referred to this as “teacher virtues’tbe‘way a teacher conducted himself
or herself”; however, most students in this stuthessed that the way a teacher
“pursued scholarship” had a greater impact on ttlean his or her personal conduct.
Jennifer and Vincent, for instance, recounted howvteacher’s rigorous attitude

towards his or her own studies influenced themnidenrelated this attitude to a

teacher’s charisma:

If the teacher is a master [in both content anchodt I'll be influenced by him or

her and like the subject matter. I'm sure I'll kdeprning after | complete the study
unit. Other classmates of mine think the sameltsathe teacher’s personal charisma,
the culture. They guide you to learn through tliennifer, Interview 5]

This concept of classroom culture was taken up dgtatal students, Vincent and
Diana, both expressing the deep belief that stsdeemnefited no less from the subtle

but profound influence of the learning environmiéran from the content of lectures:

| feel that learning shouldn’t be limited to books.concrete words. ... in the end, it's
not just words that form your knowledge and ahilltgere are so many other things.
Environment has a great impact on a person. [Diaterview 3]

You'll be affected by the whole environment, itdtace, it may come from the
teacher, you're not aware of it. But when you ldaick, you will find you are a
totally different person to when you first got iritee university. It's invisible. You get
this influence through the teacher. [Vincent, latew 1]

As was indicated in Vincent's statement, he appk&weelieve that the teacher was
the key constituent of the culture of the learnemyironment. For him, this influence

extended beyond academic learning and affectethhadity as a person”:

Interviewer: If you had to explain what you mean by ‘qualityaperson’ in English,
what would you say?

Vincent: ‘Identity’, one’s qualities, characters, charaistiics, ‘qualities’. It's difficult
to pin down a few things. My feeling is that it'Yeamperament, a disposition one
demonstrates, including one’s knowledge, manneesyéhing.

Interviewer: What do you mean by ‘manners’?

Vincent: How people feel about you. Similar to temperanaamd disposition.
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[Vincent, Interview 1]

Accordingly, all participants considered classradnce vital for their learning. Take
Jennifer for example. Part of her undergraduatéysianvolved participation in a
program called Self-taught Higher Education Exatiames in China, in which she
studied the textbooks on her own and sat for exatnnegular intervals. Because she
did not attend any class, Jennifer felt she did genh anything beyond academic
abilities:
| didn’t learn as much as students in traditionaVversities. The major difference was
that | didn’t have chances to attend good teacletasses. So my understanding was
limited. | know there were bad students from gootversities, but still, they had
opportunities to interact with teachers. | don’oknhow to describe this, but I'm not

referring to academic abilities in a narrow selike,taking tests, which | can obtain
through self-study, but | mean abilities in a brgadse [Jennifer, Interview 5]

Classifying self-study as an inferior form of leiggn to the traditional face-to-face
education, she explained that a class should beased of a group of people and

their interactions, with the teacher being theidgworce of these interactions.

4.3.5 Relationship with fellow students

Compared with the abundant citations of teachetesturelationships, there were few
references to peer interactions in the interviemgcripts. In general, group activities
were negatively evaluated by most students. Mamgptained about not benefiting
from these activities. Chris said this was becdpseple will get distracted by other
irrelevant topics. In the end, you will just be tthy” (Interview 1). This view was
endorsed by all the other students in this stuayo Typical reasons for this were that
the discussion topic was unchallenging for them trad the discussion usually did
not lead to any definite conclusion (Group 2).

On the other hand, several students related expeseof working in self-organised
study groups after class. The main purpose of thesgps, according to the students,
was to prepare for exams together by combiningsnimtenake sure they had covered
everything. Once the information they needed fréva group was collected, the
students said they would then separate and workhem own, usually trying to

memorise the notes (Group 2).
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One student found a study group with Chinese stsdevas least useful for
intellectual discussion partly because the studewctsed intention to do so and partly

because they had not been trained to express thasise

Chinese students ... only ask other people whenghegunter things they don't
understand. We won't get together to discuss areshih people our ideas. ... This
might be because Chinese people are reserved. htdikie talking about our ideas.
It can also be because we don’t know how to. Ifsablem with our ability to
express ourselves. [Lynn, Accounting, Group 2]

The majority of the students tended to agree wWiehfirst reason Lynn suggested. As
Rita believed, “if you can learn well on your owygu don’t need to interact with

others” (Interview 2).

4.3.6 Discussion

The above results revealed three overarching themesms of the pedagogy these
students described as having experienced in CRingt, pedagogy was described as
emphasising strong sequencing. Secondly, partispemphasised the importance of
similarities in learners’ development while downpiey individual aspects of their
learning. Thirdly, based on the students’ accoutits, pedagogical relationship is
characterised by a strong hierarchy between teaoieestudent, with a distinct focus
placed on the teaching of content knowledge.

Teachers in China were said to follow an expliefgence in teaching subject content,
and the students in this study expressed a very tagree of acceptance of this
pedagogical approach. For example, the studentsdsthat knowledge is learned
most effectively and efficiently if delivered ‘stdyy step and layer by layer’ or ‘from
the bottom to the top of the ladder’. The commoa othe metaphor of a ladder by
the students is indicative of a view that the scibg@ntent should be taught in a pre-
determined order. Moreover, it is evident that thistaphor was employed to refer to
the linearity of the teacher’s presentation of eabjcontent and learning activities
rather than the structure of the subject knowlatkgdf. For example, in the students’
explanation, Chinese teachers carefully plan tlieroof the content of their lectures,
and classroom activities are conducted in sequerleeture, discussion, project, etc.

This linear approach to teaching and learning etditelatively strong framing of
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knowledge (+F of ER), in that the teacher has cbrdver the sequencing of what

students learn.

The second theme, the emphasis on learners’ siti@gaand the downplaying of the
personal dimension of learning, is illustrated hinee respects: the teacher’s explicit
control over the pace of learning, the learningtstyies supported by this pedagogic
practice, and peer relationships. A typical Chinet#ssroom, described by the
students, is characterised by collective and fasing. All learners in a group are
viewed and treated as possessing similar prior keubye and characteristics. That
learners are not differentiated shows that the abo@lation to knowers is less
significant. For example, in the students’ accowftsow a Chinese teacher structures
a class, the teacher appears to be well aware af thk students as a group do not
know or may find difficult. Every learner is alsortsidered to be capable of catching
up with the group if he or she makes enough ettofollow the teacher’s instructions.
This is reflected by the students’ comment thatudent will be thought of as lazy if
he or she asks a question relating to previouslghticontent. Moreover, fast pacing
leaves relatively little room for learners to exggeheir personal perspectives, needs
and preferences, as these behaviours are seermgptions that slow down the class.
In short, the teacher’s control over the pace afriang indicates that the pedagogy, as
the students experienced it, involves strong frgnoihknowledge that emphasises the
epistemic relation (+F of ER). The limited spaces ttorm of pedagogy allows for
personal predilections and approaches to learrtiogvs relatively weak framing of

the social relation (-F of SR).

With regard to the preferred learning strategiethen Chinese learning context, both
strategies mentioned by the students — quiet lisjeand simulation — suggest self-
effacement, i.e. a de-emphasis on learners as keo(&R-). In terms of peer
relationships, the only type of relationship coesatl by the students to be valuable is
the relationship formed in the study groups condebg themselves after class. A
study group is utilised as a cue-seeking mecharisrmyugh which learners help one
another by combining collected information abow $lubject content. As the students
pointed out, rarely are personal perspectives itrigd or exchanged in these groups.
Again, the social relation to knowers is downplay€tkarly, this use of a study group

is associated with the previously mentioned beliefslerpinning the educational
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practices in China that knowledge is accumulated @rat personal opinions are
generally irrelevant in one’s pursuit of knowledge.sum, for these students, study
groups are useful because they are knowledge-edent

Thirdly, a strong hierarchy in the pedagogical tieteship is illustrated in the
students’ definition of a good class in China. Symut, a good class is synonymous
with a good lecture, which contains pedagogisedestittontent and the teacher’s
informed perspective on the content. For examptepr@ing to the students, the
content of a good lecture is extracted, refined,datilled from the teacher’s
knowledge. In other words, it has been selectesymextualised and evaluated by the
teacher, who these students see as having an iaiilrerposition in the subject field.
In terms of the informed perspective, the studemtsint the teacher’s understanding
and interpretation of the content knowledge. Thl&ance on the teacher’s knowledge
and perspective indicates the students’ belief timy the teacher has the power to
make legitimate knowledge claims. The teacher haspower because of his or her
membership in the subject field, which, judgingthg students’ remarks, is granted
based on expert knowledge and experience in thek f®, the strong framing of the

teacher, their authority, is based on emphasisiagpistemic relation.

The students’ belief in the legitimacy of the knedde claims made by the teacher is
also reflected by their expectation of the teadbenelp them rectify their mistakes.
For example, many deemed it to be a vital partheirtlearning that the teacher
informs them of ‘what they did wrong’ and directem to ‘the right track’. On the
one hand, this refers to an expectation of expticteria of knowledge. On the other
hand, it indicates that correct understanding tarpretation of the content knowledge

is held to exist external to the learner: the daeiation is downplayed.

It can be seen that this hierarchical relationskiprimarily built on the premise of
teachers teaching knowledge to students. Admittetigre was some mention of a
particular element in this relationship that didt rbrectly relate to knowledge
transmission, namely, the impact of the teachestokarly manner on the students.
However, except for one doctoral student, who saidiis Masters degree in the U.S.,
all the other students addressing this issue facusethe influence of a teacher’s

rigorous attitudg¢owards the pursuit of knowledgleat is demonstrated in his or her
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teaching. Specifically, it was teacher modelling tbe proceduresfor gaining
knowledge that the students were referring to gtuksing this form of impact by the
teacher. What is highlighted by the talk about tihipact, again, is the epistemic

relation.

Summing up, these three overarching themes indibateChinese pedagogy, as the
students experienced it, involves strong framinigges the control over what, when
and how the learner receives knowledge residestivititeacher. The teacher arranges
and delivers the subject content in a highly strredd order, regulated by time, and he
or she also makes explicit what are valued or urel@de behaviours in this context.
In other words, learners are made aware of thesrafethe game. This form of
pedagogy exemplifies Bernstein’s concept of ‘visigbedagogy’ (1977, 1990).
Furthermore, given the emphasis of this pedagogyherepistemic relation and its
downplaying of the social relation, as have beeowshby all three themes, the
pedagogy is specialised by a knowledge code (ER+). §he image of a successful
learner in this learning context has also emerdgeds one who follows a pre-
determined sequence of learning, keeps pace wihwthole group, pursues the
correct understanding of the content knowledge, sndeady to withhold one’s
personal perspectives and beliefs when needed.

4. 4 Assessment

4.4.1 Rules of achievement for exam-based assessmen t

In the students’ experiences, examinations wergtbdominant assessment method
in Chinese education. As the students stated, ¢oesd in this system, the most
essential ability one had to develop was the ghibt“test well” (All three groups).
“Work hard”, “have a good memory”, “write down tigformation the teacher gives
you” and “be able to guess what will be on the"te&re the typical responses when
the students were asked what one could do to (Al three groups). Another tip
from many of the students was to refrain from givpersonal opinions. Chris, for
example, said:

When | was in China, | never thought the teaches mght all the time, but | couldn’t
argue with them. Neither could | argue againstghiwritten in the textbook. If | had
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done so, they would have told me to follow whattidébook said anyway. And if |
had written my answers on exams according to wttaaught, not the book, they
wouldn't have been standard, right answers. Thankewouldn’t have got the
marks. | couldn’t do anything about it. [InterviéW

One participant in the second focus group explaitned having been expected to
provide textbook answers throughout their educati@xperience in China, Chinese
students confined themselves to searching for aisswighin the scope of knowledge
they had received: “Say, here is a frame, and Geistudents may tend to fill it with
the information they receive from classes or frdmairt reading ... [not] their own

solutions” (Eva, Health Science, Group 2). This wms no means an isolated
comment. The word “frame” was used repeatedly ke dtudents to describe the

restrictions Chinese education placed on studémbsight processes.

Admittedly, most participants were critical of thiesature of Chinese education, which
they called “the inflexible style of education” etliype of education that was guided
by standardised examinations. Many blamed thesaniegtions for rendering

students nothing but test-takers. Taking a testleahing were seen by the students
as two different matters. As the following quotemimstrates, although the student

considered test-taking skills important, she sepdra test-taker from a learner:

To be honest, | don't want to be a test-taker,| laum, | think. But I'm proud of this
because this is a skill I need to have. It's armtsal skill in China. It'll be helpful in
my future | think. But I'm also proud that I'm notly a test-taker. I'm still a learner"
(Jennifer, Interview 1).

Of note, however, is that several students spoker&dly of examinations. Benefits
mentioned include motivation to learn and retentbknowledge. Rita, for example,
said that exams created pressure, and “with pressiiere comes momentum, and
with momentum, you force yourself to learn” (Intew 2). Vivian insisted that
students benefited more from taking exams than fwotting essays because while
preparing for exams, they committed the knowledgaémory:

When writing an essay at home, | can refer to bedksn | am not sure about
something. | can also ask other people. | don'tkifd will really remember those
things ... But to prepare for exams, | have to staily try to memorise things | read.
Even if these things do not end up being in theresxd have put them in my head
when preparing for the exams. [Vivian, Interview 2]
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4.4.2 Rules of achievement for non exam-based asses sment

In addition to exams and quizzes, Chinese studardsalso evaluated by their
performances in class. Iltems to be assessed mhylénclass attendance and minor
written assignments (Group 2). The percentage aksnallocated to this particular
assessment method varies, depending on the tedchat,usually accounts for less
than 30% of the final mark. One student describew fher teacher evaluated

students’ performances by assessing their answéine tassigned questions in class:

One teacher asked 4-6 students to answer questieash class. She would give you
an A or B or C for your answer, and she said: lf get low marks on your exams, a
good performance in class would definitely helprypass the class. [Diana, email
correspondence]

The students generally believed that as long asghew they take the class seriously
by never missing a class and fulfilling what thader instructs them to do, they can
get a good mark for their class performances. Hewewhile some students
considered giving these marks was a fair way toardwstudents who work hard,
others noted that these marks are sometimes basetheo teacher’'s subjective
impression of a student’s behaviours in class. &lstgdents were of the opinion that
in China, the teacher’s impression of a student d&apleat bearing on the student’s
marks. In their explanation, the teacher could ease or reduce a student’s final
grade of the subject based his or her observafidtneostudent’s behaviours in class.
They therefore called these marks ‘impression mafee even spoke of earning
these marks by establishing a good relationship e teacher: “You can take the
roles of class leaders. This way you'll have a gosdtionship with the teacher, so

you can also get a good mark” (Peter, Engineefargup 3).

As for written essays, the students were spilh@irtopinion about what it takes to do
well. Some thought this was the only assessmentitgan which personal opinions

played a part. In fact, these students recalledthigato purposely adopt a perspective
that was different to other students’ so that theiting could stand out (Groups 2

and 3; Jennifer, Interview 3; Chris, Interview 6):

In China, when you write a composition, the kegétting a good mark is to be
unique. If your viewpoints are the same as othessn if your language is good, it
will still be an ordinary article. [Michael, Comnuar, Group 2]
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Whilst good overall writing structure was still cdered essential, the students said,
less emphasis was placed on logic, coherence anty¢han on the uniqueness of the
ideas (Groups 2 and 3). In at least one case, hawthe claim that students in China
were expected to express personal opinions in theimg was not supported. As

Fiona argued, it was not one’s unique or origidakis that made them stand out from

the rest but “the rhetoric, writing skills, thoseubstantial things” (Interview 1).

Whether it was the ideas or the rhetoric, the sttglsuggested that the key to getting
a good mark for writing assignments was to “comewifn something that no one

can” (Group 2). The need to compete with their pseemed implicit.

Lastly, all the students agreed that creativitygénerally not rewarded in Chinese
education. They said that those who were born igeediad to learn to suppress it
(Group 2). Diana traced this suppression of crégtivack to childhood learning,

linking it to the emphasis on imitation in Chinekication:

People say that when a Chinese child draws, thivegyal ask if their drawing
resembles the real object, while a Western childgeo ask if their drawing ... |

don’t remember the exact words, but in a nutskinese children think good
drawing has to resemble the real thing, while Westhildren want to be more
creative. Let me give you another example. Whehia&se child paints the moon
blue, the teacher will correct the child, sayingttthe moon shouldn't be blue. [Diana,
Interview 1]

Having said that, Diana acknowledged the increasmghasis Chinese teachers were
placing on creativity, but at the same time, sharesth her observation that it was not
until one had met the basic requirement of beingoad student that his or her
creativity would be valued by the teacher: “If isobedient type of students do not
have good grades, then the teacher still won't ikem” (Diana, Interview 2).
Although the word ‘disobedient’ was used by Diamaeh on further probing, it was
clear that she actually meant ‘creative’. The int@oce of imitation was reiterated by
other students, who mentioned that it is importanimitate exemplary work in the
initial stages of learning (e.g. Chris, Interviel All of the students in the focus
groups said their teachers in China made use aghpbeaor exemplary work in class,
and they considered this to be a good teachingegirtaSome insisted that they did
not imitate exemplary work, but it gave them anaidé what was viewed by the

teacher as excellent work and what other studests wapable of achieving, so that
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they could try to surpass it (Group 2). These contsiechoed the previous mention
about the implicit competition among students e @hinese educational context.

4.4.3 Discussion

The results concerning assessment can be summarised major themes: states of
knowledge as the object of assessment and theatialdwf learners’ performances
against one another.

First, the predominant form of assessment, stamkatdexams, evaluates learners’
states of knowledge. As the students noted, thengxaquire reproduction of correct,
textbook-based answers and personal opinions arewarded. Secondly, in terms of
open-ended tasks such as written assignments, Bamner’s performance is graded
in relation to his or her peers’ work. This evaivatapproach has a particular effect
on students’ strategies for earning highs markis type of assignment. According to
some, the key is to create a product containingrapective that is different to those
of other students. The emphasis here is on congravigth the majority rather than

on expressing personal perspectives or beliefhfar own sake.

Despite this strategy to win a high mark, imitatierconsidered by some students to
be essential in the early stages of learning, wiechoes the earlier mention of the
simulation learning strategy in the pedagogy secii§ections 4.3.3 and 4.3.6).
Moreover, Chinese teachers, as previously discus$sed to correct students directly
and instruct them how to improve their performanc&se evaluative criteria
therefore are made explicit to students, whichmistlaer example of strong framing of
knowledge that emphasises the epistemic relation.

To recap, the standardised answers students aeetegto provide for exams and the
stress on imitating or learning from exemplary warlanifest an emphasis on
distribution of explicit criteria of knowledge aritie correspondence of students’
performances to the criteria. By contrast, presemtaf personal thinking by students
is downplayed. Therefore, according to the studedéscription, the assessment
approach emphasises the epistemic relation andngéasises the social relation: a
knowledge code (ER+, SR-). The open-ended task&hwdccount for a relatively
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small percentage of the assessment, allow a spaaxpression of personal views.
However, as was made clear above, it is not theopat dimension itself that is being

appreciated and rewarded but the fact that itfferéint to the norm.

On a final note, the students’ remarks about asssssshow that in this learning
context, recognition and realisation rules are iekplo students. Learners not only
know clearly what distinguishes a good from a badggsmance, but they also know
what to do to earn good marks. The rules of theegane overt to learners, and the
implication is thaieveryonds able to succeed if he or she is willing to pllag game

accordingly.

4.5 Summary of the chapter

In this chapter, the findings pertaining to thetfiresearch question of the study were
reported. To sum up, in the student participantgoants, the Chinese curriculum
revolves around content knowledge, demonstratingtively strong boundaries
between different subject contents and betweenlathand everyday knowledge.
Learning is viewed as building up one’s knowledgasdy which comprises
accumulated segments of subject content. The tegdmpproach was described as
based on visible pedagogy, with the learners pezdeby the system as part of a
group sharing similar characteristics. In termsagbessment, explicit evaluative
criteria are implemented in the educational pragtand there is little allowance for
variations in learners’ performances. In short, peesonal dimension of learning is
downplayed in all three message systems. Basetleoresults presented, it has been
concluded that the legitimation code representedhbystudent sojourners’ heritage
educational culture, as represented by the studexpieriences, is a knowledge code.
It is, though, a particular kind of knowledge codme that emphasises atomised
content knowledge. The next chapter, Chapter Sortepthe second part of the
research findings, focusing on the characterisaifdhe online learning context in the

host culture.

118



Chapter 5

Host Educational Culture: Teachers’ conceptions and designs
of the online units

5. 1 Introduction

The previous chapter characterised the studentswes’ educational experiences in
their heritage culture as embodying a ‘knowledgeetof legitimation. This chapter
proceeds to present the findings relating to tloese research question: what are the
characteristics of the teaching practices in thinerenvironment at the Australian
university, including the pedagogical beliefs umpilening them? This research
question is directed at the data set comprisingtedgistralian teachers’ accounts of
their pedagogical beliefs and practices and thesighs of online environments,
supplemented by representative unit outlines pexvioly the teachers. The purpose of
the chapter is twofold. First, the chapter aimscomceptualise the online learning
context in a way that will enable a comparison leetwthe teaching practices in the
student sojourners’ heritage and host cultures.sBeend purpose of the chapter is to
contextualise the case study students’ online dadunzd experiences, which are
presented in Chapter 6. This chapter follows thmesatructure as the previous
chapter: teaching practices are explored in termsurriculum, pedagogy and

assessment.

5. 2 Curriculum

5.2.1 Relation to everyday knowledge

One overwhelming theme throughout the interviews W teachers’ insistence on
students making connections between the knowlelgg learned in university and
their own work contexts. One teacher noted thatesits could only “derive
maximum benefit” from his classes if they were albde apply the theoretical
knowledge to real life situations (Teacher D). Mesachers, however, seemed to
imply it was not simply one-way application as wadicated by Teacher D. Rather,
they claimed it was essential that learning beas# in each student’s respective
context. In other words, students were expectelritay their past experience and
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knowledge into their university learning. Some btge teachers referred to this
characteristic as the “authenticity” of learningrexample, Teacher E explained:

The assignments try to be authentic. Now what Imimethat is we try to situate the
assignment in the context in which these peopléwad live. So if they are a TAFE
teacher teaching cabinet making, then they hateink about how their students are
learning that task. If they’re a university teactesching science, then they have to
think about their students learning science... aeg tlave to think about their own
learning as well. So it has to be situated in theitext.

Examples of “authentic” tasks given by the teachectuded writing a newsletter
article for the institutions the students were entlty working in (Teacher E), and
imagining being employed by an educational consglfirm and conducting tasks
that real employees would be required to do in¢bimpany (Teacher B). One teacher
said this type of task gave students a purposeefarming the particular subject
content because of its relevance to real life (hea®); another thought working on
issues related to one’s own workplace enabled orfexicel and develop a sense of
excellence” (Teacher F); and still another belieitded to students “creating” their

own knowledge, and thus feeling “empowered” (Teache

One teacher expressed the belief that the goabstfgmduate courses was to help
students make sense of their abundant, existing/ledlge rather than teaching them
new knowledge. He believed that adult learners camtdé a wealth of prior

knowledge and it was more important to help themwaload” it:

What we don't often do with our postgraduate stislienrecognise that they actually
come with a whole range of background and expegi@nd baggage and literature,
and what they need is a framework to download .thgand] what we can do is
provide that framework for them to work on thingattthey're interested in. [Teacher
F]

Teacher F went on to suggest that the best waycheewe this was to promote
students’ engagement with their communities andkplaces. He spoke unfavourably
of the excessive use of online forums or activitlest constantly “chained” students
to the class Web site. According to this teachbesé online activities were

“ritualised” and “artificial”, and hence the opptesio “authenticity”:

People tend to see the only way that you get cothttve engagement is to do online
forums but | think the collaborative engagememtassimply between students but
it's the environment in which they work in when yrao their online assessment. So
what we ask them to do is engage in a more protbagd extensive manner within
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the community that they engage in. [Teacher F]

The above quote illustrates these teachers’ sharhtion to blur boundaries
between formal university learning and student®rggay or professional lives. In
fact, very few interviewees discussed the undedstgnof content knowledge without
mentioning students’ work experiences. For exampéacher G said of her students
“they have a wealth of experience in their past,their work lives, in their
professional roles which whilst it may not be dihgcelated to the subject, you know

they all draw on that.”

5.2.2 Relation to other forms of educational knowle  dge

When commenting on their teaching of online unabnost all the participants
referred to their students’ wide variety of disoypky backgrounds (e.g. nurses,
military personnel, people working with young offlems in prison, teachers of all
levels of education). For this reason, in selectingrse materials, some preferred to
only offer students a small number of core readiagsl “open it up to whatever field

that [the students are] in” (Teacher E):

The readings that we give them might not be relef@reverybody. So there might

be a reading on competency based education — raavstfine if you are in TAFE but
it's not really relevant if you're in universitydehing. So you have to be aware that
you need to choose the right readings and be sede&o this is an important process,
isn’t it, in that online education is being seleetin the things that you read and not
relying on a reading list from the lecturer thathis be all and end all and that's all
you have to do. [Teacher E]

Even though other teachers suggested supplemerttings, they said they left it to
the students to decide whether these readings vedesant to their respective
contexts. Consequently, to cater to the student@rdnt needs derived from their
myriad of backgrounds, the teachers consideredoitenimportant to provide them

with access to knowledge rather than the knowledgeent itself:

[The assignment] requires quite a bit of backgrowgaling but the reading again has
to be related to their context so, because therguite different philosophies in each
of those sectors ... we give them a number of resglbut we also show them how to
search the Internet and what databases to go tdigital repositories that they need
to go to in order to access those readings thake#eant to their context. [Teacher E]
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However, in terms of learning the new knowledgetenhin the specific online unit,
Teacher E also pointed out that students withoiwatr gualifications in Education or
who had not previously studied Education would piip be at a disadvantage in his

classes because:

they haven't been in the situation where they'vertihinking abouteducation, like if
you're a teacher or a TAFE teacher or a univetsiéigher doing the subject then
you're thinkingeducation all the time, you know, but if you'rentiog from
informatics where you're learning programming aagibally now you just want to
learn about programming in an educational contekybu’re faced with having to
think abouteducation at a deeper level, then, | guess thlekgbaund puts them at a
bit of a disadvantage. [Teacher E, emphasis added]

Although he blamed this disadvantage on the lackth&f background content
knowledge, he also implied it was due to the déferpatterns of thinking the students
from other disciplines brought with them, as wasliagated in his reference to

“thinking” in the quote above. In a similar veimmse other teachers identified the
failure of the students from other (non-Educatidisciplines to see what they were
supposed to learn in the online units. For examphe teacher whose online unit
required students to create multimedia products set the students with relatively
little experience in the Education field tended'tely too heavily on their technical

skills” (Teacher A):

They stop thinking about the pedagogy involved iratithe students are trying to
learn. ... And they made it [their multimedia proti} look very pretty, they make all
the little things buzz and the windows open andittie thingies move around but
the learning’s often not there behind them. [Teaéfje

5.2.3 Learner development

When asked what they would like their studentsataetwith them after completing
the online units, all interviewees emphasised thair classes did not prescribe
content knowledge for students to learn. In thenenlinits on educational technology,
for example, although these units often involvesl uke of technical knowledge, most
teachers held the opinion that learning technidallsswas not the focus of
postgraduate-level studies. “I think it's not thesbuse of our energies and time”, said
one teacher, who argued that this approach refleateonly the changes in the nature
of the discipline but also the restrictions of te#ivery mode of the units:

There’s much less emphasis on the technical nowttiere used to be anyway in
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these kinds of jobs because that's something tepeeaialist does, a specialist
technical person does that. ... it's reflected angle in time over what'’s required for
the discipline, if you like; and it’s reflected hange in what can be done online. So |
now very much get my students, | basically telhthigés up to them to develop their
technical skills, which | always thought anywayt tue used to do a bit more of it.
But there are a host of reasons. So | don’t thisKust that it's online, but it's then
fortunate that it’s congruent with moving onlinéefcher H]

The teacher suggested that students develop tethskitls through other channels
such as reading books or going to TAFE. A few teeslstated that they would run a
workshop if a particular cohort of students expeedsthe need for a training session to

learn specific skills.

One teacher was cognisant of the frustration oséhstudents who did not possess
technical skills, but she said the students cauliddt take advantage of their inability
to perform the technical side of the task by examginthe implications of their

experience in the assignment:

It's what they would experience in their professiblives anyway. .... And sure they
might have difficulty in accessing and using [tbels], but you know, their difficulty
and their experience of having difficulty is someththat they could write about in
their assignments anyway ... if you can't use tiwéstthen how effective is it going to
be. So you know it’'s not necessarily a disadvantgge can turn it around as an issue
of importance. ... So it's a case of how you lobk &n't it? [Teacher G]

In contrast to their downplaying of content knovgedthe teachers expected students
to cultivate a number of abilities or attitudes. Slanmarise: (1) the ability to make,
and articulate, the connections between theorypadtice; (2) the ability to make
decisions and justify them within a given conte@) the patterns of thinking in the
specific discipline (Education); (4) generic skillsuch as ways to progress their
knowledge and skills, communication skills, andicai thinking skills; (5) changed
attitudes towards learning; and (6) conceptual gbarfi.e. changes in one’s

professional practice or worldview).

The first two of these expectations concern apgioaof the knowledge gained,
which will be discussed in the next section. Thieeotexpectations address students’
overall learning skills and attitudes, as well heirt personal development. Many
teachers deemed the metacognitive aspect of lgatnibe of paramount importance.
Teacher B, for instance, considered her studepisteziation of the whole learning

process to be her greatest sense of achievemtsaadhing:
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By the end of the subject often — | mean a lotoflents have written to me about
this and said, “I didn’t know what | was doinghbught it was really bad, it was
hopeless, but by the end, it all kind of made sémsee and it was really enjoyable in
the end”. And to me that is a huge success forsr@taacher if I've helped
somebody to learn something a little differentlgiritthey might prefer, or be used to.
[Teacher B]

This transformation from initial disorientation tdtimate appreciation was reiterated
by other teachers. One of them stated that learwiag) an iterative process, during
which students experienced confrontations of idapproaches and knowledge, and

eventually changed their views about learning:

Teacher D So as | said, learning is an iterative processarhing is also value adding
for most people. That is, progressively you addigdb your style and approach of
learning.

Interviewer: Can you explain an iterative ...

Teacher D Iterative means it goes in cycles ... and asyoée proceeds, new ideas,
new approaches, new learnings, new pieces of kmig@wleonfronting, challenging,
analysis, synthesis, all these things add valudtzeréfore lift your approach to
learning and extend your views about learning.

Another teacher also thought learning was a “tr@mnsétive” process, in which one’s
perceptions, preconceptions, attitudes and value® Wdisrupted” and “reshaped”
(Teacher F). Whilst his notion of disruption echdledt of confrontation as raised by
Teacher D, in Teacher F's definition, the changepearceptions or values were not
about personal learning approaches but about gmefsssional knowledge, practice

and worldviews — in other words, conceptual change:

It's about reshaping people’s perceptions, theioas and practice. | mean there’s no
point, | think, in a postgraduate environment gistply providing material and just
having a passive involvement. | think it has taabve and it's got to be disruptive in
a sense, so that people come with certain perceptind preconceptions and then
they're disrupted and in a sense, their views hesnged and reshaped. So in that way
it's transformative, you've reshaped people’s vajy@u’'ve reshaped their attitudes
and their understanding, and then that you hogenaiisfer to the practice in the
workplace. [Teacher F]

Along the same lines, some teachers mentioned thea of teaching was to

encourage the “growth” or “development” of the €nts.

5.2.4 Construction of personal knowledge

All of the teachers assigned great importance ® application of theoretical

knowledge in real life. The teachers spoke of aagilbn in terms of the link the
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students made between theoretical knowledge andrdead-life work contexts. The
key lay not so much in making something work asbeing able to justify the
decisions one made for his or her own practiceasehe theoretical knowledge. As
one teacher said: “It's not like learning medicigiey’ve got to get it right [otherwise]
the patient will die. It's not like that. It's mor@pen to interpretation” (Teacher G).
Another described learning as “personal” (Teachgr The statement below was

typical of the teachers’ accounts regarding thpscto

What | want to know is how mugfou, the student, can make the connections
betweernyour beliefs andyour theory,your beliefs andsour practices and cayou
share that with me and justify it. [Teacher C, eagih added]

This emphasis on personal interpretation seemsteto from the teachers’ belief that
knowledge was not simply passed on by authorityrég, but was “created” by
individual students after a process of criticallyalysing the information received.
This proposition was also borne out by Teacher d@parison of the non-Western

with Western views of knowledge:

In non-Western cultures, as you know, the modearfring is regurgitation. The
regurgitation is based on the veneration of authtive figures. The guru, the Lao Shi
[i.e. Teacher] or the Shi Fu [i.e. Master] can donrong. And the block of

knowledge and the skills that they transfer iskiball and end all, it's all triple A.

See what | mean? ... In the Western culture alWkedge is subject to challenge,
reflection, analysis, synthesis, even destructrmhthere’s an invitation to create your
own. [Teacher D]

He then explained how he invited his students ¢éater their own knowledge. As the
following quote illustrates, he considered studetritical analysis of the information

received to be strongly based on their personaksts

| say “Here’s six or seven points which are imporind these are the reasons, these
are consistent with some of your readings ...” Thesty “Now, | invite you to add a
couple more” and | will ask them why they want tidhose things. And then | say
“[Jane], this is now [Jane’s] model”. So again yeal empowered. See what | mean,
this is [Jane’s] model, appropriate for [Jane’sntoy]. [Teacher D]

Meanwhile, the quote also indicates that studerdsewiewed as entitled to claim
expert knowledge in their own contexts. To reclp, grocess of making connections
between theory and one’s practice, or of interpgetheoretical knowledge according

one’s context, resulted in the creation of indiadknowledge. While two of the
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teachers did use the expression “create one’s omowledge”, other teachers

interviewed preferred to say “construct one’s krexige”.

5.2.5 Discussion

This section revealed three overarching themesimg of the curriculum of the
online units in the Faculty of Education, as embddby the teaching staff: (1) an
emphasis on knowledge developed beyond educawonéxts; (2) a downplaying of
content knowledge; and (3) a focus on personarpregations of subject content,

thereby constructing one’s own knowledge.

The first theme is illustrated by the weaker bouieda espoused by the teachers,
between subject knowledge and everyday knowledge ebitomised by the teachers’
belief in situated learning and authentic learningth aiming for an integration of
learners’ prior or current workplace knowledge irttte subject knowledge. In
contrast to students learning the subject contemsulated, academic settings, as in
the ‘traditional’ curriculum, the teaching staffpated encouraging students to merge
knowledge gained across everyday and universityngst The blurred boundaries
between these two categories of knowledge indigataker classification of the
subject content (-C of ER). In effect, several loé tonline units discussed by the
teachers tended to dissolve the boundaries betweersity and everyday life by
encouraging learners to engage in communities lteyolucational contexts. In one
case, the teacher insisted that students not app#d’ in online forum activities.
What learners needed most from educational contextording to this teacher, was
‘frameworks’ to assist them in making sense ofrtheal-life practices. This comment,
again, shows that subject knowledge is downplayedle everyday knowledge is

considered to be significant in this type of curhion.

Closely connected with the first theme, the sedbiednhe is that content knowledge is

de-emphasised. For example, very few teachers metdeence to the learning of

content knowledge when discussing their expectatadriearners, many also claiming

that students do not benefit from being given cointenowledge directly. The

teachers’ rationale behind this claim is that tih@artance of different aspects of the

subject knowledge is relative, depending on eaambx’s disciplinary background,
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personal interest and context. It is therefore gdlyeup to the learner to select the
part of the subject content relevant to his ordven situation. Put differently, it is the
learner, rather than the curriculum, that has gregiower to determine what
knowledge is valid and is to be learned. Togetther first two themes emerging from
this section point to weaker classification thatvdplays content knowledge as less
important in defining legitimate knowledge in thalioe units (-C of ER). The
epistemic relation characterising the curriculunm ¢aus be said to be relatively

weaker.

The third and most recurrent theme is the teactsrared view that knowledge is
subject to personal interpretations, which, thechiees believed, leads to personal
construction of knowledge. This conception of knedge is reflected by the
emphasis on everyday knowledge. For example, theh&gs stated repeatedly that
every learner has expert knowledge with regardd@mhher lived experience, and that
the opportunities to create knowledge based onsoaen context ‘empowers’ the
learner. By saying this, the teachers constructediests as already legitimate
knowers by virtue of their past and ongoing expergs beyond the educational
context, in their everyday and professional livEisese experiences form the basis of
the legitimacy of the knowledge students constriiberefore, this teaching practice
exhibits a stronger social relation: the studest&rsowers by virtue of who they are
(+C of SR).

This emphasis on personal construction of knowledgdurther shown by the

teachers’ notion that learning is a transformativecess of personal views, values
and attitudes, and is concerned with personal droavtd development. What is
accentuated here are the processes (i.e. waysowfléaige) rather than the products
(i.e. states of knowledge) of knowledge construrctigor instance, integration skills
(e.g. making connections between theory and peatiaking decisions), patterns of
thinking (e.g. ways to think about a certain diog), generic skills, and learning

attitudes were spoken of as the expected learnitgomes. Except for integration
skills, all these outcomes relate directly to leash dispositions rather than their
possession of the subject knowledge. The focusaeran the learner and learning
than on knowledge. Upon closer scrutiny, howeveenentegration skills entail the

individuality of the learner. In making connectiomsdecisions, for instance, it is the
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learner's subjectivity rather than the connectiomsde that matters more, as was
clearly suggested by the teachers when they sttefsze is no right or wrong
connection or decision, and that it all dependpensonal justification.

Summing up, based on the three themes outlinelisrdiscussion, the curriculum of
the online units discussed involves relatively weralclassification of subject

knowledge (-C of ER) and emphasises the socialtioalato the knower. The

individual is the basis of all knowledge claims (6€SR). As a legitimate knower,

the learner plays a significant role in determinvigat legitimate knowledge is and in
creating new knowledge. The epistemic relationthl@nother hand, is less important,
in that content knowledge is viewed as secondaryags of knowing, and that

knowledge cannot be generated independently ofstiugal profile of the knower.

Therefore, the curriculum is specialised by a foffknower code (ER-, SR+).

5. 3 Pedagogy

5.3.1 The sequencing of learning

All the online units that were commented on by thachers in this study were
described as “less formally structured, less pexdahed” than traditional face-to-
face study units (Teacher B). Teacher B cautiomaihat using learning management
systems such as WebCT and Janison to conduct ‘segjli@nline classes, in which
all students progressed in the study units by aptishing the learning activities in
the same sequence. A highly structured format ab, saccording to this teacher,
represented instructivist pedagogy and was thughafital to the authentic and

constructivist design enacted by the learning emvitent she intended to create:

There was very much a temptation to say, “Okay week read these and we’ll have
a discussion. Week two, read these papers and e/t a quiz. Week three, read
these papers and then your assignment is due.&&u y... some of them [other
teachers’ online units] even had that. They'd havemplate of 13 weeks or 14 weeks
or whatever, and the expectation was there’'d beesmmntext, some resources and
then there’'d be a quiz or something. And that wanddpen every week. And the
kinds of learning environments that | create, which based on authentic principles,
that’s a total anathema, because if you do thatganoving back into an

instructivist kind of mode. So you're saying théswhat | want you to do this week,
and this is what | want you to do the next weekit®ecomes sequential and it's
directed by the teacher rather than from the stufiésacher B]
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The majority of the teachers adopted a similar @@gh to Teacher B’s. For example,
Teacher E differentiated the philosophy behinddmBne units from that behind the
traditional classes. The former was learning thatext knowledgeby doing the
assignments, whereas the latter was learning thdewband then doing the
assignment (Teacher E). The learning tasks, oags@nments, in these online units
were typically open-ended especially in the sehaelearners were not provided with
a set order of steps to follow:

So the assignments then are very open ended. Nasoiieoe [learners] that poses a bit
of a problem because they're not used to beinghgiyen-ended assignments. They
are used to being told do A, B, C, D, E, F, G, tidgimd this is more open ended.
[Teacher E]

Students were generally given the freedom to takeraute in their exploration of the
course materials as long as they reached the thré®some cases four, milestones of
the online unit, that is, as long as they were ableomplete the assessment tasks.
Teacher A’s driving analogy below best summariske tontrol the teachers
relinquished to the learners. In this analogy, l#ener is the one behind the wheel
who must decide where to go and how to get there:

When you're driving a car ... okay | have to gettie themist, | have to get to the
grocery store, right? You make that list and thew ko you get there? You pick your
route, you get there. Nobody just randomly drivesd mst magically ends up where
they’re going. [Teacher A]

Despite the fact that the teachers exercised velgtiweaker control over the

sequencing of the learning tasks compared withté¢laehers in traditional classes,
within different online units, different degreesaaintrol by the teacher were revealed.
At one extreme, one teacher advocated individudliggoject-based learning, in

which each student investigated projects relevariig or her work context and was
not required to perform any common task (TeacheAF}he other extreme, Teacher
C required that students do a number of small tasks to each major assignment.
However, unlike a highly-structured class, it was compulsory for the students in

Teacher C’s class to complete these tasks weekbt i§, students were allowed to do
these small tasks in any order they wanted as &snthey finished the tasks before
each major assignment. The following quote shoves Tleacher C encouraged her

students to move between topics:
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They have an opportunity as they move through ...nithey get to say topic six or
seven, many of them start, go back and read wkgtwhote in topic one and think,
“Oh okay I've learnt more since then”. So they garback and change what they

wrote and revisit if they wish. [Teacher C]

Another theme emerging from the teachers’ remarkgheir online units was the
different ways they sequenced the learning tas@meSsaid they arranged the order
of the tasks based on the complexity level. Upasei scrutiny, however, it seems
what they meant was the assignments were connectied sense that each task was a
component of the major project across the wholeesésn. Teacher G described this

design in her class:

We do that deliberately to build on in complexitydaso that all the knowledge that
the students have gained in the subject culminatéet last activity. ... in my
experience it really adds purpose to the assesdaskd if you build them on and you
add and you start off with something not too diffic Get them to explore a range of
issues and then you build on and get them to asctstomething. | find that it's quite
an effective way of getting students to build tHeiowledge. [Teacher G]

In contrast, Teacher F described this type of daedig which the teacher helps to
build and scaffold student learning, as “hieraraliicand was opposed to using it in
postgraduate courses. All online units in Teach&r $pecialisation adopted a
modularised, parallel design, in which the assigmshevere relatively independent of

each other. In such a design, he said, learners:

work within a predictable pattern, they work ormeee week cycle so they know what
they have to do so there’s no surprises. See, tingt thing that you can do is actually
provide surprises all the time and have people kyamw, having to guess what the
management of the knowledge in the course is. flexa€]

Another teacher shared this opinion and commeiatl despite the simple structure,
the task in each module was complex (Teacher E).

Although the degree of control exerted by the teexlover the sequencing of learning
tasks varied, it should be noted that all of tleehers remained supportive of the idea
that students should be able to move along in tieeunits relatively freely. As one
teacher summed up: “I think you need to guide imesavay, provide some form of
pathway [but] if students don’t want to use youthpay let them go their own path,

but at least you've provided them with some assca(Teacher G).
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5.3.2 The pacing of learning

The teachers also demonstrated relatively weaka@ooner the pacing of learning in
teaching their online units. In the majority of esasthe online units were centred
around three or four assignments and students wakéheir own pace while doing
each assignment. In fact, all these teachers cenesidveak pacing to be the greatest
advantage of online learning. They repeatedly tisisdas a reason in arguing for the
suitability of online learning for adult learnemsho they believed usually had other
life responsibilities and so needed greater fldixybiOne teacher expressed her belief
in the value of online learning in transcending tiged pacing embedded in a face-to-
face study unit that offered regular class meetitigse way that you can set a task
for a third of a subject and just say here’s yasktand then we’ll work towards
doing this task became much more difficult in theef to face [context]” (Teacher B).
Another teacher considered it to be a great betf#it “the class doesn’t go away”
(Teacher C), because this allowed students to exatel or slow down their pace of

learning:

It's not like they have to all keep up and do eawh each week, because they can't.
Online learning has to be more flexible than tBat.if you've got a week off work
because of a week’s holiday — in America you haslalhys differently to when we
have them here. And so you've got a week at honseveeek off school, then you
might sit down and do two or three topics in the areek because you can really
intensely look at each day, work each day on themd. so they can't ... | find they
can't really stay together, they sort of stay atbbot some people move more
quickly than others and so on. [Teacher C]

Nevertheless, about one third of the teachers wbddahat the students who preferred
structured learning activities tended to fall behin this type of class because these
students expected there to be “certain times toedltain things, because those things
give you deadlines. They force you to think anénatt and engage with what you're

doing” (Teacher H).

In teaching online units, the teachers utilisefedént strategies to assist students with
self-paced learning, including one-on-one emaitespondence, asynchronous forum
discussions, real-time online chat, face-to-faceksalops, weekly announcements
and structured assessment. It should be emphasiaeéxcept for the last strategy,
these activities were regarded by most teachesupgort mechanisms rather than
learning activities in themselves. This was whytipgration in these activities was
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generally voluntary. The remainder of this sectiliscusses each of these strategies,
beginning with the strategy representing the léagther control over the pacing of
student learning towards that signifying the stestideacher control.

All teachers made themselves available through lsmat least two teachers said
they treated emails and forums as simply diffenegians for the students to ask
guestions. One stated: “There wasn't a whole |ldhebretical interplay between me
and the students. It was if the students had duresti would answer but there was
very little coming from me going straight to theifT’eacher A). As a firm supporter
of self-directive learning, Teacher A continuedpwame saying do this, do that, do
the other thing, | have much more difficulty withat now. ... Because it just feels
wrong”. In this type of online unit, communicatitketween the teacher and students
was individually based and few collective instranos were given by the teacher, so
students worked completely at their own pace. Abb@lt of the teachers who were

teaching online units said they implemented theséng approach in their classes.

The use of forums for controlling the pace of leéagnwas relatively common. In the
following quote, one teacher described how she tisedorum to organise a timely
discussion about each task the students were segppts be doing. The
commencement and the end of each discussion, asnéed in the quote, marked

the beginning and the end of a particular task:

I'll also use the discussion board to launch dismrss, or the forum, to discuss Task
One. Because the subject is task driven you comfettasks and you complete the
subject. So we start on task one, let’s talk aldt task one involves. People will
send in questions, comments and so forth, andltbam use the forum to start off
task two once we get to that point. [Teacher B]

While most teachers thought the purpose of thenentihat sessions was mainly to
cultivate a sense of community, one said she uswalheduled a chat session to
happen one week before each assignment was dtlgtso served as a “a prompt to
the ones who really haven't started thinking abjdle assignment]” (Teacher H).

Only one teacher said she ran weekly online chads as the following statement

illustrates, these chats were intended to be urtsiied, the content and pace of the
discussion being controlled by students themselves:

We just get on and we just talk about whatevefatt it's interesting, occasionally
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sometime students will — and this has come frordesits not from me — one of the
students might write to the discussion board agdidaund an article which talked
about ... and they will say, oh, this is a goodgrafind then they might say, well, this
actually happened, how about we talk about thttemext chat? When I'm on, |
can't always be there. It's an hour every weele Frissed about two, and sometimes
I've been late or whatever, but they just meettafid [Teacher B]

According to the teachers who provided face-to-famgkshops, these workshops
primarily dealt with students’ inquiries about @gsnents. The majority of them did
not contain lectures. As in the chat sessions estisd queries determined the content

and pace of these meetings.

One teacher mentioned using the announcement éemtihe learning management
system to update students on what they were expéztdo each week (Teacher G).
In her explanation, weekly updates prevented stigsdieom getting lost in an online

environment due to the absence of physical meetings

We were very directed in the sense of ... not dickatdearning but directed in
helping them manage themselves. Every week we wmdtup an announcement to
say, “This is what you should be doing this wee&rdHare some resources to help
you. You know we’ll be online at this time if yoeed to”. And very direct, very
weekly structured things to keep them on task arftetp them. [Teacher G]

Stressing the effectiveness of this strategy witilents who needed more structure,

the teacher also said those who were self-orgaciseld just ignore these updates.

All the strategies outlined above, to recapitulatere different forms of support that
could be disregarded by individual students whoraitineed them. The last strategy
to be discussed, structured assessment, however, na@a this type of support.
Structured assessment can be thought of as a fbretaifold’. Two teachers said
that instead of organising whole-class activittagy incorporated some structure into
the individual assessment. For example, one ndtatldhe helped to pace out the
learning process by having students do a numberaeécts, with reflection tasks
between these projects, which she believed conétdbsubstantially to the students’

development (Teacher H).

Among these teachers, Teacher C probably had tls¢ cootrol over the pacing of
student learning. Like Teacher H, she supportedestulearning by scaffolding the

individual assessment. Not only did her design loé tassignments follow a
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hierarchical format, but each assignment consiefed series of smaller tasks, and
students were required to complete them beforeweg able to start the assignment.
Furthermore, Teacher C offered detailed, step-bg;snstructions to assist students
in conducting the smaller tasks. For example, dpamt giving instructions like “now
turn to such and such article” and “set your timew for 5 minutes”, in guiding

students to write their reflections on the readjsfye asked students to:

answer three questions. One is, “What were thepkayts for me?”, “What confused
me in the topic or puzzled me or | found reallyenaisting?”, and finally, “What do
these things mean for my practice?”... and as mh@ye from topic to topic, | also say
to them ... “in the next reading you read, think baekr some of the other readings
and see what you can link”. And so they comparecamdrast or they talk about the
particular reading, the author of this reading, sag “Well that's like Smith said
before”, and so on. [Teacher C]

5.3.3 Relationships between teacher and students

Although the teachers enunciated their preferef@esertain learning theories and
pedagogies, they shared the opinion that they cootdorce students to learn in a
particular way. For example, despite her own bahefuthentic and constructivist
learning, Teacher B was convinced that students waitdifferent perspective on

learning could still learn just as well in their oways:

If you come in with an attitude that expects therbe weekly readings so that you
can learn that way, and many people do learn guetethat way. But it still, you
know, like if you have a constructivist philosophgo believe that you still construct
that knowledge, even if it's given to you in weekllyses, if you know what | mean.
[Teacher B]

This section outlines the roles the teacher andesiis played in their pedagogical

relationship based on the teachers’ teaching piploies.

5.3.3.1 Teacher as facilitator

Many teachers did not regard themselves as hawipgreknowledge in their subject
areas. Quotations like the following one were ultays in the interview transcripts:

| tell them [students], “Number one, we are notuginumber two, we are not
infallible, number three, we expect you to challeegch other including the
facilitators”. So we are trying to demolish theadbat someone knows everything
and there is a party line. There is no party lmeur courses. We may have a strong
perspective but all these perspectives are opehaibenge and validation. And that’s
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part of the learning. [Teacher D]

Apart from their fundamental belief that knowledgeas subject to personal
interpretation, some teachers explained they wer@a position to claim expert
knowledge because in most cases, their postgradiadents brought in areas of
expertise that belonged to them in their own cadstexot the teachers’ (Teacher C).
By the same token, a number of teachers defined tble as “fellow learners” of
their students (e.g. Teachers B, D, F). This was$ &eemplified in Teacher F's strong
denial of the existence of a mentor-mentee relalignbetween him and his students,

arguing instead, that it was an equal “partnership”

Interviewer: How do you describe this relationship, is it likentor and mentee?
Teacher E No, well | think it's a joint partnership. | me@ama sense, you know, the
people that | work with are professional adult exdacs so | learn from them, they
learn from me, you know. | mean I've got two studeinom the Philippines this year.
Now I'm learning a lot about what the issues arthenPhilippines and, you know,
they learn a lot from me, so it's a two-way thing.

In accord with the opinion that they were not expdhe teachers spoke unfavourably
of the traditional teaching role of the “sage oe #tage” (Teacher A) or “the giver of

knowledge” (Teacher B), and advocated the role“dd@ilitator” in its place:

We are not encouraging creative learning if we gerlooard and take control of
teaching and learning processes such that we domtimateaching, learning process.
So we are very mindful of how much initial input wél have as teachers. Thereatfter,
very quickly we transform ourselves as facilitat@s you might say, fellow learners
encouraging reflective practice and dialogue betvwbese of us who are facilitators
and our students. [Teacher D]

According to the teachers, as facilitators theypéeél students in their “learning
journey” by offering them “a starting point” (TeaahB) and encouraging them to
“think more broadly” (Teacher F) to ensure theyafle whatever it is they need to
learn” (Teacher A). Some also described themselsgdaying a stimulus role, like “a
critical friend” (Teacher F) or “the devil's advdea (Teacher D). By this, the
teachers meant that they challenged students toiegaissues from different
perspectives. The same principle applies to thehteg of technical knowledge. For
instance, in teaching an online unit that involyedducing multimedia products,
Teacher H said she encouraged her students tmstegf their comfort zone to take

on a higher-level task:

| try to encourage them to do something new, nogththat they're already familiar
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with. And they do actually try new things and somest they don’t work out so well.
And sometimes they’re really hard and I think igally challenging for the students
to do that. It's also really challenging to thitiiat they’re not reproducing the same
thing. [Teacher H]

The interviews revealed that there was no equivaléthe lecture component in any
of the study units that were completely online. WMot dismissing the value of
lectures, one teacher considered lecturing to beappropriate teaching strategy for
a small size class on the grounds that it deprstadents of opportunities to actively

engage with the learning activities:

| mean | enjoy listening to a good lecture. | médon’t think it's necessarily a bad
thing but I think it needs to be used wisely. | mgau don’t simply lecture to
students at every opportunity. What you try toslget them more active in their
learning so you get them collaborating, workingioups, solving problems. Now
you can't do this lecturing. So, if you are faceithtvb00 people in a lecture theatre, of
course it is difficult to do that but there are sostrategies where you can get
interactivity happening. But if you are in a groupere you have got 15 students it
would be silly for me to stand at the front andulee. ... there are far better strategies
for learning than lecturing to a group that size@dcher E]

As previously stated, the face-to-face workshopsvided by some teachers were
primarily intended to help students with their gasnents; therefore, rather than
lecturing, the teachers said they explained what aksignment was about, gave

examples and guided students to investigate thesss their own contexts.

Only one teacher, while refusing to use the wordctlire’, said he “made
presentations” of the content knowledge in his {fimcéace workshops (Teacher D).
As there were only three or four workshops througtasemester, he explained that

he had to be selective in deciding what to covéh@se presentations:

I make a choice, what are the kinds of things @éinatbest done in a face to face.
Because it’s quality times, you don’t want to wastee talking frivolous things or
unimportant things. So for example, let's takedhse of a domain theory or let's take
the case of the learning organisation, or the ohseganisation says open systems.
Once these things are clearly explained, then stadm armed with this particular
information on new learning to apply these thirggheir readings. Or reapply
themselves to the same reading that they were gndéd by. [Teacher D]

Another teacher candidly admitted that the onlyedénce between his face-to-face
and online teaching was that he “would deliver lemstent” in the latter because the

content, including his own writing, was all on thebsite (Teacher F).
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In terms of facilitating students in conducting tlasks, many emphasised that they
did not teach didactically. They expressed theelbghat learners will develop the
essential abilities for conducting the tasks gréguithey are “put in the situation of
being able to do it” (Teacher E). Take the abilibyreflect on one’s practice for
example; rather than offer explicit instructionsamg teachers said they taught this
through their feedback of students’ work. This lisstrated through Teacher E’s

comment:

We don’t have a section on the website that sagssthow you reflect, or this is how
you critically analyse. But ... when we mark theigsments, we do comment on how
they might be able to improve critical analysisywrat they have done is describe the
theories of learning but they haven't synthesiseuirt in any way and they haven’t
thought about them in their context. So we woulcheeent on that. So that is a
learning situation isn’t it?

One teacher said she used past students’ workamspdas, arguing “that’s genuine

learning. That’s learning from the way that otheople do it” (Teacher B). However,

another teacher found that examples stifled stsdergativity, claiming that students

learned more deeply by experiencing the procesyiofy to figure out what to do:

When you show somebody an example, they think dkajo that because | know
that one is okay. ... With classes that I've neslewn samples to ... when they’re on
the discussion boards ... they're sending emails badkforth to themselves ... and
they have to use their words to describe what teegoing and then they’re grappling
with the language of describing what’s going ondAin give them an example, then
they start getting on the discussion boards likd#) yeah I'm just going to do what
Sample 2 did”. [Teacher A]

5.3.3.2 Learner autonomy

In the interviews, the teachers regularly suggested learner autonomy was a
desirable, and in many cases, assumed trait of adlihe learners. Associated with
learner autonomy were the various terms used bytd¢hehers to describe their
teaching, such as ‘constructivist principles’, flear-centred approach’, ‘active
engagement’, ‘creative learning’, ‘self-directivealning’ and ‘student empowerment’.
These underpinning teaching philosophies, as wemnetgd out by many teachers,
placed a lot of responsibility on the learner, ratt every learner had to make
decisions on what and how he or she wanted to .IeEme interview transcripts

revealed that the decisions students were expéztechke about what to learn ranged

from which paper to read to which topics to tadkleheir assignments. In fact, only

137



two teachers asked, or said they preferred, staderdomplete the required readings.
The rest of the teachers, however, encouragedrgiitie be selective, with one even
saying students did not have to use the courseriaatat all if they did not find them

relevant to the projects they were doing “as loagrnathe assessment they actually

meet the criteria” (Teacher F).

Knowing what one wanted to learn was consideredr®y teacher to be the greatest
challenge for some of her students. The teach@urged how one student came to

realise that learning was about what she, notedheher, wanted:

It was like, “Am | doing the right thing, is thishat you want?” and she kept saying
to me, “Is this what you want?” And | used to saygs back to her like, “Well what
is it that you think | want?” And so she would sharhat she thought | was doing and
| said, “Well is that what you're doing?” and shaaly, “Yes”. | said, “Well it must be
what you want.”... | think by about topic four ar she realised that's what | was
wanting, that she was doing okay but also realifiadyit wasn't just what | wanted,
but what was in her head that was important. [TeaCh

Likewise, Teacher A found some students constaddgnanded reassurance and

anticipated criticism from him:

They need to know that what they are doing is @y | find there are students that
are doing great work but they don't feel like jeat. And | have to keep reassuring
them saying, “Yeah it's good, keep going, you'réngiaalright, you're doing alright.”
And they're like, “Tell me what I'm doing wrongt's like, “You're not doing
anything wrong, it's good, keep going”. And thegtjdon’t want to accept the
compliment, “Oh of course it's wrong, of courséits to be better”. Sometimes it is
just good. They don't have to do that. [Teacher A]

For Teacher A, this feeling of insecurity stemmeahf a lack of confidence and it
took great confidence on the student’s part tatlyetmost out of this type of learning

environment.

With regard to how to learn, as has been reitertitealighout this chapter, all the
teachers expressed their willingness to accommoddibelents with different
predilections for learning. At the same time, hoarevthey expected the students to
take the initiative to negotiate with them abowutitipreferred way of learning:

Often I think the lecturers will be open to otheays of doing things, like | am. If
somebody came to me and said, “Look I'm really hgurouble with this”. For
instance the group work thing. Sometimes peoplé @t to work in groups. So |
say, “If you want to do it on your own that’s fiméth me, too”. So negotiate to learn
in a way that suits them, because really that'stwbastructivism is about, it's
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constructing your own learning in a way that ispfigl for you. [Teacher B]

This is not to say that the learners were complekeft on their own. Without

exception, every teacher highlighted his or here rol providing support. This
included: support “at the metacognitive level”, fexample, making explicit their
expectations of the students in the first few weékeachers B, G); making
themselves available for face-to-face consultatiafith students on a one-on-one
basis (Teachers D, F); offering more face-to-fatasses or “extra stuff” upon
students’ request (Teachers G, H); and helping uddba learning community

(Teachers B, C, G, I). Of note, however, is tha¢ ¢@acher differentiated support

from structure, warning against the temptationetoim to more structure:

Say somebody tries a more authentic approach athe ifirst instance they get
queries, they can get complaints. It's quite irgéng the kinds of feedback you get in
the first few weeks. So often, they'll often lobeit nerve and say, “Here read this
article and do this, do this activity.” And thereyhmight change the assignment. Or
the next time they offer it they might go back tmare structured approach. But what
| would suggest instead of — you don't want streestthe word is not structure, you
want support. And | think the two are very differe®o my suggestion to anybody
who was thinking about going back, because they'tdidel it was going very well,

I'd say wait until the end because things can aumound amazingly by the end of the
subject. So don't lose your nerve half way throygkacher B]

Some, although relatively few, teachers spoke spaading to forum discussions.
One said she posted a group response now and then:

There might be three or four people who responddapic Two's reading this week,
| read all those and | respond to them all. | pdate in August whatever and | just
say, “I really enjoyed reading the responses Hi&h, blah”. And | try to draw the
connections between what they're saying and whegté not saying and identify an
important point in somebody’s work that the othaight then go and look at. So | try
to bring those connections, it's my way of tryireghuild a community | suppose.
[Teacher C]

Another teacher opted to use the forums more gicaily in facilitating peer
interaction, that is, if a question was not dirdcte her, she would wait for the other
students to respond to it before she replied (TexaBh
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5.3.4 Relationships with fellow students

5.3.4.1 Collaborative environment

In explaining how they taught online, the teactemphasised that as well as helping
students to create their own knowledge, they eragmd the students to co-construct
knowledge with their peers. Most teachers statatidltollaborative environment was
favourable for learning, two insisting that studelgiarned better collaboratively than
individually:

If that was a collaborative assignment then thégdorced to talk about it, they'd be

forced to socially construct some knowledge. is through sharing and bouncing
their ideas off other people and seeing what basibeek. [Teacher A]

Even though you may just want to complete the siilgied do your individual work,
the nature of the subject requires that you undedsit is collaborative ... and where
the web is going to today is really pushing thdlatmrative community environment.
So we try to encourage that in the actual desighetubject. [Teacher G]

The only exception was Teacher H, who held a reskattitude towards collaborative
learning. While recognising its potential benefithe argued it was not a truly

student-centred approach, a teaching principleshatadhered to:

Collaboration in itself is not learner centred wslé actually meets the needs of the
students. So you know, | just think that we havgdavith what's appropriate. And
sometimes we have to exercise our judgment abpattecular group of students too,
and | would say the vibe of the group. Every graugifferent each year the way they
interact. So | think that we have to adapt to thad that's true learner-centred
teaching, not just using collaboration or commutcefor the sake of it. [Teacher H]

To support her stance on this issue especiallglation to online learning, Teacher H
referred to the “flexibility and adaptability to ghindividual” as the key value of
online learning. In her opinion, if the studentsefprred individual learning to
collaborative learning, the teacher should adjbsirtteaching accordingly. As she
contended, “fundamentally online learning is abiat individual, otherwise we’d be
having classes and they'd all have to drive hegeiawould be not about them, it'd

be about us”.

Although group work was seen by the teachers asntb& common way to create a
collaborative environment, the makeup of the onlisiident population was
highlighted as the greatest barrier to implementingup activities. That is, online

units attracted mostly adult learners who were tiiferent timelines” because of
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their other life responsibilities (Teacher E). Téfere, many teachers resorted to non-
assessable whole-class discussion activities iitéding student collaboration. One

believed that group interaction occurred when sitgleesponded to issues raised in a
forum (Teacher E), and another anticipated tha pinocess would lead to students

peer-facilitating their own learning:

We post certain questions, sometimes we test ook €6 our own ideas, sometimes
we play the devil's advocate and say, “This is wiatl, what do you feel?”. We
encourage people who otherwise would be more tefteand less contributive to
share their ideas and so on. It's not only thdifator who promotes learning, often,
and this is my wish, that the postgraduate studéetsselves facilitate their own
learning through mutual interaction. [Teacher D]

Whilst participation in these activities was volamt in most cases, two exceptions
were identified. One activity in Teacher E’s clasguired students to post a small
part of their work online and for others in thesdao give feedback. The teacher
described how this activity contributed to groupdlvement and hence collaborative
learning:

So there is that sort of way of building interaityiveven though they’re not
submitting the assignment as a group assignmeme th still group involvement in
developing it and when you have got everybody stibigia plan and at least two
people commenting on a plan then you have goolfatssources for other people to
look at if they're not sure of what to do and h@ndb it because you have got quite a
database there of information. [Teacher E]

Similarly, students in Teacher G’s class were ast@®garticipate in the online
activities designed by other students, and thguoswre to these ideas was designed
to help them learn from their peers’ ideas:

They built a small activity but then they engadeehtselves in others’ as a student.
So they saw, even though they didn’t implement o#oéivities, they saw how those
other activities ran which then gives them ideas saying “Oh well | could...”. You
know you build up your own repository of ideas &ativities, online activities.
[Teacher G]

5.3.4.2 Learner participation

Particularly pertinent to collaborative learningtie issue of learner participation.
Learner participation is defined here as studesks¢ part in online dialogues by

contributing posts. Interestingly, despite theidersement of collaborative learning,
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the majority of the teachers encouraged but didimast on student participation in
their online units. For example, Teacher B saidisteved:

people can learn an awful lot by lurking, as it &drthink it's crazy to try and force
people to be involved in that. All the chats thalwe had, there are some people who
have never attended a chat, and I'm not goingyg/sa’ve got to come to the chat.
But then they can read the chat transcripts andttiey can be involved that way.

In agreeing with Teacher B’s support of voluntagrtigipation, Teacher F further

claimed that online forums were “completely ovewaioin their importance. In the

same way [that] tutorials are in face to face teaghthey become ritualised ... and
students in a sense become passive in them”. Anoghson for supporting voluntary
participation was raised by other teachers whoexes®me students’ reluctance to
share certain information or their work online. Age teacher concluded, “I don't
want to expose them to something uncomfortablenltdhink that's good pedagogy”

(Teacher H).

Among all the teachers, only one, Teacher C, wsistent on students making regular
postings. Students in this teacher’s class werained) to post their reflections about
the readings online. The teacher said she empltysdstrategy to ensure students

had done the work (the readings) that was vitatheir success:

I've set up the situation so they have to reflang it's saying they can’'t succeed in
achieving what they have to do unless they dodHeation. It’s like in some
situations with assessment students can wing isayethey can do it without really
reading a lot or they can do it without really #ing a lot. They just... they're very
good at picking up bits out of other people’s pa@erd weaving it together. They
can't do that in this course. [Teacher C]

Unlike most teachers in this study, Teacher C atghat learner ‘participation’ did
not necessarily have to entail students responiraghers’ opinions. She considered
that it was sufficient for students to “interactthii others’ postings by referencing
them in their own assignments. What mattered tcieaC was the opportunity for
her students to read others’ reflections, which sdid helped the students to learn
“more deeply”. She said students “can go throughoat individually and not talk to

anybody, but still come out the other end haviragriea lot” (Teacher C).
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5.3.4.3 The social aspect of a learning community

In addition to the advantage of intellectual depedent, some teachers also discussed
the motivating effect of a collaborative environmhenterms of its role in building a
‘learning community’. For instance, those who ratiree chats in their classes all said
that the most important purpose of these chatsfargseople to “meet and greet”. As

Teacher B elaborated, students socialised withao¢her during the chats:

Teacher B It [weekly online chat] allows people to build apbit of a sense of
humour to reveal more of their personality | thiakd some of the stuff has been
really useful as well. Like, for instance, peopld say | found a great book on such
and such. But | think really it's about people natgting and revealing a bit about their
sense of humour and their personality and thatodhing.

Interviewer: Oh you mean other than the formal learning,nitre social?

Teacher B Yes exactly.

Two teachers brought up the issue of studentsherdiocial presence. One of these

teachers seemed to think the synchronicity of tleegnce was extremely valuable:

Just a presence whereas you wouldn't get that asynously. | could’ve easily
organised online discussion board and just pufimgsbf questions there but | felt
that you know, trying to bring the presence ofdless together. [Teacher G].

The other teacher, nevertheless, believed thaichsynous forums could also achieve

the same purpose. He said students’ “active invobrdg” in the discussions helped to

create a social presence:

| mean what you are trying to do also is to getciad presence and that is very
important. | think that's recognised in the litena with online subjects, getting a
social presence is important. So getting peoptalkoabout what they do in their jobs
and so on, and getting people to comment back othtr people about what they do.
[Teacher E]

Unlike these two teachers, Teacher C did not osgawinline chats or encourage
interaction among students on online forums, bull sbnsidered a learning

community to be significant to learning. Her steptefor creating a sense of

community was to “personalise” her teaching by mgther announcements and
teaching materials in the same tone that she wasgdif she were to teach the class
face-to-face. This included talking casually onlad®out something that had recently
happened in her personal life or posting instrungion a conversational style. It was
her belief that the students would follow suit dmel more personalised with each

other as they would in face-to-face learning.
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On the other hand, some teachers saw social ititataas a personal choice and
claimed it did not necessarily affect learning (élgachers F, H). It should also be
noted that the social aspect being discussed ledeered exclusively to the social
interactionin class. In fact, one teacher mentioned that padtgite students did not
need this social aspectitsideclass as much as undergraduate students, anthithat

was why online learning was particularly approgitar postgraduates:

If you are an undergraduate student, | think yduaget more by coming to
University. There is the social aspect that poshgate students don’'t need, | mean
there is some social aspect but they don’t neethansocial group of friends, do
they? They've got their own social network whereadergraduate students come
into University, they are making friends, they playing sport together, they are
down the pub together. It's a different situatipreacher E]

5.3.5 Teachers’ overall view of online learning

The teachers’ comments on the online delivery mofi¢heir classes have been
discussed under relevant themes throughout thigtehar his section deals with their
overall view of online learning. Generally, althdugll agreed that the online mode
had its advantages over the face-to-face mode donamic and practical reasons,
nearly all teachers expressed a strong beliefahlae learning did not lend itself to
any particular type of pedagogy. The interviewsem&plete with statements such as

the following:

It depends on the teacher and the philosophical efeeaching and learning, it has
nothing to do with the technology. Technology hadain affordances that can help in
ways and it can not help in other ways, so you gaaal teacher, you should become
aware of what those, you know ... it's not the nedbgy that controls the pedagogy
and we have seen that all through the history atation and technology. [Teacher E]

Well what | say is that it’s like this, this is anline technology, a book is technology
so it doesn’t actually matter what the technolagythie technology is the medium for
things to happen in other environments. [Teacher F]

In contrast to this dominant view, one teacherstesi that online learning went hand
in hand with the constructivist philosophy and auiiic learning in that the factors
that facilitated these types of pedagogy “can lailg done online” (Teacher B).
Another was also convinced that online learning mmddnsic pedagogical benefits.

Both these two teachers referred to the strengtlontihe learning in facilitating
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articulation and reflection, two central elements tbe type of pedagogy they
employed in their online units. Teacher B said:

Articulation and reflection, they’re two really imgant things that happen that really
facilitate learning. And online learning does thsonwell, both of them so well. ...
You know, you have to reflect, you have to makesiens, you have to talk to other
students online. You have to really and just quietflect and socially reflect. So you
can do all of those online really, really well. fidher B]

In Teacher C’s elaboration, articulation and reftat done online in written form
were usually much deeper than when they were daally in face-to-face classes:

You can't talk your answers. So writing is | thiakmore complex process in a sense
you've got to organise your thoughts more, you tstap and start, you can'’t say
“Oh no | don’'t mean that bit, | want to do this”’[Teacher C].

That sort of connection they’re forced to do intimg is a lot more, | think, requires
them to think a lot more deeply and make connest&lot more deeply than if it was
just oral in class [Teacher C].

One other advantage of using a written medium itledtby Teacher C was that she
felt she knew her online students better than hedemts in a face-to-face
environment because the medium rendered the tlygnkmocesses of the online

learners transparent:

| really get to know them very well, | know how thbrains work, | know how their
thinking works because | know their context anddd their thinking. | really get to
know each one of them extremely well, in fact miwan | would a face to face
student, but I've never met them. [Teacher C]

On the other hand, some teachers expressed thef bkt the text-based
communication online demanded greater courage anwd nonfidence than did face-
to-face verbal communication, particularly in exggi@g personal opinions. This was

due to the online medium’s record-keeping feature:

Writing something down is more permanent than gpgomething. So when you

have to write it down, and in my case write youmgversonal reflections, that takes a
lot of confidence to put that information down fithers to read, and it stays there. So
| think people who have confidence in themselvelgaers | think is important.
[Teacher C]
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5.3.6 Discussion

As shown above, the teachers generally agreed thmmeutrality of technology,

insisting that it is pedagogy rather than technglibgit has impact on student learning.
Therefore, their discussions about the online ubitsised on their general pedagogy.
Two main themes have emerged. The first is thehexat emphasis on learning over
teaching in the pedagogical relationship. Secondligile the teachers expressed
beliefs in collaborative learning, their teachingpeoaches show that individualised

learning is prioritised.

That learning is emphasised over teaching in thdagegical relationship can be
discerned in two respects: the design and manademhéearning activities, and the
way content knowledge is delivered. In both respdatbrief, the teacher’s visibility
is reduced. The study results indicate that thenieg activities in the teachers’ online
units were regulated by weak sequencing and padieg; the teachers exerted little
explicit control over the ordering and speed ofistu learning. This was because, as
one teacher pointed out, they were convinced #eathing based on a pre-established
order of activities and a collective pace exemgidifan instructivist approach, one
contrary to the constructivist principles underpngntheir pedagogy. In their view,
learning occurs when students actively engage aordext espousing flexibility. To
implement this flexibility, the teachers considetbdir responsibilities were to create
an environment favourable to this form of learniagd to provide personalised
support for each learner. They thus defined theliesr as ‘facilitators’ rather than
‘instructors’ in teaching the online units, whictiesses their renunciation of control
and indicates a weak hierarchy in the pedagogiefdtionship. This form of
relationship was described as a ‘partnership’, mctv a teacher plays the part of a
‘co-learner’ or ‘critical friend’ to students. Owadl, the pedagogy shows relatively

weaker framing of knowledge (-F of ER).

The teachers also stated that they taught it biitedimg students in completing the
tasks, rather than through lectures. Lecturing wasfact, interpreted as directly
imparting knowledge to students without regardhteirt individuality, and was thus
associated with a traditional, didactic approackeathing. In dismissing lecturing as

an undesirable teaching strategy, the teachersradsied that they were not ‘gurus’
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in relation to content knowledge and that all thparspectives were ‘open to
challenge and validation’ by students. Meanwhitewas also revealed that few
teachers thought it good pedagogy to offer studexypdicit instructions about how to
conduct the tasks. They expressed reluctance ¢h t&dlls or techniques in a direct
manner, and none of them mentioned modelling fodestts on how to conduct the
tasks. In short, both expert content knowledge prmtedures for learning this
knowledge are implicit, being downplayed as nonsigant in shaping the form of
pedagogy (-F of ER). The epistemic relation chardging this pedagogy is thus

relatively weaker.

The second overarching theme, a focus on indivisellearning, is illustrated by the
various forms of support provided for students. fin@st common form of support
was advice given to students individually in resgoito their inquiries. This support
was intended to be personalised, based on theeesactotion that there is no single
approach to learning. The second form of suppost l@arning activities organised for
the whole class. The teachers stressed that tletiséies were optional and were to
be treated as only for those who needed them, wieithrates weak teacher control,
(i.,e. weak framing of the pedagogic context). Thuem of support can be further
divided into two types of activities: one that assil learners in organising their own
learning, and the other that aimed to facilitate bluilding of a learning community.
The first type of activity aimed to help studentsvelop a desirable attribute of the
ideal learner in this context: self-regulation. T9ezond type was a teaching strategy
to promote collaborative learning. Nevertheless,levimany teachers noted the
benefits of learners co-constructing, or ‘sociabnstructing’, knowledge with their
peers by means of working in groups or interactity others’ work or ideas posted
online, participation in these activities remainaduntary in most units. Therefore,
although this type of support ostensibly stressesommunity of learners, the
emphasis is still on individuality, as the learimadividually chooses to be a member
of the community. In short, all forms of supporbyided by the teachers explicitly
stress thateachlearner’s preferences for learning determines tm fof pedagogy.
This pedagogic approach, hence, exhibits relatiatpng framing of the social

relation to the knower’s individuality (+F of SR).

147



Moreover, despite the teachers’ statements abattdes co-constructing knowledge,
many insisted that the main purpose of whole dasisities was for students to build
and maintain their ‘online social presence’, thioughich a sense of community
could be cultivated. Put another way, the commuitinaoccurring in this type of
community is intended to be focused on learnersirghhgersonal experiences and
perspectives rather than on them learning the oorkeowledge. The form of
learning community promoted by this pedagogic pcads a community of knowers
rather than a knowledge-based community. What ilsgbemphasised is a particular
kind of social relation: the knower’s attitude ofmting to engage in the learning
context. This social attribute differs from an itengde.g. genius) or cultivated (e.g.
artistic sensitivity) disposition; nor does it beipto other socially-based categories

such as gender or ethnicity that also defines mlsedation (Maton, 2007).

Overall, the two major themes regarding the teaglpractices in the online units
discussed have led to two conclusions. First,fims of instructional practice can be
described as based on ‘invisible pedagogy’. In reshtto visible pedagogy, invisible
pedagogy is defined as the teacher exerting intpticntrol over the hierarchical,
sequencing and pacing, and criterial rules (Bemste977, 1990). This description
aptly summarises the teaching methods discussecaBecondly, these two themes
suggest that this form of pedagogy is specialised knower code (ER-, SR+). It is a
particular kind of knower code that emphasisesniea’ individuality in choosing
how to learn and their willingness to engage. Tdahers’ accounts characterising a
successful learner in their online units best sugpthis conclusion: a successful
learner is one who is autonomous and self-diredtatlsees value in sharing his or
her perspective in exchange for others’. This mehatthe learner recognises his or
her position as simultaneously amdividualised and asocialising knower. As an
individualised knower, the learner has the capgbib determine the legitimacy of
pedagogy on the basis of his or her individualite.(personal preferences and
choices). As a socialising knower, the learner whars socialising with the learning

community to be a legitimate form of learning.
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5. 4 Assessment

5.4.1 Assessment methods

Data collected from the teacher interviews indisdfeat the predominant form of
assessment in their online units was individuattemi assignments. In the educational
technology specialisation, Web-based or multimgnt@ducts were also a relatively
common assessment method. Forum contributions, \rerwerere only assessable in
a very small number of online units. Authentic ®sprojects, and reflections were
the three terms used most frequently by the teadierefer to the assignments while
emphasising their intention to make the assignmemaningful to every individual

learner. Teacher F asserted that only the knowleldgeloped by doing this type of

assignment could guarantee its transfer to the plack:

| think in a way all assignments should have saewellof project base in them, some
engagement with their communities or their workpadNow, | mean otherwise all
you do is simply get into a pattern of reproduditerature that’'s not engaged with
policy and it's not engaged with practice. So Idavvery much a project based
orientation where there is some level of problefaisg rather than just simply
regurgitating text of literature. | think that'dile, passive and uninvolved approach.
[Teacher F]

The analysis of the example unit outlines confirrttezlteachers’ classification of the
three forms of assessment tasks they employedTgbke 13). In this analysis, a
reflective essay is defined as a written assignrieattrequires students to discuss a
content topic in relation to their own real-lifentexts. An authentic task refers to any
form of assignment that asks students to solveagwerld problem. A project
comprises more than one task and, in this studygllyscuts across at least two-thirds
of the semester. Judging by the weighting of thegasnents, out of the eight unit
outlines collected, approximately 32% of the taskks came from reflective essays,
37% from authentic tasks and 31% from projectshtiuld be noted that half of the
authentic tasks and at least one project contamedflective component, which
required students to reflect on their personal gsecof conducting the tasks.
Moreover, all the projects consisted of autherasks.

The unit outlines contained no traditional formcotical essay, which would require

learners to produce content or discuss issuesypbasled on academic arguments. A

number of tasks, however, comprised a small compotieat required students to
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refer to the content taught. For example, one efrdguirements of Task 1 in Online
Units 1, 3 and 6 asked students to briefly expt@ncepts or summarise important
points in the readings. Another five tasks (Tasle@ 3 in Online Units 3 and 6, and
Task 3 in Online Unit 8) required that studentg cdadings or the literature, or draw
on ‘insights’ from the unit. The majority of thestes (70%) did not make mention of

the use of course materials in the task description

Table 13. Summary of the assessment tasks incindéé online units

O”"F‘e Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4
Unit

1 Reflective essay Project (40%): Project (40%):
(20%): Briefly Develop a learning Develop a learning
describe two environment based environment based
concepts, and on first concept. on second concept.
analyse their use in
an educational
context you are
familiar with.

2 Authentic task & Authentic group (or Authentic task
reflection (20%): individual) task (50%): Produce an
Evaluate a learning (30%): Create a evaluation proposal
environment using a | resource that can be | to evaluate this
given instrument and | used by an online unit.
record your reflection | evaluation
on using the company’s
instrument. employees and

clients.

3 Reflective essay Authentic task & Authentic task &
(35%): Reflect on reflection (30%): Trial | reflection (35%):
weekly readings. some classroom Design a programme
(“identify the key activities and reflect for your students,
points in the article on the experiences. citing readings and
for you; summarising | (“Reflect on what this | your reflections in
each of these points | means in relation to your previous
and indicating why what you are reading | assignments. (The
they are important and learning”. p.18) rationale for this
for you and your programme “should
teaching context”, reflect your
p.17) philosophy for

teaching ... in your
context.” p.19)

4 Authentic task Project (35%): Write | Project (35%):
(30%): Write a report | a design statement Produce a prototype
of a learning system | of a learning system | of the learning
in a formal for a real syllabus system.
educational setting. and/or client brief.

5 Project (30%): Project (30%): Write | Project (40%):
Develop three a supporting Reflect on your
learning objects statement for each design process.
based on three learning object. (“The purpose ... is
different concepts of to raise your
your choice. (“There awareness of how
is no preferred you are approaching
format—the deign is and working through
up to you!” “Choose your design tasks ...
something you would link what you are
like to focus on”; learning in the
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Online

. Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4
Unit
“appropriate to your subject to the work
skill level and you do ... in your
background professional life now
knowledge”; “This is or in the future”. p.5)
the time to move out
of your comfort zone,
so pick something
that is going to
challenge you!”, p.4)
6 Reflective essay Reflective essay Reflective essay
(30%): Briefly explain | (30%): Examine the (40%): Examine an
a theory and discuss | use of a theoretical issue based on
its relevance to your | framework at your insights from this
workplace. workplace based on study unit and the
insights from this situation at your
study unit and the workplace. Discuss
literature. the challenges your
workplace may
encounter and your
solutions.
7 Authentic task & Authentic task (25%): | Authentic task & Authentic task
reflection (25%): Develop a power reflection (25%): (25%): Develop a
Write an article for point presentation Provide advice for learning plan for a
your institutional with an your department’s group of learners in
newsletter, reflecting | accompanying paper | assessment your institutions or
on “the way you to orient a group of approach based on the community in
learn, the way your newcomers at your your reflection “on general.
colleagues learn and | institution. your own
the way they could assessment
demonstrate quality approach” and the
learning.” literature.
8 Reflective essay Reflective essay Reflective essay Reflective essay

(25%): Respond to a
question and explain
why the issue is
important “to you and
your organisation.”

(p-3).

(25%): Identify an

activity that “you will
undertake as a
participant” and
explain why it will
meet your goals.
(p-4)

(25%): Respond to a
statement citing
“your own
experience” and the
course materials.

(p-4).

(25%): Report on the
activity in Task 2 and
discuss its relevance
to broader interests.

Note. Italics added throughout the table

The three forms of assessment exemplify the stfoongs the teachers claimed to
place on learners’ real-life contexts, personaleeigmces and interpretations of the
content knowledge. As indicated in the added engshas Table 13, the type of

knowledge that the students were expected to denatesn their assignments was

what mattered to them personally (“what is imparti@m you’, “what is appropriate

for your skill level and background knowledge”, “what chabies you’, “your

philosophy of teaching”, your students”, your workplace”, ‘your goals”, etc.). On

the other hand, the relatively smaller percentdgaarks allocated to the requirement

of producing content based on the readings anditdmture also confirmed the

teachers’ downplaying of content knowledge.
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5.4.2 Assessment criteria

Seven out of the eight unit outlines offered agsess criteria for each task. An
overview of these criteria is presented in Table W#h the criteria organised
according to the main task type for which they wesed. It should be noted that the

criterial items under each task type were not nilytexclusive.

Table 14. Assessment criteria for different typetasks

Task type Criteria

Reflection * Quality of discussion

 Quality of reflection

 Ability to draw conclusions

« Demonstrate understanding of how the readings relate to the teaching in
this field

 Logical connection between theory, research and your practice

« Engagement with course objectives and materials

« |dentification and clarity of argument

« Extent of reading and depth of analysis

« Explanation of the criteria you use to guide your analysis

* Your judgment of the media use against your criteria with justification of
your comments

« Critical analysis of the readings

» Provide evidence of wider library search

Authentic task * Quality of each aspect specified in the template

» Depth and detail in the information offered

 Clarity and conciseness of learning outcomes in the learning plan

« Relevance and quality of resources offered in the learning plan

» Assessment rubrics containing categories of: (1) Knowledge; (2)
Discrimination, research and processing; (3) Creativity, initiative,
individuality of approach; (4) Written presentation, control of genre

Written component of  Clear description of the context

a project » Reasoning and justification behind your design

» Description of production process, technical issues encountered and your
solutions

« Description of objectives and intended use of the resource

» Description of the use of media

» Assessment rubrics containing categories of: (1) Understanding the
problem; (2) Underpinnings of the solution; (3) Creativity of the approach;
(4) Written presentation

Hands-on component » Depth and completeness of information

of an authentic task « Clarity and conciseness of presentation

or a project » Appropriate use of the concept, interface, learning activities

« Basic design skills

« Appropriate use of multimedia elements

« Appropriate to the content and context

- Demonstrate re-development of existing material

» Maintain a consistent design throughout

« Assessment rubrics containing categories of: (1) Understanding &
exploitation of the system; (2) Context and content; (3) Teaching & learning
process; (4) Overall aesthetics
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Overall, these criteria contained general charesties of a good assignment, such as
“quality of discussion”, “appropriate use of cont®p “clarity and conciseness of
presentation”, “engagement with course objectival anaterials”, and “logical
connection between theory, research and your pedc{iTable 14). More specific
indicators for ‘quality’ discussion and learner gagement’, for example, were often
not provided. These loosely defined assessmemrieriteflected the teaching staff’s
emphasis on the open-endedness of the learning #éasklearners’ individuality. For
example, in speaking of his adoption of a critenieferenced approach in marking

student assignments, Teacher F demonstrated hisasispn open-ended assessment:

[There are] four or five criteria, so in a way wihargue is there is no right answer,
there is a series of explorations that we’re logKor and | want to look that they’ve
systematically engaged with the literature andaege You know, that they've
engaged with the materials, that they’ve, you knoage a case. [Teacher F]

In relation to the emphasis on learners’ indiviityalTeacher C stressed that she
judged each student’s performance against his prola individual development

rather than against each other:

| look where they've come from and look where tigeyto. And so if you've got a
really rich background in [this content area] yewstill expected to grow in your
thinking ... for instance | have one person come m'® not a teacher and she’s
doing a ... graduate diploma. And | mean her tmgkrom where she started and
where she finished was amazing, so | judge thenmsigheir own personal growth.

5.4.3 Measures of achievement

The interview question that inquired about the abtaristics of a successful learner
in the online units revealed the teachers’ perspesxion the measures of achievement
in these units. It yielded a variety of responsebjch fall into four thematic

categories: abilities, attitudes, personal tratg] other attributes. Table 15 lists these

categories and their example items.
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Table 15. Teachers’ descriptions of a successéuhler in their online units

Category Examples

Abilities e The ability to connect theory to one’s practice (“to interpret information and put it
into context”)

e The ability to develop a sustained argument and to articulate one’s opinion (e.g.
“to defend one’s perspective”, “to validate one’s knowledge”)

e The ability to critically analyse and synthesise information

Attitudes < Willing and ready to learn and engage (e.g. “want to be there”; “want to take the
journey”; “motivated”; “passion”)

« Willing to participate, interact and learn from one another (e.g. “happy to share
how they have learnt and how that might help other people”)

« Willing to take risk (or challenges) and challenge authoritative ideas

e Willing to discover and explore

« Willing to be challenged

* Willing to seek help (e.g. “honest about their confusions and uncertainties”)

« Appreciates the language of the particular study unit (e.g. “get into the spirit of
what the course is about”)

Personal traits * Independent.

» Self-directed or autonomous.

e Confident (about one’s own learning and ability).

* Open-minded (about making changes in the way one learns).
e Inquisitive or enquiring.

« Reflective (about one’s own learning).

Others « Is self-disciplined, committed, effort.

* Feels comfortable communicating in text.
* Has organizational skills.

« Has work experience.

In terms of abilities, the items suggest a stroogu$ on the learner demonstrating
personal understanding and interpretations of tment knowledge by reflecting on
his or her own distinct practice or experience.T&acher G stated: “We were looking
for initiative, individuality. So ... coming up vhityour own ideas and then using
literature to support their ideas rather than jiefiowing somebody’s [ideas]”. In
other words, those who were able to “think outdiue square” were more likely to
excel (Teacher G). This emphasis on evaluatingnéral individuality can be

interpreted as assessing studbirking behind their knowledge construction.

As for attitudes and personal traits, accordinght teachers interviewed, the items
relating to these two categories developed ovee tamd could not be easily taught.
As Teacher D observed, some students were “nati@aihers “from day one”:

They are confident. They've had prior experienceyuithesis, analysis application
and so on. Number three they are not frightenguitiing forward their ideas or
challenging models, frameworks or theories or meepthat we are canvassing,
including mine. So they are natural. [Teacher D]
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To help the students who did not come with theseasteristics and predispositions,
what a teacher could do, some interviewees said,twéhelp them deal with their
own beliefs about learning and what they're beieguired to do” (Teacher B). The
strategy adopted by most teachers was to encowtagents to approach them for
assistance and to negotiate with them about thairesgents of the tasks. Two
teachers also noted that students could cultiiaéset desirable characteristics by
seeing how other people did it in the online uansl recognising it was the way to

Success.

Of the miscellaneous items in the last categoryhef preferable learner attributes,
‘having work experience’ merits particular attentidwo teachers acknowledged that
students who did not have any work experience curgent work context might be
disadvantaged in their classes. One had foundhbkat students struggled in his class
because all the assignments were supposed to bd bagheir experiences (Teacher
A). Another stated that not having current expergeto draw on also put students in
an unfavourable situation, explaining that she tioaglet the students “to think back to
what they've done before, whereas other people gast think about what they're

doing day to day” (Teacher H).

The rest of the interviewees, however, did nottekeeemphasis on work experience in
their classes as a big problem for their studesdsne argued that only a very small
number of students in their classes did not hayepaior work experience, and that
since the topics being tackled were all educatissgles, students who did not have
work experience could always utilise their expere=nas learners. That is, they could
“reflect back on the way that they were taught iaybe university courses” (Teacher
E) or “engage themselves in community practiceswork with other students”
(Teacher F). In fact, Teacher F's unequivocal el students’ engagement in

communities led him to interpret ‘workplace’ in arpcular way:

Everybody belongs to the community and in fact imag, everybody is in a
workplace, every student that we have is in thekplace of higher education. So |
mean | have asked people to start to analyse nhemdyctheir own experience of
being a student. So for example, when I've got fetpdo projects, I've asked them
to look at what international students do in thingsi know, that are happening here.
[Teacher F]
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5.4.4 Discussion

This section generated two themes concerning teesament approach adopted by
the teachers in conducting their online units. tFitse evaluative criteria are implicit
in that the teachers do not judge students’ assgtenon their attainment of
predetermined and specified performance requiresneBecond, the assessment
approach focuses on helping students develop ohaised knowledge, and
considers it less important for students to dematesithe content knowledge they
have gained. The above results also elaboratetieoprevious depiction of an ideal
knower in this pedagogic context by outlining theasures of achievement in the

online units.

The first theme relates to implicit evaluative eriad. This theme is illustrated by the
nature of the assessment methods used in the amite The three major types of
assignment — projects, authentic tasks and persefiattions — are all characterised
by their open-endedness, which leads to multiplasuees of student performances.
In other words, a variety of potentially legitimgberformances are recognised by
these evaluative methods. Moreover, the promingngen to each learner reflecting
on his or her own learning process highlights teetl focus of the assessment on
self-evaluation. As indicated by the study resulither than relying on predetermined,
specific standards, the assessment criteria fortdakks in the online units were
generalised so that learners’ respective contextédcbe accommodated. It appears
that this assessment approach evaluates iwhatre, rather than wha notthere. As
Bernstein noted, it isdS if the acquirer is the source of the criteria” (199.1,19). In
this form of assessment, explicit evaluative cidteare less significant in judging
student performances, so the epistemic relatiorrackerising the assessment is

relatively weaker (ER-).

Secondly, the assessment approach values studevetoping their individualised
knowledge, while downplaying the importance of theshowing the content
knowledge they have gained. For example, despi#erthntion of using the literature
in assignments, the teachers viewed it as secondate learner’'s own ideas. One
teacher explained that the purpose of drawing enlitarature was to support ideas

that demonstrated one’s ‘initiative’ and ‘individiig. In addition, correct usages or
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interpretations of the subject knowledge and thewrh of knowledge accumulated
are de-emphasised. This is reflected by teachepgated statements that there was no
correct answer to the problem being explored, &adl the quality of an assignment
depended on the student’s justification of his er bwn interpretation. In short, the
social aspects of the knower rather than specificgrures for ascertaining the right

answers are the basis of legitimate insight (SR+).

By sorting the measures of achievement raised bytéachers into categories of
abilities, attitudes, and personal traits, it beeagwident that the basis of success in
the online units relates to learners’ dispositisather than skills or knowledge.
Specifically, as displayed in Table 15, most of tti@racteristics of a successful
learner can be categorised as either attitudepmrsonal trait. A closer examination
of the items within the category of abilities inalies that even this category has an
emphasis on the social aspects of the knower. Whnlewledge and skills are
addressed by these items, they are referred teweiodntext of ‘one’s practice’, ‘one’s
context’, ‘one’s opinion’, ‘one’s perspectives’ almhe’s knowledge’. That is, it is the
location of the knower in time and place, his or ben subjectivity and personal
attributes that are given primacy. This all sugg@stelatively stronger social relation
to the knower. Again, it is a particular kind ofcgd relation — one that refers to the
knower’s individuality in creating knowledge andewmaluating the legitimacy of his

or her own performance rather than gender, racéhar social groups.

In sum, the principles of assessment outlined ledeate that, according to the
teaching staff, the individual is the basis of {egate insights in this educational
practice. It is learners’ demonstration of the dede attitudes and their self-
evaluation of their own learning, rather than ahikition of their states of knowledge,
that are given the priority. Put another way, tlssegssment methods evaluate the
development of a knower rather than the knowledgeegl or constructed. Therefore,
in terms of assessment, the social relation toktiewver’s individuality in creating
and evaluating his or her own knowledge is empbdsi®n the other hand, the
epistemic relation to subject knowledge and prooesifor evaluating the learning of
this knowledge is downplayed. The legitimation cofispecialisation represented by

this educational practice is thus a knower code-(E5R+). It can be said to be an
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individualisedknower code, as the boundary is around each thagiknower rather
than around social groups of knowers.

5. 5 Summary of the chapter

This chapter reported the findings related to #mad research question of the study.
By presenting the findings following a parallelustture to that of Chapter 4 and
analysing the findings using the same theoretioakepts, this chapter revealed the
different structuring principles underpinning ttveot pedagogic cultures involved in
the research. In marked contrast to the knowledgge ccharacterising student
participants’ perceptions of their heritage edwsal culture, the educational
environment of the online units (i.e. their hostieational culture) as characterised by
the teachers, is a knower code. The Australiarhtzatnarratives of their beliefs and
practices highlight their recognition of each learras a legitimate knower who
already possesses knowledge based on his or hest éxperience. The teaching
approaches demonstrated an invisible pedagogy tte@ssessment methods were
characterised by implicit evaluative criteria, npli legitimate performances and the
learner’s self-evaluation. On the other hand, atiogrto student participants, what
was valued in their prior educational experience€hina, such as content knowledge,
explicit procedures for teaching and learning, arderia to separate learner
performances, are de-emphasised by the teachinggas in the online units. There
is thus a potential for Chinese international stisleentering this form of online
learning context to experience dissonance betwéeset contrasting pedagogic

practices. The next chapter examines their expeggen
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Chapter 6

Sojourners’ experiences in the host culture: Studen t
experiences of online learning

6. 1 Introduction

Chapters 4 and 5 have characterised the pedagaptiges in the Chinese student
sojourners’ heritage and host educational cultuasscharacterised by the students
and the teaching staff at the university respeltivéhe findings presented have

highlighted a potential for dissonance in the stisiecross-cultural educational

experiences. The purpose of this chapter is toyaealhe data collected from the
multi-session interviews with the seven case ststidents, which informed the

research question: how do the student sojourngrsrixce the teaching practices in
the online environment at the university? To helptextualise students’ perceptions
of, and reactions to the learning environment, trganisation of the chapter

continues the structure used in the two precedmapters: curriculum, pedagogy and
assessment.

6. 2 Curriculum

6.2.1 Relation to everyday knowledge

As noted in Chapter 5, knowledge in the onlinerieay environment at the university
was weakly classified, in that the boundaries betwesubject and everyday
knowledge were blurred. The student interviewsdgdl results indicating that the
students experienced this proclaimed weaker clegsdn either as not beneficial to
their learning or as placing them at a disadvant&ge example, all the teacher
participants highlighted connections between theestts’ real-life contexts and what
they were expected to learn in the online unitg.(&ections 5.2.1, 5.4.1). Some
students, however, did not perceive this pedagbgimghasis to be essential in their
success in the particular online units or consitlemportant for their learning in

general. Those who did, unfortunately, found thdwesein a difficult situation

because they did not possess sufficient work egpeei or current work contexts.
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Diana and Megan, for instance, belonged to thé ¢mtegory of students. Diana did
not think she needed to relate the assignmentsrtavbrk experiences. Comparing all
her assignments to “literature reviews”, she sawyt were “all about your
understanding of abstract knowledge. They don'oive your practical ability in
doing things in the larger society” (Interview 8)was her perception that to do well
in the online unit, what she had to do was to “labkhe topics from a more academic
point of view”, which she described as simply ativay of “playing with words”
(Interview 3). With this belief in mind, she notttht the connections she made in her
assignments were among the different theoreticatepts she was studying rather

than between those concepts and her real-life equmss.

Moreover, Diana insisted that one major purpose dinave most Chinese students,
including her, to come to Australia to study wasetarn about the Australian context.
She explained, “Say, if | were an elementary scheather, I'd like to know how
elementary schools are run here. This way, | canpewe” (Interview 3). Using the
Chinese context in her assignment defeated thipoger More importantly, in her
opinion, it was not necessary for students to Idenw to apply theories by applying
them to a particular context in the assignmente Bélieved that the ability to
transfer the knowledge one has learned to onelgdutontext “depends on one’s
understanding of the knowledge, one’s ability temape the knowledge ... in the end,
what you learned becomes abstract principles ur. fgdure context might be different
anyway” (Interview 3). Put another way, she thougghtiong as she acquired a deep
understanding of the knowledge she was learnirgwaiuld be capable of using it in

the Chinese context when she went back to China.

Like Diana, Megan did not view her past work expeces as paramount in her
current learning. She thought learning was to “esgolan unknown world” and hence
saw little value in bringing in ‘old’ experiencesterview 3). Megan also commented
that although she could sense some teachers’ itdelmtk the assessment tasks to
real-life situations by making the tasks “autheptstie found these authentic contexts
“just the stuff on the surface”, implying that thbgd no substantial impact on her

learning:

| still treated it as an assignment, rather thasedlife task. So although the teacher
had made great effort to create such a contexinwias doing my assignment, it
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was irrelevant. Although she put me in this cont#xdidn’t have any elevating effect
on me when | was doing my assignment. [Megan, Viger 3]

For those who recognised that making connectiomsds® the content knowledge
and real-life contexts was an important assessorgation in their online units, some
reported major difficulties in meeting it. Firdbely felt their real-life experiences were
insufficient compared with those of their classmat€o illustrate, interviews with
Vivian, who only had one year of teaching experggnwere replete with her

comments on how she worried that the connectioasrsde were far-fetched:

The other students might have used their backgsand done a better job, but none
of my assignments was based on my background. €o tine requirement, | had no
choice but to try to force some connection. Butasnohmy essays was inspired by my
background. My background didn't help me with mgigements. It took a lot of
effort to be able to think of one or two examplesttwere useful for my assignments.
[Vivian, Interview 6]

When she could not think of any example, Viviandsahe coped by using one
sentence in her assignment to note whether theratem concepts she was
discussing in the assignment could be appliededChinese context (Interview 6). It
seemed that for her, “making connections” simphantedrawing examples from her

own context to support the theories, a view shageohost students in the study.

Secondly, the students complained that there waeremough reading materials about
the Chinese context that they could draw on to hbgm make the links. This
indicates that they felt it was necessary to prewadidence to support the connections

they made. As Chris explained:

First of all, there is not much relevant informatjabout the Chinese context]. Then,
if you say this can apply to your situation, yoedet least a couple of references to
support it, which is difficult to find. | only fouhone. This is the only reference | can
draw on, so | can only try to force a connectiotween these two things. [Chris,
Interview 4]

This feeling of having to force connections betwé®n content knowledge and their
experiences caused Jennifer to say that “evereifdacher might think my writing is
good and give me a good mark, | still feel it's @ogood mark in its own right”

(Interview 5).

Summing up, these students treated assignmentdaam af argumentative writing

practice without the intention to situate theirrteag in their real-life contexts or
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practices, a learning approach that would likelgagpoint most teachers of online

units in the faculty.

The students also expressed the concern that tey fwrther disadvantaged because
of their lack of a current work context, since soassignments required them to
explore issues at their present workplaces. Ihti&hris did not think this would be

a problem for him, claiming that he could “imagireef environment that he would be
working in the future (Interview 3). This confidenhad dwindled by the time of a
later interview, by which time he had realised éinguments he had formed based on
an imaginary work context might not be as convigcias those made by his
classmates according to their real contexts (li@nb). Vivian, on the other hand,
anticipated difficulties in this respect. She saltthough her teachers reminded those
who were not currently working to use a contexyttheere familiar with, she did not
think it would work. This was because, she thoughtless one had personally
experienced something, he or she would not betaldemprehend the issues related

to it (Interview 3).

It is worth noting here that the strong focus or’smwork-related knowledge in all of
Vivian’s online units had led Vivian to believe thhere was nothing she could do to
remedy her inferior situation no matter how hard sted. She was convinced that her
inability to fully comprehend the knowledge she Wearning was mainly due to her
lack of work experience in the professional fi€lthis belief is eloquently illustrated
by the following quote, in which Vivian was referg to an online unit that dealt with

changes in this professional field:

| feel that this might have happened in the pasteis. ... | think it might have
started since the 80s. ... How old was | at tima¢ tiright? But a 40-something person
who has been working in the educational field fory2ars will know clearly what
education was like when he or she first startediwek, and what it is like 20 years
later. What policies have changed, how differetdgchers teach now, how different
students’ thinking and their environment have cle@ind don’t know any of these. So
| feel I can’'t understand what this person can wstded. [Vivian, Interview 5]

One overwhelming theme related to the emphasiferrdal-life context was that it
resulted in many students’ reluctance to interaith wheir classmates. Some noted
that differences in the students’ work contextsdexad interaction difficult or

unnecessary:
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| like to be able to discuss my study with thent, thie problem is, our studies are
individual studies and everybody is studying defgrthings relevant to their
background. So we can't discuss it. | can discasgescomputer issues with one
classmate, but with others, there’s nothing wediacuss. This is the limitation of the
condition, and you can’t do anything about it. ff&o Interview 1]

Chris also said he rarely read his classmatesimgssfor the simple reason that “they
might be talking about their experiences teachingrimary schools or kindergartens,
which is ... irrelevant to the field of my work”ntlerview 4). He did not respond to
any of the postings. Whilst Vivian agreed with Facemd Chris on this issue, she was
more concerned about not being able to relate tatwler classmates said, which
reduced her desire to communicate with them. Maoneortantly, since she was
unable to base her opinions on rich experiencesrednained from sharing them with

her classmates for fear that she might be laughed a

I’'m worried that people might think my opinions arechildish because | feel | have
less background knowledge than they do. About dingesissue, | can probably only
see the surface, while they are all thinking beyibredsurface. [Vivian, Interview 6]

6.2.2 Relation to other forms of educational knowle  dge

The students’ comments relating to the weaker bauesl between subject
knowledge and other kinds of educational knowledgeecaled that they did not
benefit from this teaching practice. Three of thelents were taking an online unit in
a different specialisation to their own when thisdy was being conducted. All of
them said they appreciated the freedom their teach@ve them to work on issues
related to their own specialisations. However, nohéghem made any mention of
feelings of “empowerment”, one purpose of this keag strategy as suggested by the
teachers in this study (see Chapter 5, Sectioil)5.Zhe benefit of this flexibility in
choosing the content for their assignments, acogrthh all three students, was that
they were able to use the materials they were familith, which saved them a lot of
time in completing the assignments. In fact, twotlmém felt “guilty” (Jennifer,
Interview 5) or “like an opportunist” (Vivian, Inteiew 4) for not exploring the new

subject content:

I'm feeling that since | chose all my topics refgtito [my specialisation], and all |
read was about [my specialisation], | was not legrmew things in [this new area].
This might be one of the reasons that | don't tHink learned a lot in this online
unit. ... Ideally, I'd like to work on somethingwen this online unit, but in reality, |

163



was too busy to work on a totally new topic. Thasvthe best | could do at that
moment. [Jennifer, Interview 5]

6.2.3 Types of knowledge gained

The interview data consistently showed that theonitgtj of the students felt they
learned relatively little in their online units. @y also attributed what they learned
exclusively to their own reading, not to the teaghor the learning environment.
Megan's summary of her online learning experiencas wepresentative of the
students in this study: “This type of learning &fstudy, study completely on your
own ... you read the readings provided for you.nyeu think on your own, and then
write essays” (Interview 2). This section examirtke types of knowledge the
students claimed were made available to them, nametauthorised, limited,
theoretical, and in some cases, dated knowledge.

6.2.3.1 Unauthorised and unpedagogised knowledge

Without exception, the students viewed a charismai@cher as one who possessed
expert knowledge and knew how to deliver it todnidier students. By this definition,
it was agreed among them that the teachers in tmine units lacked charisma.
Megan, for example, said she did not “see the w&lknowledge” (Interview 3),
and Diana felt unable to comment on the expertiseenteachers because “you can'’t
tell ... All you get is the things on the Websitgiterview 3). By “the things on the
Website”, she meant the suggested readings anthfdrscussions. Accordingly, the
students identified two main learning activitiestieir online units: reading on one’s
own and making postings on the forums. Anotherqi@kavenue to gain knowledge,
though not available in all the online units dised was synchronous
communication. As will be illustrated below, mostidents reached the conclusion
that none of these activities provided them withth@rised’ knowledge, that is,
knowledge from an authority.

6.2.3.1.1 Knowledge gained by solitary reading

One major drawback to reading on one’s own wasiepeatedly pointed out, the

concerns of students that they did not fully untéerd the abstract concepts contained
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in the readings. They stated that during face-te-féectures, the teacher usually
elaborated on these concepts with examples to beldents understand them,
whereas when reading alone, they had to rely éntae their own interpretations.

Another disadvantage was that the students fely twere denied the teacher’'s
assistance in finding out what issues were moreoitapt than others, which

prevented them from learning effectively. In theipinion, it was the teacher’s

responsibility to highlight “the important pointédr them (Fiona, Interview 1), and

they all found this element of teaching missinghieir online units.

Although all of them acknowledged their teachermapbasis that there was no wrong
or right answer to the issues being studied, maxpressed strong feelings of
discomfort from being uncertain whether their uistiEanding of an issue was “in the
right direction”. Vivian, for example, appeared lie anxious about not having the
“authority” to the knowledge she had learned (wiew 6):

Vivian: | feel that even though I've finished two semesten my mind, there are still
so many things that I'm not sure about. From myausthnding, they may mean this.
Much of the knowledge I've gained stopped at thigl. It's not like you ask me
something, | can tell you exactly what it is. lfuyask me something now, | can only
tell you what it is according to ... my understamgiThis is the best | can do, and |
don't think this means I've learned well.

Interviewer: Is this feeling of not being sure about thingsisger or weaker in this
semester with online learning?

Vivian: Stronger. Most of the things I've learned is lshee my own comprehension
and understanding. | don’t know if my directiorcmrect. [Vivian, Interview 6]

As is clearly demonstrated in the above dialogueja’'s feelings of uncertainty

increased with online learning. She went on to &xplhat it was because in face-to-
face classes she could assure herself that shiedwatd the knowledge contained in
the lecture as long as she understood the teaclaass. In addition, she would also
have the opportunity to find out whether her intetations of the concepts she was
learning were correct or not by observing the tedshfacial expressions when she
talked. Being deprived of this input in her onlimeits made Vivian believe she did

not “own” the knowledge she was learning, a feetimaf rarely occurred to her in her

prior learning experiences in China:

In China, the teacher taught me something in ckass| learned it. | used the
knowledge | had obtained to take the test they gaeafterwards. Now, the teacher
has given me things, but | don't feel these thimgge become mine. | still feel it’s the
teacher’s knowledge because | don't understanahifpdetely. [Vivian, Interview 4]
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By contrast, Jennifer remained positive about legrm this way for the first half of
the semester. She deemed the online unit to b@a@ gaportunity for her to learn to
be independent of the teacher, and was confidehiepfability to learn the subject
content through channels other than face-to-faassels. Nevertheless, in reflecting
on her experience at the end of the semester tiiteida had shifted dramatically. She
came to see the process of reading on her owndevmd of the exchanging of ideas

with the teacher, as “passive” learning:

Online teachers ... don't play the role of dissemitaknowledge. No disrespect to
the teachers, ... but there is a great differenerdreading the text [online] and
them saying it to me. When | read it, it's complgtay learning, my understanding.
There’s no exchanging of ideas. ... To put it negdyivt’s like cramming. I'm
expected to read it because | know it's importhneed it for writing my essays. I'll
definitely receive it “passively”. In itself, this very ‘passive’. In face-to-face study
units, teachers lecture from their perspectivegyTdrganise what they want to say
based on their knowledge, and then disseminaldii. contains their beliefs, which
is very important because this is what we don'tvkné/hy do we come here to study?
We could have bought books and read them ourspiv€hina). [Jennifer, Interview
5]

This was not an isolated comment; other studengseshsimilar concerns. For
instance, Diana considered not being able to hear thachers’ opinions or
interpretations of the issues she was studyingta breat loss in her experiences with
the online units (Interview 3). Megan expressedrieegret that for this reason, what
she learned from most of her online units was anl{shallow overview” of the
subject matter (Interview 2). While this issue titmd most of the students, it
exasperated some more than others. In the worgs.cdBe students said they
constantly felt “isolated”, “upset”, “anxious”, ‘tistrated” or “depressed” from having
to read on their own, alone, all the time (Megaivjan, Diana, all interviews). In the
following quote, Megan described how she felt aldoert study and how she tried to

fix the situation, but in vain:

| first felt really depressed about my study in timine units about a month after |
started. | felt that | couldn’t take it any more Bwrote a letter to [the person in
charge of this matter in the faculty]. | told hikat | couldn’t adapt to this type of
learning. ... | was reading all the time, from moiptiil night, but | still felt that |
didn't have enough time. ... | felt sad. There wassmh study to do, and no classes
to interact with people. What could | do? | wasyanxious. At the time, | remember
| kept saying to people | was frustrated.
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However, a different view was expressed by two igigants. Being critical of
Chinese students’ over-reliance on the teachesvledge, Chris argued that reading
on one’s own was by no means passive learningeddshe described his relationship

with the readings as “interactive”:

When | read something that | don’t think is rigHt,write this in the margin. I'll
write it's not right because I've read somethingtthtotally opposite. Or if | find
something in my reading that is very true and tmaight be able to use in my
‘working context’ in the future, I'll consider holil use it. I'll think about the good
and bad things about the reading. But | find méshe Chinese students | know
don’t do this. [Chris, Interview 6]

Moreover, he asserted that one could obtain a tyao€ perspectives by reading
different authors, accusing those who claimed ttosild not be done of not
understanding the content of the readings. As hemeld, “perspectives ... can be
manifested in speaking or writing. It's not limitéal speaking,” and that “you don’t

see that only because you don’t understand it”i€Chrterview 6).

The other student who spoke favourably of leartipgeading on her own was Fiona.
To her, quality learning materials were more bemafito her learning than anything
else, and she praised her teachers for creatingeledting appropriate materials for

the students:

They write and choose the learning materials. TWeegone a good job. They choose
the things that suit you. They're better than #eturers. The lecturers lecture and
leave, that's all. The lecturers might be in a brambd, but the materials won't be. The
materials are permanent, and | think this is verydy | have to admit that both my
teachers put a lot of effort to creating the leagmnaterials. There is a lot of “input.”
Alot. [Fiona, Interview]

In the following quote, she continued to stress thare was no difference between
the written and spoken texts in terms of helpingtbdearn:

All the learning materials are online. It's in dearonic form, but the content is the
same as what you learn in a face-to-face classrdbmonly difference is that one
stimulates you with text and the other with voictink the effect is the same. | can't
convince other people of this, but I like it veryich. | like the materials lying there,
not moving, so | can use them when | need to. fitmerview 1]

In spite of their positive perspectives on this teratneither Chris nor Fiona thought
he or she could do without face-to-face lecturdgisCagreed with the other students’
opinion that face-to-face lectures helped him tolarstand the content better, and

Fiona emphasised her need to ‘pick up’ importasues through lectures.
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6.2.3.1.2 Knowledge gained through asynchronous communication

All of the online units discussed by the studen@denuse of forums to conduct

discussion activities. Some students reported ttheit teachers raised questions or
issues for them to respond to, and others saidwleeg expected to take the initiative
to bring up questions derived from their studiedigcuss with their peers. To all

students, this was not ‘teaching’ by their defuoniti

| feel that teachers do not teach in online clasBesy raise a lot of questions for us
to discuss. What do they teach us? They teachthgigoThey ask us to think, but
what if | can’t think of anything? | can sit thetfenking all day, not sleeping at all,
but I still can’t think of anything. So | don't thik they are teaching me. [Vivian,
Interview 3]

Vivian insisted that she was unable to obtain “tamigal” knowledge this way
(Interview 2). Echoing Vivian, Megan stated thathe teacher did not offer expert
opinions of the issues at the end of a discussi@ndiscussion would be pointless:

There were many questions [from students], butébeher didn’t give definite
answers in the end, so this type of discussionsapp to be a little chaotic and
unfocused. Many students raised questions, buetuher wasn't able to provide
authoritative explanations. [Megan, Interview 3]

As discussed in Chapter 5, the teacher participantisis study expressed the belief
that students would co-construct knowledge withrtpeers through interactions on
forums. Analysis of the student interviews did lestd any support to this belief. One
potential reason is that most students doubtedatitieority of the information their

classmates shared online. In the interviews stsdbelieved their teachers did not
participate fully in the discussions. Without tleadhers’ involvement, the students
said, the content of student postings could notdrdied, and so this content was not
‘knowledge’. To illustrate, Vivian dismissed thesdussions as “like you conduct a
survey and everyone tells you their opinion” (Intew 1), and she said she did not
know “whom to listen to” (Interview 2). This view best represented in the following

quote:

Even if | got a reply from my classmate, it's uelik that the teacher would post a
message afterwards to confirm whether what my elats said was correct or not. So
in this situation ... | still don’t know whether tla@swer is correct. | can only rely on
my judgment to see if the reply makes sense, oomapare all the replies | get, which
is still not definite. [Vivian, Interview 2]
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The insistence on the teacher’s participation endiscussions was an enduring theme
throughout the interviews. Chris, even though hressed he did not believe the
teacher was always right, supported the view thattéacher was the only qualified

person to validate whether the content of the stupestings was correct:

If the messages and feedback are only posted tegrsis) they will feel unsure about
whether what they say in their messages is godarand whether the feedback
provided by their classmates is correct or noteAdtl, they are all students. If the
teacher gives comments, the students will feel rmecaire. If the teacher says it's
wrong, then it might be wrong, and vice versa. BE¥evhat the teacher says may not
always be true, there is a 60-70% chance thatritiés [Chris, Interview 2]

This unanimous view was further demonstrated in shedents’ behaviours in
selecting messages to read. One thing all the stysdeticipants had in common was
that they all paid close attention to the postitiigg attracted their teachers’ comments,
especially those receiving positive feedback. Thaigd this helped them to decide
what was worth learning in the postings. For exanpivian observed that her
teachers tended to reply to the messages discussikglace matters, so she decided
this was what her teachers considered valuable lketgy® (Interview 4). In another
example, one of the learning tasks in Jennifernerunit required students to post
their work on the forum and then provide feedbamkidvo classmates’ work. Prior to
posting her own work, Jennifer said she did notl r&ay of her classmates’ work for
reference because she thought it was not necgssagmplary work (Interview 3).
This was because, she said, unless a teacher hdig¢dve certain posting was

excellent work, it might be a waste of time reading

Of note is that the comments above were mostly niad¢he students who were
involved in the learning activities that requiredngoulsory online contributions.
According to the students studying in the onlingtauim which participation was
voluntary, their forums were generally inactive. eJhsaid the postings were
predominantly about technical problems regardimgatsignments. In these voluntary
situations then, it could be said that co-constoacbf knowledge among the students

was even less likely to occur.

6.2.3.1.3 Knowledge gained through synchronous communication
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Synchronous communication took place in online €lzaitd face-to-face workshops.
Despite their teachers’ physical presence in tlaesgities, the students felt that they
did not gain much from these sessions becauseisasdions were “unstructured”
and “unfocused”. As Megan recollected, “they weeeyvcasual. There were no clear
topics that | could learn about. ... We thought wedndi learn much because the
teacher did not exercise enough control of theselaginterview 2). Many found that
the communication easily “strayed far from the tdpiAs an illustration, Diana

recounted an incident in which one of her classsdtaminated the whole face-to-

face meeting talking about her own experiencewsat totally irrelevant to the topic:

Each of our classes was supposed to be about siga@ment. But when | went to the
first one, | found it wasn’t about the assignmdiere was one student in my class
who is a [...] teacher, And you know, teachersadireery eloquent, so this classmate
went on and on about the situations in [her orgdian], totally unrelated to the topic.
That was why | didn’t go to many classes afterwajidsna, Interview 1]

In a later interview, Diana added that even thogble was aware of the latest
educational theories that encouraged teacherdinguesh control to students, she did
not think this meant teachers should “totally let’ ginterview 3). These remarks
indicate that the students in this study favouredmare structured learning
environment where knowledge was presented to thystersatically. However, what
was more relevant to the theme being discussedisi¢hat most students tended to
see the teacher as the only source of knowledgéhehi was in an online or face-to-

face context. As Fiona summarised:

In class, people sit together and talk about tideias, and | listen to them, but | only
take what they say for my reference. But | listethie teacher very carefully and take
it seriously. | think the teacher’s suggestionsmaost important, whether it's online

or in class. I'm not affected by what the classmai®@y. [Fiona, Interview]

6.2.3.2 Partial understanding of content knowledge

Another theme running through the data was thastiheents thought the assignment-
based learning approach supported by their onlings uprevented them from
obtaining a comprehensive understanding of theestibpatter. That is, almost all
participants felt that what they learned was liohiteo the knowledge about the
specific topics they chose for their assignments.ifistance, upon reflection, Jennifer
and Megan said they did nothing but write threegassents in each of their online

units (Jennifer, Interview 5; Megan, Interview @jhd Rita struggled to recall what her
170



online units were about (Interview 1). Although Vam explained that she put a lot of
effort into the assignments and was satisfied #ghmarks she got, she did not think
she had learned everything she was supposed tolleaause:

There are only three essays to write in each onlivie and sometimes | don’t need to
use the articles | can’t understand in my assignsi&o in the assignments, |
explored the issue in depth, and the teacher résedjthis, but in other aspects, | still
knew nothing at all. [Vivian, Interview 3]

| have so many questions about other topics tharfiebeen answered. | didn’t have
the chance or the time to find the answers. [Vivlaterview 6]

As is shown in the two quotations above, Viviart f#le needed to understand all the
learning materials provided by the teacher befoeeuld claim she had learned the
essential knowledge in a particular study unit. @& other hand, several students
admitted to not reading the articles suggestedhkyr tteachers thoroughly because
they were often working on topics in a differenearand thus did not find the

readings useful. However, in evaluating their leagnoutcomes, like Vivian, they

realised they did not know much about the subjeatten because they could not find

the time to explore the issues contained in thdinga in depth.

Some of the participants did see the value of #sgament-based approach. Chris,
for instance, expressed the belief that all thegassent topics put together were what

he needed to learn about in a study unit:

As long as the explanations of the assignments@rplete in the unit outline, | can
predict what | will be learning and working onhirik all the assignments combined
should cover what the teacher wants students to.I&a | know the content of a
class by checking its assignments. [Chris, Intevn2¢

He also stressed that he learned through preptoimgite his assignments, when he
searched and read extensively about the topic r¢iete 6). Chris also had a
predilection for working on materials chosen by @, which seemed to make
assignment-based learning particularly suitablehiar. Unlike most students in the
study, Chris attached very little importance to teadings suggested by teachers. In
fact, he stated that he usually purposely disreghttiese readings for two reasons.
The first was that going through these readingsetect the useful ones for his topics
took more time than looking for articles himselth{ts, Interview 6). Secondly, and
apparently more importantly, not using the suggkstadings was his main strategy

to earn a good mark:
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Ten students are working on the same topic, ondind,if all of them just use the
readings suggested by the teacher, they’ll endritphgy exactly the same thing. All
the references they use will be the same, anditteas are probably the same too.
There'll be no difference in what they write. .utBf there is one person who goes
beyond what the teacher gives him and finds somgthse, then his perspective will
be different from others’. He will come up with sething new. [Chris, Interview 6]

Searching for reading materials relevant to ona/a mterest was one thing that was
agreeable to the teaching philosophy of the teachmethis study, in that it helped
students to explore what was most relevant to thespective backgrounds (see
Chapter 5). Nevertheless, as is revealed in tbgeauote, Chris’ purpose for doing
so was mainly to generate different ideas to hassthates’ so that he could impress
his teacher. Furthermore, the assignment-basedrdssemed to have allowed him to
ignore the readings completely. Lastly, Chris athditthat he did not learn much
about the subject matter of his online unit, butdde had saved all the readings and

might study them in the future (Interview 4).

6.2.4 Discussion

Two overarching themes emerged in this sectiorst,Aine students struggled to deal
with the weaker classification of subject contemttheir online units. Second, they
often did not consider what they were learninghis tenvironment to be legitimate
educational knowledge. Both themes are associaitdd the students’ feelings of

anxiety, frustration and guilt.

The first theme is illustrated by the students’engnces with the curricular emphasis
on merging subject knowledge with other forms ofwitedge. With regard to
drawing on knowledge gained beyond educationalectst the students encountered
two principal problems: they either did not seevthkie of this knowledge or they felt
incapable of using this knowledge. The first wateoted by those who insisted that
the purpose of education is to gain new, subjeoiM@dge and so working on prior,
‘old’, knowledge is not a good use of time durihgit current learning. In response,
these students tended to ignore this curriculango@hey wrote their assignments by
synthesising, and perhaps critiquing the literatoue they did not bring in their
experiences from beyond educational contexts. &or#ttical terms, these students
were unable to ‘recognise’ (Bernstein, 1990) thamtipular ‘rule of the game’
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(Bourdieu, 1990), so they responded to an environinwbere knowledge was weakly
classified by using the approach they were familiaith, namely, stronger
classification of knowledge. They maintained theersjth of boundaries between
forms of education by continuing to view non-ediaral knowledge as of little value
in their studies. So, the first theme is that, @mms of the epistemic relation
characterising the curriculum (knowledge), thesedemts did not recognise the
weaker classification of the epistemic relationythencountered in the learning
environment as legitimate and so continued to raaird stronger classification of the

epistemic relation.

Continuing the first theme, the other problem emtered by the students relates to
the social relation characterising the curriculon,how they view themselves as
legitimate knowers. This response was made by thwbeedid recognise the learning

environment as weakly classified in terms of knalgke but felt unable to respond
appropriately. Such students reported they hadduncapability to merge everyday
and educational knowledge. This they accountednfdwo main ways: they did not

view their own prior experiences and knowledgeeagtimate and they did not have
sufficient resources to help them make links betwebat knowledge they did have
and educational knowledge. The perceived invaliditytheir previous experiences
and knowledge is demonstrated by their self-efig@a®@marks about this issue. For
example, some noted that their experiences wedequeate compared with those of
their peers or were irrelevant to the subject auntén other words, the students
downplayed knowledge they possessed by virtue af thwn personal experiences,
l.e. knowledge based on characteristics to do témselves or the social relation.
They recognised the stronger social relation cheariaing the learning context — its

valorisation of the knowledge of particular actbysvirtue of who they are — but felt

they could not realise the right performance beedhsy perceived the ideal knower
as someone else, not them. According to one paatitj a legitimate knower in her

units was someone older, with more experience asl aurrently working. In short,

they recognised the stronger social relation charamg the learning context but
projected this onto a different knower; they viewlkemselves as exhibiting a weaker

social relation (SR-).
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Students’ statements that they were short of ressuior manufacturing connections
between the subject content and their experiengpsaa to be a misinterpretation of
the intention of this curricular design. In reqogistudents to make such connections,
the teachers in this study expected students tlhedga existing theories and create
their own knowledge that applies to their profesalocontexts. They expected
students to use knowledge based on personal erper{&R+) to critique the validity
of knowledge based not on their personal expere&-) but rather specialised
procedures and theories (ER+). Nevertheless,ttltests’ comments revealed they
considered making associations between content lkdge and one’s context to
mean drawing separate examples from their expesgeas evidence to support the
content knowledge (e.g. using examples to showetheational theories they were
studying worked or would work in China). They theported difficulties in working
out the procedures for doing so. In other wordshsstudents viewed the curriculum
of the learning context through the lens of theirowledge code dispositions,
focusing on procedures and content knowledge arelving their personal
experiences as potential exemplars of less perdomakdledge. So, these students

again did not recognise and/or realise the corddxtower code.

This experience of a lack of clear procedures auwthrtiques embodied a weaker
epistemic relation (ER-). In short, whether it & necognising their own experiences
as valid knowledge or misunderstanding the teacsiaff's intention (in other words,
whether the students had the ‘recognition ruleig students apparently did not
possess the ‘realisation rules’ that would enalilemt to enact a legitimate

performance of weakening classification of currgcidnowledge.

The second theme is that the students gave anaunthle evaluation of the content
they were learning in the online units. In bridigy thought what they obtained
through solitary reading and learner-controlled cdssions was not legitimate
knowledge. According to them, it lacked authoritydatransferability because the
teacher exerted little control over the contentisTiad to the students’ feelings that
they lacked a means or basis for selecting, regtrdksing and evaluating
knowledge. That is, they felt they were not beiagght a means of judging the
legitimacy of different knowledge claims. The exdespin which the students said

they only read peer postings that attracted thehtyés feedback are strong
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indications that they were searching for critegahelp them determine what was
legitimate knowledge in this learning context. fipaared that these criteria were
implicit to them. In these terms, the students egpeed weak boundaries around and
control over knowledge, the weaker epistemic retat{ER-) characterising the

curriculum of the learning context, but viewed égatively, as a lack of legitimacy.

The students dismissed learner-controlled discossias futile for gaining valid
knowledge for another important reason: they fothedcontent of these discussions
was dominated by opinions based on the personaltgihs and experiences of their
peers, and the students devalued these opiniorsusechey could not see the
relevance of their peers’ situations to their owmn.addition, the students did not
mention undertaking any learning activities whdreytreceived explicit instructions
on how to make association between their expergerazed others’ experiences.
Clearly, the students experienced not being taegiplicitly how to learn in this
environment, which represents a weaker epistemiatioa (ER-) to procedural

knowledge.

Meanwhile, the second theme shows that the studettsnly did not see themselves
as legitimate knowers, but by undervaluing thellofe learners’ opinions they also
indicated that, overall, they did not think theaegps were legitimate knowers, either.
At the heart of this perception is the belief tkabwledge claims based on the social
aspects of the knower (such as personal experigmeepnal context, and personal
understanding or interpretation of the content Kedge) lack legitimacy. This
downplaying of the social aspects of the knowentsoto an educational experience
that embodies a relatively weak social relation-{SR

Thus far, it can be seen that the students’ prablenseeing the value of and adapting
to this form of curriculum are connected with thperception that they did not see
what they already knew by virtue of their experEsn@s legitimate educational
knowledge (that is, they did not see themselvedraady legitimate knowers) and the
feeling that the learning context did not offer sttknowledge to them. Their

experiences of the curriculum was thus of bothlatixely weak epistemic relation

and a relatively weak social relation, that is,exiperience specialised by a relativist

code (ER-, SR-). The effects of this experiencdushed the feelings that: they were
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inferior to their classmates who had more work eepee; their interpretations of the
content knowledge were inferior; they were passnanming in knowledge that was
not fully understood; and that they had not gaisafficient new knowledge that
could make their sojourn worthwhile. In short, idsva learning experience in which
the students felt they experienced neither gaikimgwledge nor being valorised as

knowers.

6. 3 Pedagogy

6.3.1 The sequencing of learning

All the students in this study experienced weakusaging and pacing rules in the
teaching practices in their online units. In teraisthe sequencing of learning, the
students typically reported that their study wastie®l around completing three (or

four) assignments. As Megan summarised:

In my view, online learning just means that thagmssents were posted there, and a
timetable was given to us. Following the timetabllead to complete certain readings,
but as for which level | should reach after thednegs, | didn't know. | only knew

that | should try to meet the requirements of ts®gnments to complete them.
[Megan, Interview 2]

The timetable referred to in the above quote wasnost cases, the due dates of the
assignments. The interviews also revealed thatthere few compulsory activities
between the assignments, and so as long as thenstudlere able to meet these

deadlines, they were given complete freedom in timy approached the tasks.

In terms of the content of the assignments, sewtualents noted that there was little
variability in the type and the difficulty level dhe tasks. As Diana recollected in
frustration, the learning process was “monotonaurg] repetitious: “After you finish
the first assignment, you might feel you've learrsmine things. But after you do
more, you find you're doing the same thing over awer again” (Interview 3).

Moreover, she did not find any of the tasks moralehging than the others:

Interviewer: Which assignment was most difficult for you?

Diana: | feel all the assignments were all the same.

Interviewer: Say, if you did not understand the issues inassgnment, would it
affect your performance in the next assignment?

Diana: No. Each assignment dealt with a different igauée field.
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Interview: Do you mean they were all separate issues?
Diana: | mean what you did in one assignment did notriate with what you did in
another. [Diana, Interview 3]

Also revealed in the dialogue above was that inegbthe assignments in Diana’s
online units followed a parallel structure, withngeally weak connections between
them. Vivian made similar remarks on the assignséenher classes. She said most
of the assignments were like “a patch here andtehpthere” (Interview 6). One

exception was an assignment that required studersggnthesise the arguments in the
literature that they had studied over the sememter apply them to a case study.
Vivian commented that this design was inspiringhiat it encouraged her to draw on

the knowledge she had accumulated over the senfageview 6).

While the other students did not directly addrdss tssue, their opinions of their
teachers’ feedback of their assignments suggestatd they supported this view.
Specifically, many of the students said that thedBack about the content of their
assignments would not help them with the subsecassignments because the topics
would be totally different. This, once again, irates each assessment task is strongly
bounded, with a lack of connectedness with otreksta

The quote from Megan at the beginning of this sectilso illustrates another concern
of the students. That is, they felt they were lefinformed about the level of ability
they ought to achieve or the amount of knowledgsy tthould learn at each step of

the way (Diana, Interview 3; Megan, Interview 2):

The teachers did not tell us ... at certain poiyas, should have a general idea of
what, or you should be able to understand whaty Tiek not give us some ... how do
| put this ... a kind of feedback on which level ofdkvledge we are supposed to have
reached. [Megan, Interview 2]

Megan also raised the issue of the importance ef‘phocedure” a teacher takes to
present knowledge to his or her students. In empigi why she did not think

authentic learning works, she said:

A teacher should also have their way of preseritiegknowledge, like the
procedure ... this is how we tell a teacher who'sreréng and forcing knowledge on
students, from one who’s guiding students, thiilgsthis. If a teacher uses good
strategies, they will make the class more intemgstiVhat the teacher teaches will
attract our attention more. [Megan, Interview 3]
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As shown in this statement, Megan thought that adgteaching strategy is
manifested in its procedure, and she felt this masing in the authentic learning she
had experienced. Echoing Jennifer, she comparsdyjpe of teaching to “cramming”

knowledge into students.

None of the students, except for Chris, made merdiothe existence of a teaching
procedure in his or her online unit. In Chris’ o@iunit, each assignment consisted of,
or was built on, a number of smaller, non-assessabtivities. Although Chris’
teacher did not implement a deadline for each #égtishe offered instructions about
the order in which students should complete thedtvites, as shown in the
following quote that Chris read from the instruot materials posted online by his

teacher:

In (Module one) part one “overview”, it first cogethe teacher’s opinion of the topic,
which is the introduction of the first class. Thehe said “now turn to ... in your
subject reader,” asking students to read thatl@rticfeels like she is speaking to us.
After that, she said, “During the reading of thiscke you will be asked to stop and
respond to Reflection Tasks. Please post your nsgzan the Forum below.”... And
after this are some activities ... “you are askedatioy out the activities and then
synthesise your findings into a brief summary whjol post for all to read.” She
makes it very clear what you have to include bgingi a number of questions ... it
helps you to know what issues to think about anghtpattention to. [Chris,

Interview 2]

Initially, Chris evaluated this teaching technicu@sitively, arguing that it reminded
him of “the procedure” frequently adopted by teashm a face-to-face learning

environment (Interview 2):

This online unit makes me feel it's similar to adao-face class. In face-to-face
classes, teachers do the same thing. Before yduy tteateachers use the Power Point
presentation to introduce a few issues that youldhhink about while doing the
reading. And after the readings, there will bestd$sion. Here it is the same.
Although there is no discussion after reading, @wedy has to post something online.
It's a sort of discussion. [Chris, Interview 2]

As the semester proceeded, however, he found #meak activities ended up being

redundant. For example, one assignment asked $suemake ten postings; each of
the first nine was a reflection on a different@ej and the last one a synthesis of all
ten. The following description of this assignmenticates the reason why Chris

found the small activities unnecessary was that Were weakly sequenced:

| looked at all the 10 activities. Each of thenthe same. You read one article and
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write your reflection. You do this nine times. Atiek last one asks you to write about
your reflections on all these 9 activities. ..eéffthat the last activity sums up the
other 9 activities. | think that’s a repetitiorfekl you can just go straight to the last
one. It makes no difference whether you do therdha not. [Chris, Interview 3]

According to Chris, the other assignments in tmbne unit shared a similar design,
though the small, build-up learning activities tadiferent forms. Given his opinion

of these activities, he attempted to submit twdisfassignments without doing the
activities. He said each time his teacher resporilatl he should have completed

these activities, as is illustrated in his accafrthe teacher’s feedback below:

The teacher said, “The main problem is you wroig llefore completing [the

learning activities]. .... | think you would have hbeitter insights into the process
and in particular the different decisions you mesgarding ... had you done this.” |
didn't do the learning activities. ... They areradin-assessable activities. | read all the
stuff ... but | didn't have time to do the activitida my view, they were all similar.
[Chris, Interview 5]

6.3.2 The pacing of learning

As discussed above, the only timetable guiding dtuglents’ study in their online

units was the due dates of the assignments. Aicadyd many students felt that their
learning was divided into three (or four) segmesé&parated by the deadlines. Within
each segment, students generally learned at thgirpace. Two participants, Chris

and Fiona, said they benefited substantially frbis type of learning:

The readings are always there for you to readghtmiead for 5 minutes and then
think about it for half an hour. | can go backhe teading half an hour later if | want
to. But listening to a lecture is different. | castop to think for half an hour after the
teacher says something. I'll miss what they sayénmeantime. [Chris, Interview 6]

On the whole, however, most students took the v¥iewthis weak pacing of learning
in the online environment was ineffective and iswia fact, experienced as a lack of

structure in the teaching. Three major problemseviggntified.

Firstly, some said weak pacing tended to concentratir learning at three (or four)
points in time. They candidly admitted that theyualy/ did nothing about an
assignment until one or two weeks prior to the da¢e, when they commenced

intensive reading about the topic:

When one assignment was due soon, I'd leave thex sthidy units behind and do this
one first. And after finishing the assignment, $lvad to do the readings | was
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supposed to read in, say, three weeks, for anagsgnment. This definitely wasn’t
good for me; | couldn't digest what | read. [Vividnterview 6]

In comparison with a study unit that offered weekigetings, through which she was
able to take in a smaller amount of knowledge atinge, Vivian said doing
concentrated work before each assignment in thépaekd online units was

definitely not an effective way to learn.

Another problem that affected Jennifer, as weladsw other students, was that she
found the nature of weak pacing of learning redusedraction among students
tremendously. At the beginning of the semesternid@nwas keen on organising a
study group with her classmates but she quicklifsedthere were many obstacles to
forming such a group, with one obstacle being tifferént pace at which everyone

was working:

| don’t want to spend time on this myself becauseso busy with my assignments. |
feel when | need help, | can write individual ersdd them. There are always ways to
contact them. | don’t need to set a time for eveeya. everyone’s schedule is
different. Maybe I've started writing about [topitjut they haven't, so we can’t
discuss this. [Jennifer, Interview 3]

Likewise, Chris observed that his classmates wiroe@using on completing their

own activities without interacting with one another

There are topics for students to work on, but emeeysays what they want to say and
doesn't respond to others. The reason is thaeteher makes each topic a task, so
subconsciously, everyone thinks that once they #ubrthey have completed that
particular task, and there’s no need to keep ditiagtask. And they move on to the
next task. [Chris, Interview 6]

Chris also commented that if these tasks were img@hed in a face-to-face study
unit, it would be very likely that the teacher wduhave students complete them
together in groups (Interview 5), suggesting timaeractivity would be higher when
students worked at the same pace. This comment ssiinisv desire for stronger

framing by the teacher in pacing student learning.

The third problem seemed to be exclusive to Vivi&8he was distressed by not
knowing how much work she was supposed to do eagkwand it seemed that weak
pacing of learning exacerbated the situation asfeimed herself studying non-stop.

For example, in reference to the compulsory ontioetributions in one of her online
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units, she said she wished her teacher had spktibey many postings the students
should make each week:

There is no black-and white rule ... it tells ybattin the end, participation will count
for 10%, but it doesn’t say clearly what you haveld each week, like write a certain
length of message or comment on a certain numbmesgages. There are no such
requirements. ... Here are a few general principlgerticipation, but they are all
very abstract, no specific rules. [Vivian, Intewi8]

As this shows, Vivian preferred the task to be brokup into smaller, weekly
activities (i.e. more strongly paced), rather tisaretching over the whole semester
(i.e. weakly paced). This might be because sineeves not receiving signals from
her teacher about when to end the task or whethat she had done was adequate,

she felt she had to keep doing the task:

If the computer is on, | feel | should be readihiggs online, and if | feel | am tired
and | lie in bed to have a rest, then I'll say tgself, “You're wasting time. The time
is running out. You shouldn't be taking a rest''ijNin, Interview 3]

As for the various forms of support provided bycteers of online units to assist

students with the weak framing of the learning emwnent, such as forum

discussions, online chats and face-to-face workslisge Chapter 5), the students did
not consider them to be effective. The main reammreared to be that the students
had different expectations of these activitiesh® teacher participants. That is, while
the teacher participants intended these activiliedielp students to complete the
assessment tasks, the students expected to expomibject content through these

activities, as discussed in Section 6.2.3.1.

6.3.3 Relationships with the teacher

Overall, students’ remarks about their relationshipth teachers in the online units
indicate that they felt there was a weak hierarchthe relationships. In fact, all of
them commented that their teachers were virtualysible in their learning process.
The volume of references to this issue throughloaitimterviews is significant, but to
summarise, the teachers were perceived as havkeq t@ “passive” role (Jennifer,
Interview 5) in teaching the content knowledge asdl\vas in organising learning
activities, two central teaching responsibilities ithe participants’ views.

Consequently, the majority of the students comnierteat no intellectual or
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interpersonal relationship was formed between thaththeir teachers. In fact, some
even had difficulty describing how their teachensght or what they were like.

6.3.3.1 Perceived roles played by the teacher

The interview question that asked the studentsescribe the roles their teachers
played in teaching the online units brought simiesponses. Generally, they noted
that the teachers in the online context played rairdshed role compared with

teachers in a face-to-face environment:

Online, | feel a teacher’s charisma is diminishedecause the teacher’s role is
limited. He or she can only be a consultant. Buiage-to-face classes, the teacher
can be a lecturer, instructor, consultant, and nudhgr things. [Jennifer, Interview 4]

In a subsequent interview with Jennifer, she adthed the teacher played this
consulting role by “hiding in the dark” and onlygpiding help when students
requested it. Then she emphasised this was patesiehing as the teacher did not
take the initiative to disseminate knowledge or“&bevate” students’ levels of
knowledge. For this reason, Jennifer thought hachter made little impact on her
learning (Interview 5). In supporting this opinio@Ghris said his teacher played an

even lesser role, that is, “she only marked thegasgents” (Interview 6).

With regard to the facilitating role the teachentp#pants claimed to play (see
Chapter 5, Section 5.3.4.1), Megan said she didwtaess this role being fulfilled by

her teachers:

But online learning, the teachers are not requioddcture. They are not required to
see me. Then their role is ... not “facilitator”.rimy experience, | didn't see them
playing this role. At most, | can only say they wenore like “assistants”. | don’t
think they were entitled to be called “facilitatoy®t. This was how | felt. [Megan,
Interview 2]

In Megan’s opinion, her learning was facilitated thye assessment tasks, not her
teachers, because her teachers did not offer hedblack on which level of
knowledge [she was] ... supposed to have reachedtédun Section 6.3.1).

Unlike Megan, who had learned the term “facilitatior her study, the other students
said they did not know what a “facilitator” meanithnsisted that if that was the role

their teachers were playing, it should be practiaednoderation. The following
182



guotation represents a typical description of #eching approach the students felt

was being implemented in their units:

What I'm experiencing now is the extreme. | fekéll was thrown out completely.
No one cares what I'm doing. The teachers caniatedhis approach into their
teaching to help us think while teaching us atstéime time, but not leaving us
completely alone to decide how much we want tonlglaow much we want to
understand. [Vivian, Interview 3]

While Megan referred to her teachers as “assistaagsindicated in her quote above,
Vivian likened her teachers to “tour guides”:

Point you to a direction. Not a teacher. They aeehers, but not teachers in the sense
that they lecture to you. They're like a guideglik tour guide. They take you to a
place, and say, you have an hour to look aroungbanown. Have fun yourself. Go
wherever you want to go. [Vivian, Interview 6]

Jennifer lent her full support to this tour guidealgy, depicting her teacher’s
approach as: “It's up to you. If you want to havieek at some spot, go for it. If you

want to learn, do so. And if you don’t, so be ititérview 5).

Throughout the interviews with Jennifer, she seetodzk torn between her resistance
against the traditional teacher-centred approackChima and her doubt about the
hands-off teaching approach in her current onling. un the last interview, she

appeared to come to the realisation that someedirétdlitional teaching roles had their

value, despite her reluctance to use the word ittoamhl”:

| think the teacher should still stand above amedate you. | really need to think of a
good term for this ... this is still a more traditadmole of a teacher ... “instructor” ...

| shouldn’t say a traditional role. | mean it's heepart of traditional teaching for
centuries, but it's still the core, the essentat pf teaching that shouldn’t be missing.
| think current theories have weakened this rolactv| think is not good. [Jennifer,
Interview 5]

This traditional role, judging by the context fromhich the above quote was taken,
mainly referred to the teacher’s responsibility feaching the content knowledge.
The students in this study were in unanimous ageegthat their teachers did little in
this regard. As Jennifer pointed out, the conteas wrovided on the Website of the
online unit, not taught by the teacher (Interviewhis view is clearly demonstrated
in an analogy Jennifer drew in expressing her peefee for face-to-face learning
over online learning. She stressed that in saymglise was only referring to a face-
to-face class taught by a great lecturer, and“th#ite lecturer in a face-to-face class
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simply reads the text from textbooks, then it's saee with what's happening in the
online context.” This analogy between a poor leatwand online teaching reflected
most students’ perception of the way they weredp&anght online.

Moreover, some students expressed the belief theyldvhave learned more
effectively and efficiently had their teachers take more active role in enforcing
organised learning activities. For instance, sdvstadents thought compulsory
participation in forum discussions could have aitpas effect: “Students will think
more. They not only think about their own stufft khey also have to think about how
to respond to others” (Diana, Interview 3). Howewvas reiterated in the preceding
sections, those whose classes included assessablgulsory online contributions
spoke unfavourably of this type of activities. \ami admitted that she did not post
messages because she had anything to say but eeslagissimply wanted to get
higher marks (Interview 6). Chris suggested thatead of forced participation,
teachers should design activities that result mdestts’ voluntary involvement
(Interview 6), an opinion supported by all the otBudents. None of the students,

however, was able to give an example of such awityct

6.3.3.2 Distant teacher-student relationships

Interview questions relating to the students’ ielaghips with their teachers yielded
responses indicating that the students perceiveddlationships to be non-existent.
The following response is typical:

| think the teacher probably doesn’t know me attddl probably only knows there is
a student by this name. ... | handed in my assigterend the teacher gave me
feedback. Nothing more than that. That’s all. [Jemninterview 5]

Two participants said that an interpersonal retetimp with the teacher was deemed
to be insignificant in the Australian learning emviment. They found that unlike in

China, making a good impression on the teachemwotieecessary in Australia:

The teacher won't take into consideration what lohgerson you are. It doesn’t
matter how well you learned or what good marks goubefore. If you write a bad
assignment, you get a bad mark, as simple ag@tats, Interview 6]
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While not necessarily disagreeing with this opinithe other students argued that an
interpersonal relationship with the teacher wasciatufor their study because it
affected their intellectual relationships with tteacher. The interviews consistently
indicated that a lack of interpersonal relationsiith their teachers was the major
reason why many students hesitated to initiate @@ations about their study with
their teachers. Vivian, for instance, had particddficulties with one online unit as
she wanted to consult the teacher about aspectheokubject content but kept
delaying this because the teacher was new to hers&d she could not feel what he
was like or whether he liked students to ask himastjons or not: “You can'’t feel
anything, the teacher’s feelings, personality, e emotional relationship between
you and the teacher. It's all writing, emotionlegsting” (Interview 4). Likewise,
Jennifer refrained from discussing issues thatrésted her with the teacher of her
online unit, which she normally did in face-to-fadasses, because she also felt she
did not “know” the teacher:

Because the relationships between classmates @émdheiteacher haven’t been built
up. The interactions between you and the teacHéaér-to-face] class makes you
feel close to them, so you feel you can and wahti@ a chat with them after class.
Online, even if the teacher is very friendly, yaand know them. This is the huge gap
online that you can’t cross. [Jennifer, Intervielv 5

While Vivian and Jennifer blamed their poor relasbips with their teachers on the
limitations of the online communication medium, @Shrattributed his poor
relationship with his teacher to the insufficieffoe on the teacher’s part to establish
the relationship:

| realised there was no interaction between theh&aand students, not at all. All we
did was submit our assignments, and all she didaddsa short comment on it,
saying, ‘good point’ or something like that. Evegmment is similar. No interaction
at all. So | feel it makes no difference wheth@réhis a teacher in this online unit or
not. I don't need to go online to read the samernents every week. [Chris,
Interview 6]

As a consequence of an absent intellectual relsttipnwith their teachers, the
students felt unable to access their teachers’rexpghts into the subject content of
their online units, as previously discussed in Bact6.2.3.1. This, in turn,
substantially reduced the students’ chances, amWVifinterview 5) put it, of being
“inspired” by their teachers. For example, Vividaimed that this was why she had

greater difficulty generating ideas for her assignts in the online units than in her
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face-to-face experiences (Interview 5). Diana amhifer also mentioned the holistic
influence the teacher had on them in their acadgmarsuit. Jennifer, for instance,
recollected how she was motivated by one teachex face-to-face study unit in

Australia;

The teacher showed us the way she did researchyamgre all very inspired. We
admired her, and we realised that was how one dsesrch. Before that, we had no
idea. After that, we felt we wanted to do that tbbis demonstration was the same as
disseminating knowledge. You can disseminate comtemethods. Content is
knowledge itself, and method is the teacher’s netbaain knowledge. [Jennifer,
Interview 5]

Both Jennifer and Diana stated that they did ngieaence this type of teacher

influence online.

6.3.4 Relationships with fellow students

None of the participants reported the formationaokarning community in their
online units. The absence of such a community liéerent impact on the individual
students. Some insisted that it affected them ith aterpersonal and intellectual
aspects. These students said they did not likbhdoestheir opinions with their peers
before getting to know them. They explained thé& tas because they did not want
to risk offending others or causing misunderstagsliMegan, Interview 1; Vivian,
Interview 6). Rita, for example, confirmed that \ftex she knew a person was a
determining factor in her decision to respond toessage (Interview 1). Megan and
Jennifer also noted that a lack of interpersonaineations among the students
lowered their interest in forming study groups (Meg Interview 1; Jennifer,

Interview 4).

The above comments show that the participants génpexgreed that an intellectual
relationship had to be preceded by an interpersomal. Several students also
expressed the belief that even when an interpersetationship did not lead to
intellectual interaction with their peers, it sthlad a motivational effect in their
learning. Vivian's experience attested to this vi&he repeatedly complained about

feeling “isolated” and “like a hermit” throughouid semester:

| feel very lonely. Every morning, as soon as | al, | log on to Janison, while all
my roommates go to the uni. | stay at home, reattiagnessages the whole morning,
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doing the reading the whole afternoon, and writtrgwhole evening. In the
afternoon, they come back from the uni. | feel kkbermit at home. | have no contact
with people, and no one knows what I'm doing ..one sees me. [Vivian, Interview
3]
Then she said that these feelings caused her ¢e flassion” for her studies, and that
she wished she could talk about her problems wathckassmates even if they were
not able to help her solve the problems. Otheresitsdexpressed similar feelings.
They described online learning as “lonely learnif@iana, Interview 3) and “boring”

(Jennifer, Interview 5; Megan, Interview 2).

For Diana, the learning communities she had expee@ in face-to-face learning
encouraged “positive competition” among the stuslehénce providing her with an
incentive to learn. She stressed that she wasrirgfeto the positive type of

competition, or “good pressure” as she called Ite Said, for instance, “when you
interacted with the teacher and your classmatasfgond other people were making
progress each day. You found them changed eachthieyedid a task, so you felt
great pressure” (Diana, Interview 3). A few othardents indirectly spoke of this
advantage of a learning community, although themdéd to use the phase
“atmosphere of learning” instead of “positive coriip@n”, as is indicated in the

following comment:

[In this online unit] | didn't see anyone. | fek & there was only me in this class. So
| wondered if | was really in a class, or if | wastually learning. | couldn't feel it.
There was no atmosphere of learning. In face-te-&ody units, at least | know what
I’'m doing when | go to the weekly classes. [Chigerview 6]

It should be noted here that Chris was actually ahly participant who initially
claimed that the presence of his fellow studentsd@bearing on his learning at all.
In his earlier interviews, he asserted that henle@dmainly through reading and that
discussing issues with his classmates rarely iedpiim. Nevertheless, in the final
interview, when reflecting on his learning expederf the online unit, he revealed a
dramatic change in his opinion. He stated thatitlendt realise his relationship with
his peers played a part in his learning until HeHfe was deprived of it completely in

the online unit:

In face-to-face classes, | felt there was a legreimvironment no matter what, so |
didn't care about interaction that much. But onleaning made me feel there was
no learning environment at all. So | thought abigutying to figure out why, and
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finally realised that it was because there wasteraction with the teacher or my
classmates. [Chris, Interview 6]

The interview data suggest that among all the stisdeonly two made attempts to
build a learning community in their classes. Jeamiés formerly mentioned, tried to
organise a study group. This, according to her, twaseek “a sense of belonging”
(Interview 2). Megan’s approach, on the other havals to remain active in the online
discussions. Whereas Jennifer let her plan lapsenwio one responded to her
invitation, Megan persisted with hers for two setaes Still, Megan did not find the
interactions with her classmates satisfactory besgashe said, her classmates were
not as involved as she was and her teachers didmugavour to motivate students to

participate (Interview 3).

In addition to the reasons mentioned by Megan, dther key factors emerged from
the data to account for this lack of success inding a learning community: the
asynchronous nature of online learning and thegdesf the assessment tasks. First,
all the students believed that in a face-to-facetext a learning community would
naturally develop because students interactedasscand during the breaks, but the
asynchronicity of online learning made these irdeoas less likely to happen. More
importantly, many found that the focus on utilismge’s own context in the design of
assignments, and the weak pacing of learning, reddeeer interactions unnecessary
(see discussions in Sections 6.2.1 and 6.3.2)a@icplar relevance to the issue being
explored here was that this could be one reasonseme students felt there was no
“common ground” to build a peer relationship onn@liéer, Interview 5). As Jennifer
pointed out, “you need a purpose to communicatmenl. it's weird if you chat with
someone you don’t know without a specific purpodeterview 4).

To conclude, the students felt that online learnagythey experienced it, was similar
to traditional distance education, in which studeiad very little chance to

communicate with their teachers and classmatesnéDidnterview 3). Jennifer

described this type of learning as learning “iraauwum”:

When | learn face-to-face, my learning is situated larger ‘context’, larger culture,

larger life, which is definitely more beneficialllaspects of it mutually interact with,
and benefit, one another. But if all the study siiitmy course were online units, my
learning would be still, insubstantial ... It dogdmother me too much to do nothing
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but learn the content in one online unit, but Immking that if | had to study in a
vacuum like those whose study units are all onlinigs, | don't think I'd like it.
[Jennifer, Interview 4]

Taking only one online unit did not bother her mach because, she explained, her
other face-to-face study units could “compensaté tlois social deficiency. Those

whose study units were mostly online units seeroesthare Megan'’s feelings below:

You surely won't have as deep an impression of whathave learned because when
you study on your own ... your learning context isiyeading on your own ... when |
study, my environment is, | sit in front of the gouter reading and reading,
constantly. There is no change at all. So in thigson, there are very few things that
can stimulate me [Megan, Interview 2]

Megan and Vivian spoke of switching to a specisilisathat did not involve this form

of learning. For the first half of the semesteryisn talked about dropping out of the
course during the interviews. All the other studerixcept for Fiona, noted that they
would avoid this form of learning in future. Jerarif for example, decided to study
another degree towards the end of the semesteshansiaid she would first eliminate
the options that required her to study online natendow interested she was in the

content of the courses (Interview 5).

6.3.5 Discussion

Three main themes surfaced in this section. Indfuelents’ experiences, (1) the
teaching practices were not based on a systemati¢ (2) the teachers were passive
and invisible; and (3) valuable peer support waavailable. These perceptions were

expressed accompanied by emotions associatederiling in limbo.

First, the students did not consider the teachp@ach characterised by relatively
weak framing of knowledge (i.e. weak sequencing padng rules) to be effective
because they felt it lacked systematic procedumesntorm learners when to
accomplish what. Most students felt they gaindtelinsight into their progression in
their online units. Put another way, from the stideperspective, signals indicating
they were ready to move on to the next step of tle@irning were missing in this
form of teaching. Clearly, the relatively weak fiagn of these online units was
experienced by the participants asaisence- a lack of structure, procedures and

explicit guidelines for learning content knowledgik was experienced negatively, as
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a vacuum of legitimacy rather than as positivelg, (r example, enabling more
space for personal creativity). This experienceltamce be described as one showing
a relatively weak epistemic relation (ER-) to teadhing of content knowledge. It left

many students in the study constantly wonderingtindrehey were learning or not.

The intended flexibility of the pedagogical desdjd not have an enabling effect on
these students’ learning. Instead, weak sequenamt pacing were said by the
students to segment their learning. For examplezyndescribed their learning as
compressed into intensive but separated blockéndd, tin accordance with the due
dates of the assignments. Students emphasisedcthidy not learn effectively this
way, as the knowledge taken in was not “digesteell. Wloreover, students’ remarks
suggesting that the assignments were like sepgratehes’ with little connection
with one another show that not only the learningcpss but also the subject content
was segmented. These descriptions of not gainihgreat content knowledge and
not fully understanding what they were readingéatk the students felt their learning
outcomes in terms of gaining content knowledge wertdegitimate. This experience
again exhibits a relatively weaker epistemic relafER-) to content knowledge. The
perceived adverse effects of weak sequencing atidgaules were amplified by the
pedagogical relationships in the online units, alsaracterised by weaker framing, as
discussed below.

The second theme that emerged from this sectitimaisthe students concluded their
teachers were passive and generally invisible achimg the online units. According
to students, their teachers left most decisionsuatiee content and the methods of
learning to them. This indicated students expegdracweak hierarchy (weak framing)
in the pedagogical relationship. However, this wiakning was again experienced as
a lack of structure and explicit guidanes, noted above. For example, the students
described their teachers as ‘assistants’, ‘constsitaand ‘tour guides’, who only
offered assistance in response to particular pnoblencountered and raised by
individual students. This form of instructions, the students’ opinion, were
occasional and given on an ad hoc basis. Thahésstudents thought their teachers
only acted upon request without systematically irpg content knowledge and

guidance to students. The students therefore expexd relationships with their
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teachers in which knowledge and techniques for iniogn knowledge were both

downplayed (a weaker epistemic relation).

Judging by the teachers’ remarks about their tatiie roles (Chapter 5, Section

5.3.4.1), however, it seems that these studente weaware of, or not prepared to
accept, that the teacher’s invisibility was intenall, and that learners were expected
to take the initiative in their interactions withetteacher. Putting this another way, the
invisible pedagogy employed in the online unitsjcihwvas based on a knower code,
required learners to expose, or “exteriorize” (B¢em, 1977, p.121) their learning to

the teacher’s surveillance. Not knowing this ruléh® game (i.e. not possessing this
recognition rule) made it difficult for the studento behave and communicate
appropriately in the online environment. It appéatieat they did not experience the
teaching methods as intended by the teachers anhdhiy responded to the teaching
by doing exactly the opposite to what would havadiiged them; that is, they

avoided being visible by detaching themselves ftbenlearning context.

There are a variety of reasons for this detachmangng them the students’ worry
about being judged in public in terms of sharingjtiopinions; the perception that the
teacher would not respond to their postings; aed ttevaluation of peer perspectives.
As mentioned in the curriculum section, the stusfeti¢valuation of peer opinions is
indicative of a weaker social relation. Here, thedents’ reluctance to express their
views for fear of being unfavourably judged conféran earlier conclusion that they
did not see their personal insights as legitimatech manifests an experience of a
weaker social relation (SR-). As for the commenmdt ttheir participation in the
learning context was unnecessary because the teacihdd not respond to them, it
highlights the students’ desire for a stronger tepisc relation in the teaching.
Furthermore, this section revealed that the stigdeot only yearned for the teacher’s
insights of the content knowledge and instructidashelp them decide what is
legitimate in this context, but they also lookedthe teacher to inspire them to
become legitimate knowers. This latter desire isisitated by the students’
discussions about the consequences of a distamheteatudent relationship.
According to students, opportunities to becomegditeate knower were not present
in the learning context because of this form of gmedjical relationship, which

suggests a weak social relation (SR-).
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The third theme is that the students did not expee the kind of peer support they
considered valuable, which sums up their feelihgs there was no legitimate knower
(except for the teacher) in their online units. ®oeial relation characterising this
experience, hence, is relatively weak (SR-). Thegpsu the students were seeking
from their peers can be categorised into threestypene of which, according to the
students, was readily accessible to them. The tiyjgst was support for learning the
subject content. This resonates with an importandirig reported in Chapter 4 that
Chinese students tend not to find a learning conmtywuiseful unless it is knowledge-
oriented (see Section 4.3.6). Specifically, what skudents expected to gain from a
learning community was information that could asdleem in conducting their
assignments. Since they found the weaker classdicaf knowledge and weaker
framing of knowledge of their online units rendettats expectation unlikely to be
met, they decided engaging in this form of commuwias not conducive to learning.
In other words, they judged the value of the kneamented learning community not
in social relation terms but in epistemic relatterms. It was felt to be a community
with little capacity for generating useful inforrmat, one that represents a weak
epistemic relation (ER-). To these students, thrmmunity comprised members who
did not possess any more legitimate insights iheotechniques for gaining content
knowledge than the students themselves, so it whsrniitled to be called laarning
community. Consequently, the students did not feely belonged to a learning
community. This lack of a sense of belonging alsggests a weak social relation to
knowers (SR-).

The second type of support sought was ‘positive ptition’. By this, the students
meant that what was also missing from the onlineswmas a learning community that
allowed them to ensure they were not falling betgdbeing able to compare their
own progress with that of their peers. In this serss peer could be identified as a
knower if his or her states of knowledge servedaagardstick against which the
students could measure their learning of the cérkeowledge. The two forms of
support discussed so far show that for these stedére importance of the presence
of their peers resides not so much in who they arayhat they think, as in their

knowledge about the methods for learning the stiligeatent and in the content
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knowledge they possess. Both types of knowershenstudents’ experiences, were
absent from the online units (SR-).

The last type of support the students anticipat@dining from a learning community
relates to the affective dimension of learning,tipakarly emotional support from
their peers. In the face of the perceived insudfitiinstructions and guidance from
their teachers, the students felt they were oftérelone to do everything themselves.
Under these circumstances, some students spokesarhigig for the emotional
support of their peers but found they had no actefisis. These student remarks can
be interpreted as a realisation of a weaker soelation (SR-) as well, as they show
the students experienced not being part of a coritgnim terms of interpersonal
relationships. Strong feelings of being neglected abandoned by their teachers and
being completely isolated from their peers weresthhiquitously articulated. It was
like learning in a ‘vacuum’, or as a ‘hermit’, asnse succinctly put it, without
stimulation or inspiration from the environment. Asesult, most students concluded
that their experiences of the online units werenspiring and disappointing

intellectually and emotionally.

To summarise, the students did not see the ineisg#ddagogy characterised by
weaker framing of knowledge as legitimate pedagogyas enabling flexibility and
learner choice (see Chapter 5, Section 5.2.3)eduistthey felt the teaching methods
were inadequate for offering them knowledge, pples and techniques in a
systematic manner (a weaker epistemic relation):elgher, they did not experience
the communities formed in the online units as kneareented or feel they were part
of those communities (a weaker social relationnsgguently, the students could not
base their success in their online units on thghtriprocedures to gain knowledge, on
their own positions as knowers, or on their memnttipref a group of knowers. Like
their experiences with the curriculum, their expedes with the pedagogy are also
specialised by a relativist code (ER-, SR-). Sinylathe effects were a string of
negative emotions, in particular, feelings of beindimbo, having no sense of time
and place, not knowing what they had achieved, a/ieey were heading, or where

they should be.
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6. 4 Assessment

6.4.1 Assessment criteria

The students’ struggle to cope with the weak franahknowledge in their units was
also shown in their difficulty in interpreting th@ssessment criteria. As will be
illustrated here, many students did not recogrieeassessment approach as weakly
framed. Jennifer and Chris, for example, recallepedences of failing to meet the
criteria, both insisting it was because their teashdid not explain the criteria clearly
enough. In Jennifer's case, she said she receiviedvamark for one assignment
asking students to compose a timeline for an eduwt issue. The teacher
commented in his feedback that Jennifer’'s assighfimaeded an introduction and a
conclusion to make it more readable” (Jennifereview 4). Jennifer argued this was
not specified in the assessment criteria and tinadgd not think a timeline needed to
be accompanied by an introduction and a conclugiofact, in an earlier interview,
while still writing this assignment, she remarkédttthe assignment was “basic. You
don’'t need to give your personal opinions” (Intewi 3). At that time, she was
concerned about which format of the timeline heacker wanted and felt

disappointed when the teacher did not give heffiaiteanswer when she asked him:

| asked the teacher, and he said, any form of iiv@abas fine. But I'm the type of ...
you should know by now, | am a “test-taker.” If tieacher doesn’t give me a
standard, | don’t know what to do. If the teachad kpecified Power Point as the
form, or other things, then | could have done iywsell, and | would have come up
with some “original ideas.” | mean, | will come with “original ideas” based on the
requirements. If there are no basic requiremerdd, dtdon’t know what to derive my
ideas from. [Jennifer, Interview 3]

The above quotation illustrates that Jennifer foimhfficult to work when there were

no explicit guidelines. As she claimed, “We arelroducers. We produce the goods
as required. You need to give me the standardgér{liirew 5). These responses
indicate Jennifer could not recognise what herhea@xpected her to do and she
dealt with the assignment according to what shaidened to be the correct way. She

obviously felt it was unfair that she was penaligethis instance.

In Chris’ situation, he said he failed to fulfil assessment criterion for an assignment
that required students to “provide evidence thahalestrated they had done the

preliminary activities” (Chris, Interview 4). To t&sfy this criterion, Chris said he
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made a brief mention in his assignment that he ¢@dpleted the activities and
posted these activities on the forum as requirethé teacher’s feedback, though, she
commented that the arguments Chris made in higrasgints did not appear to be
informed by the preliminary activities (Chris, Inteew 4). In his defence, Chris
argued that the particular criterion simply statieere needed to be evidence he had
done the activities without specifying how thisaamce should be presented. In other
words, it did not occur to Chris that he had towdran these activities in his
assignment. Like Jennifer, Chris did not experietive assessment approach as
weakly framed; instead, he felt his teacher didfadil her duty of giving sufficient
guidance to students. Accordingly, he was confumed upset about his teacher’s
feedback. As is shown in these two incidents, @énsed that the implicit rules of
academic writing that were taken for granted byniferis and Chris’ teachers had
eluded the two students.

While Jennifer’'s and Chris’ problems in conductihgir assignments concerned the
style or structure of their writing, other studehtsl trouble interpreting the topics of
their assignments. These students expressed thstration when they found their
teachers did not intend to offer them explicit guide. Again, the students
experienced this teaching strategy as lacking dlestructions, rather than having
weaker framing. In the following quote, Vivian reed her impression that the
teacher was purposely holding back the answer filemwhen she approached him

for help:

Vivian: | felt | still don't know what to write after tking to him, and | also can't
understand why the teacher is so reserved aboutthdnassignment means. Why
can't he tell me directly ...?

Interviewer: Do you feel the teacher knows the answer butqaely didn't tell you?
Vivian: Yes ... He won't tell you everything. Isn't thighat they do in the West? The
teacher won't tell students what they should devhich direction | could take.
Direction is very important. Once you are on a wytrack, no matter how good your
writing is, you are wasting your time. I'm constignorried that | might be on the
wrong track. [Vivian, Interview 3]

This quote indicates that Vivian could sense somgthvas different in this new
environment; that is, unlike Jennifer and Chrispviilamed their teachers for failing
to perform their duties, Vivian recognised her teacovas adopting a certain teaching
strategy. However, Vivian did not experience tleiaching strategy as based on weak

framing. She did not see the open-endedness oasmgnment, and believed that
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there was still a ‘correct’ answer that she hadind. After she realised the teacher
would not provide this answer, Vivian said she hadthoice but to “guess” it: “if I'm
lucky, | might be right” (Interview 2). At the samine, she expressed feelings of

guilt over doing this:

| always think that since I've paid so much moneg aome all the way here to study,
if I don’t even understand what I'm learning, ankdem | write, | can only guess what
I'm supposed to write, | feel it’s really not worith | feel guilty about spending [the
time and] the amount of money here. [Vivian, Intew 3]

Another common theme relevant to teacher feedb&dkeo students’ performance
was that the students did not consider the feedhbaeitul in helping them make
improvements. Some students noted that this waaulectheir teachers tended to
offer encouraging feedback without pointing out fie problems in their work.
Chris described this type of feedback as contaifilitite substance” because it did
not help him to improve his future work. Moreovtite students did not believe they
received this kind of positive feedback because therk was “perfect” but because
the teachers did not make enough effort to lookwieaknesses in their work (Chris,
Interview 3; Megan, Interview 2). Megan was pairtcly upset about this issue. She
said that since the teachers taught little in ¢l should at least offer more in their
feedback of student assignments; otherwise shadeltnoney and time were not well

spent (Megan, Interview 2).

On the other hand, the students stated that eveonife teachers did identify the
weaknesses in their assignments, they still didknotv how to rectify the problems.

In other words, there was still a lack of explipitocedures. The teachers’ use of
assessment rubrics, in particular, was negativedyuated by some students for this

reason:

| knew which category | did badly in and | evenknigow badly, but | didn’t know
exactly what | did badly. So | was unable to immgrdtv | might do just as badly in
this category next time because | didn't know whgtproblem was. For instance, it
wasn'’t useful when they told me my search was notdgenough without telling me
exactly what | did wrong. [Megan, Interview 2]

Vivian raised another problem with the marking gatges in the assessment rubrics.
She insisted that she was not capable of improviag performance in certain
categories. Specifically, among the typical catexpoher teachers used — structure,
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originality, style, presentation, sources and laggu — she said she was only
confident that she was able to make changes intsteiand sources:

The assessment rubric ... doesn’t have a big effeane, and | feel this is a problem
with my level. Look at the individual items ...dthot like now | don’t get a full mark
in a specific category, so | make more effort aegttime | can improve my mark.
Impossible. My level doesn’t change. [Vivian, Intew 5]

Whereas Vivian seemed convinced there was no ealuti her problem, Chris and
Megan suggested two ways their teachers could riagiefeedback effective. Chris
considered it would be helpful if the teacher addechments on student performance
for each of the assessment criteria (InterviewMggan found that detailed teacher
feedback on a draft of her assignment before itensssion assisted her greatly. She

recounted how she benefited from such an approdmpted by one of her teachers:

[The teacher] offered us a chance to send herraiirlikfore the due date, and she
provided detailed instructions, like where | shoatiti some references, and where |
needed to use supporting ideas. She would adabdbéck to your draft. This way, |
knew what | could do in my next assignment. Becdlksew how to improve this
assignment, | knew the direction, and with thigdiion, | knew what | could do next
time. [Megan, Interview 2]

6.4.2 Perceived measures of achievement

This section presents the students’ comments onyfhee of learner that was more
likely to excel in online learning with special eeénce to the online units being
investigated in this study. It should be mentiotteat several participants appeared to
struggle a little when trying to respond to theemtew questions relevant to this issue.
Megan, for example, said she was unable to givecashn how to get a good grade in
her online units because even though she had ctedpgter entire degree, she felt she
still had no idea why she only received an averagek for some of her assignments
(Interview 2). The four thematic categories emegginom the analysis of the
teachers’ descriptions of a successful learner heir tunits (abilities, attitudes,
personal traits, and other attributes) were usesbtbthe students’ responses. Table
16 lists these categories and their illustrativareples. It is followed by a brief

discussion on some of the issues that have ndiegst addressed in this chapter.
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Table 16. Students’ descriptions of a successéuhler in their online units

Category Examples

Abilities Ability to meet all assessment criteria

Ability to read a lot and provide references accordingly
Ability to synthesise ideas found in the literature

A good writing structure

Good search skills

Ability to connect theory to one’s context

Attitudes

Willing to learn on one’s own
» Passionate about learning
Self-discipline

Personal traits Quiet, introvert
Independent
Patient

Perseverant

Others

Work experience
« Current work context

6.4.2.1 Meeting assessment criteria

Most students did not appear to have recognisedrtpkcit nature of the assessment
criteria. They did not see the criteria as negdeiadh point that the teachers repeatedly
emphasised in the interviews. The students wethebpinion that the key to getting
a good mark was to meet all the assessment critdffeen further pressed, they
explained that this meant all the sub-questionssues listed under an assignment

topic had to be addressed:

There are rules you have to follow. You must follihve criteria when you write your
assignments. When the teacher marks your assigaymbay mark your response to
each of the questions they want you to answer.n®imterview 3]

Most students considered these sub-questions usdialping them focus the content
of their assignments. Chris and Rita, for examptated that they usually planned
what to write by integrating these sub-issues thioheadings of their content (Chris,
Interview 5; Rita, Interview 3). Diana, on the atheand, insisted that the sub-
questions restricted her thoughts about a topiterflirew 3). On further probing, it
was found that Diandid notice in the unit outlines that students werecasle to
negotiate with the teachers about the assessmriazrbut she was reluctant to do
so. In her interpretation, the teachers were neigro those students who were not

capable of addressing the questions:

Interviewer: The teachers seem to think that students caniaggwith them about
this.
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Diana: But it's not that you don’t understand the quassi You do!

Interviewer: Do you think that once students see the questiotiey’ll try their best
to answer them?

Diana: Yes, yes, no one will think otherwise ...

Interviewer : You think students won't tell the teacher whagytiprefer to do for a
particular assignment?

Diana: If | were the teacher, I'd say that if you wantdo something else, you could
do it in your spare time, right? This is how thstsyn works. Once you fulfill the
basic requirements, if you're still interested oirdy more, you can write another
article about it.

Interviewer : It sounds like once it’s written down, you feied not changeable.
Diana: Yes, it's standardized and systematised. [Diantarview 3]

Vivian did not like the sub-questions either but Feason was different. She felt she
was answering separate essay questions when tyiagdress the sub-issues one by
one (Interview 2). In fact, Vivian was so concernagabut responding to all the
guestions that she avoided tackling any other sgdugwever significant and relevant
these issues were. Take, for example, an assigraskintg students to discuss likely
problems in applying a certain theory to their ogontexts, as well as to provide
solutions to these problems. Vivian said that indssignment, she only included the
problems she was able to solve, disregarding pmablshe knew were of greater
magnitude but for which she could not suggest swist According to her, if she had
“described the situation truthfully”, what she wduilave had to deal with would be
“beyond her ability” (Interview 6). Apparently, skiéd not want to risk getting a poor

mark by doing so.

Finally, Jennifer's comparison of writing an essayAustralia to taking a test in
China, quoted below, shows that she considereavélys to attaining a good mark in

the two educational contexts were similar:

| think the environments are different, but as htiened, | am a test-taker. Here there
IS no test, but there are essays anyway. For essayare supposed to write them in a
certain way, and | researched this. | read outlgaesfully and | know what | am
supposed to do, so | work carefully toward thagcthion. ... So it's similar to taking a
test in China. | know the goal, the rules. | gotfarse goals. ... So the approaches are
the same. [Jennifer, Interview 1]

6.4.2.2 Sufficient references: Evidence above opini  ons

Apart from ensuring their assignments coveredhalissues they thought they were

supposed to address, most students believed tlthhga@d sufficient number of
199



references to support their arguments improvedjtiaity of their papers as well. As
Chris said:

Whatever | write, | need to provide references.rélmust be evidence. Whatever |
say, it has to be followed by someone else’s steno prove what | say is right or
wrong. So I've cultivated this habit; | won't sayyrapinion without supporting it
with a reference. [Chris, Interview 6]

Others also viewed this as a way to demonstrate lthed work to the teachers. As a
matter of fact, all of the students, except fomitm and Fiona, considered this aspect
of writing to be the main strength of their acadebilities. For example, when one
of Vivian’s teachers commented she had made predrem her first assignment to
her second assignment, but without explaining whiyjan’s assumption was: “He
might think that | drew on more readings, both ibguired ones and the ones | found
myself, because | had more references for the seessignment” (Interview 6).
These examples show that in the absence of expleiluative criteria and teacher
feedback, the students were guessing that theiantere procedural and knowledge-

based and they conducted and evaluate their ovgnassnts accordingly.

The interview data relating to the students’ viewgiving personal opinions in their
assignments indicates strongly that many failedetmgnise this as a legitimate way
to write their assignments. That is, they did rmisider expressing personal opinions
in their assignments would earn them good marks.ekample, some students said
they avoided writing about a certain opinion theydhor even changed their views of
an issue based on the quantity of the sourcesftuwnd (Chris, Interview 6; Vivian,
Interview 6). In some cases, the students stateat Wiey wrote in the assignments
was usually not their opinions but the ideas thayribined and synthesised” from the
readings (Rita, Interview 3). As an illustration,the final interview with Vivian, she
revealed she had developed a coping strategy beesamester to save time looking
for references to support her arguments. In hefigingpr Academic Purposes (EAP)
course prior to university, she had been taugimag common academic practice to
first brainstorm ideas before searching for suligting evidence in the literature.
However, in the following quote, she explained hsive formulated her opinions in “a

reverse order”, contrary to the “right way” she tasght in the EAP course:

Now | use a reverse order. | have “evidence” fasi] then | think of my “reasons”
according to the “evidence” | have. Then my “cldiroeme last. Honestly, | feel like
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cheating. It's not like | have an opinion first atten | look for evidence to support
my opinion. | now have evidence first and then majen opinion. [Vivian,
Interview 6]

Vivian’s example shows that she recognised the mapoe of giving her personal

opinions in the assignments. However, she feltvea® unable to do this. As a result,
like the other students, she appeared to fake pmioms to meet this assessment
criterion. While Vivian felt guilty about doing thi those who did not recognise this
rule did not see anything wrong with this copingatdgy. For example, Chris

expressed the belief that at the Masters levehghable to evaluate the arguments
presented in the literature was enough, and thagihat ideas were more important at

the doctoral level of study (Interview 6).

Vivian’s sense of guilt also came from the feelitiggt she had to lie about what she
really thought from time to time. She mentioned tinaher assignments, she always
argued that the theories she was learning coultppied to the Chinese context even
though she knew this was not always true. The maor doing this, she said, was to

make her argument flow better:

Usually I'll have written about the strengths o tiheory before | start writing about
the Chinese context. How can | say it's not appliedo China if it's such a good
theory? It doesn’'t seem like a good way to writeasignment. [Vivian, Interview 6]

Again, this statement indicates she did not know twmperform what she was told to

do in the Australian environment.

6.4.2.3 Willingness to learn on one’s own

Throughout the interviews, the students frequentgd adjectives like “active”,

“independent” or “autonomous” to describe an idealine learner. However, a
further examination of these remarks revealed ttledy used these words
interchangeably to refer to one who was willindgarn on his or her own without a
teacher’'s help. The following quotation is one bé thumerous references in the

interview data that this inference is drawn from:

Some students do not like to attend classes. Tkeyd learn on their own. Simply
put, the type whose “autonomy” is higher. They migbt appreciate what the teacher
teaches in class. They have their own way to I€drase people might do better in
online learning. Learning materials are providedtifi@se people on the online
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platform. These are not the mainstream type ofesttgd... [Jennifer, Interview 5]

Another desirable characteristic of a successfiinenlearner that was linked by
several students to the absence of the teacheonfine contexts) was intrinsic
motivation. For example, Megan said the type osperwho is most likely to thrive

on online learning was:

one who has a very strong desire to investigateeiang. One who is very interested
and wants to solve the problems. | think this tghperson has many channels to
learn. Even if there is no teacher to turn to, thidliyhave other means, like searching
online, or using the library. These channels cdp them. [Megan, Interview 3]

In short, the students did not see characteristich as being active, independent,
autonomous and intrinsically motivated as succas®fs in their online units. Instead,
they thought these personal traits were only esdenhen the teacher was absent
from the learning environment. In other words, hgvithese characteristics was
viewed as a means to make up for the lack of tlehir’s involvement in the

environment.

6.4.3 Discussion

The results presented in this section can be sursedaby two themes. The first
theme relates to the students’ perception thatr theademic performances were
undermined by the implicit criteria of knowledgedatheir emotional reactions
associated with this perception. The second thesmihat the students highlighted
gaining content knowledge and being able to dematesthis knowledge as the basis

of success in this environment.

First, the students felt that the quality of thessignments was impoverished by what
they perceived to be ambiguous criteria of knowéedghich indicates an experience
of relatively weak classification and framing ofdwledge in terms of assessment.
The perceived lack of specificity in the evaluatiu@eria is also illustrated by the
students’ experiences of assessment feedback. dt@ynented that the marking
categories and teacher comments failed to diagtiese attainment of the content
knowledge and to provide them with concrete prooesidor making improvements.

In other words, in their view, the assessment teslitl not inform them whether what
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they had demonstrated in their work was valid kremlgk or what techniques or
methods they could use to legitimise their knowtedfhese remarks indicate an
experience in which explicit criteria for deternmgiand achieving the legitimacy of
insight were both missing in the learning contéence an experience embodying a
weaker epistemic relation (ER-). Emotional upsebamted with this experience of
the assessment was prevalent. For instance, samlenss expressed confusion,
distress or anger about being unfairly penalised&d fulfilling the evaluative criteria.
Others articulated a sense of loss, frustration@wlerlessness about not being able
to obtain explicit instruction from their teachewsd so having to speculate about their
intention all the time. So while the weaker epistemelation characterising the
teachers’ intentions for the learning context wexperienced as such a modality, the
experience was not one of freedom from the cométraof bounded and controlled
knowledge but rather an absence of guidance awedtitin, and negative feelings of
loss.

The second theme is concerned with students’ Isedilebut the basis of success in this
educational context. In brief, in contrast to teadhers’ opinions, which highlight
learners’ positions as knowers, the students wenginced that the key to attaining a
good mark in their online units was to demonstthte content knowledge they had
gained. Clearly, they could not recognise the diildne game in this new environment
was to show who they were and what they thoughtheyg continued to apply the
ER-based strategies that had helped them excéleirknowledge code educational
contexts in China (ER+, SR-) to the SR-orientedrieg context in Australia (a
knower code of ER-, SR+). For instance, meetinggsssaent criteria, in students’
explanation, meant supplying content knowledgeesponse to each issue raised by
an assessment topic. One student likened it togianswers to separate questions on
a written test. This reasoning was indeed basea kmowledge code that emphasises
atomised content knowledge, a particular knowlextge that underpins the students’

educational experiences in China (see Chapter 4).

Personal opinion, on the other hand, was considerée of much lesser educational
value and was very often suppressed by these studéen writing their assignments.
This withdrawal of their personal views suggesteaperience of the assessment as

manifesting a relatively weaker social relation {5Rs seen in this section, in order
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to be able to demonstrate their arguments werggrftly supported by the literature,

the students tended to fake or disguise their opsdf the topics they were tackling.
In one example, the student felt a sense of ghduaadopting this coping strategy, as
she had been told this was not the right way ofimgian assignment in the Australian
environment. Nevertheless, even though this stukieedv what she was expected to
do, she obviously was unable to perform it — tsashe had the recognition rule, but
not the realisation rule to deal with this new eoawment. This can be said to be
another indication of an experience characterise@ lwveaker epistemic relation to
procedural knowledge (ER-). Most students, howewd, not even possess the
recognition rule, as they could not see discusHiajy personal perspectives in the
assignments (i.e. bringing themselves to the legrmiontext) was a determining

measure of achievement in the online units (se@€ha).

Another point deserving particular attention istthvéile most students seemed to be
aware that the assessment tasks were negotiabledith not take the opportunity to
adapt the tasks to suit their interests or prastiddis was because they interpreted
negotiating with the teacher as showing incapaittyneet the assessment criteria,
which in turn they felt signified a deficiency ihdir knowledge. Again, rather than
bringing their personal perspectives and concesrtbeé educational context, thereby
experiencing the learning context as showing angosocial relation to knowers, the
students exhibited behaviours that emphasised fisteaic relation. This serves as
another example of not having the recognition ael so coping with behaviours

based on a ‘wrong’ code.

The value attached to displaying the content kndgde they gained in their
assignments is also reflected in the students’ndieins of an ideal learner in the
online units. These definitions are replete witm® signifying a learner’s abilities to
obtain and show his or her states of knowledge Tsadde 16). It can be seen that the
students experienced the measures of achievem#ém online units as manifesting a
stronger epistemic relation to both content knogéednd procedural knowledge. For
example, possessing “good search skills” and belrlg to “read a lot and provide
references” and to “synthesise ideas found in itleeature” are all concerned with
methods for obtaining knowledge. Having “a goodtwg structure” relates to

techniques for presenting this knowledge. In tephattitudes and personal traits,
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because of a lack of explicit instructions in tars/ironment, the students considered
this form of online learning is best suited forfsiciplined, hard-working introverts
who do not need guidance from the teacher. The edadifferences between the
student and teacher participants’ views of the mmessof achievement (see Chapter 5,
Section 5.4.2, Table 15) in their online units sab8ate an important point made in
the preceding sections: the majority of the stusleidl not possess the recognition

rules for the online educational context.

In summary, the two themes outlined above revetiladmost students did not have
the recognition rules for excelling in the knowede learning environment, and none
of them possessed the realisation rules that wbakke enabled them to enact a
legitimate performance of a stronger social retationder these circumstances, the
students’ coping behaviours were a continuatiorwbft they did in China — a
knowledge code emphasis on the epistemic relatirownther words, they perceived
states of knowledge as the object of assessméneiinonline units and dealt with the
assessment accordingly. Congruent with this vieey texpected to be provided with
explicit instructions and evaluative criteria fooncucting their assignments. They
also required feedback indicating what was missirtpeir work and how to improve
it. All this suggests a desire for a stronger epist relation to knowledge.
Nevertheless, to the students’ disappointment, mbribese expectations was met in
their experiences with the online units. They pext a deficiency of clear criteria
for determining the legitimacy of their presentfpanances and specific procedures
and methods for enhancing the legitimacy of theturfe work. On the other hand, the
social aspects of knowers, such as learners’ paksperspectives, interests and
practices, were rarely addressed by the studerstsuskions of assessment. Wherever
these aspects were mentioned, the students dovetpthgir significance in helping
them write their assignments. The social relatiorthie knower, therefore, can be
regarded as relatively weaker (SR-) in the studexigeriences with the assessment
approach. Feeling that explicit evaluative criteware inaccessible and refraining
from utilising personal knowledge and practices tlogir assignments, the students
felt they could not make legitimate knowledge clailon the basis of appropriate
procedures or their social positions as knowerseirTlkexperiences can thus be
described as embodying a relativist code (ER-, SR-a lack of a basis for

legitimating insights. This relativist code was turn experienced as a limbo and
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accompanied by the perception that they did ngt retellectual rewards from their
sojourns and by strong negative emotions associattd this perception, such as
desperation and guilt.

6. 5 Views of the online delivery mode

Finally, the interview data generated some regeliating to students’ views of the
online delivery mode. For example, in a strong eswurring theme, the students in
this study referred to online communication as ‘&rgonal” and “superficial” (Diana,

Interview 1; Jennifer, Interview 5) and thus indaleaof promoting deep intellectual

discussion. Jennifer, for instance, said she falba” in online conversations:

For instance, I'm talking to, say, someone callddry.’ | can’t open up because |
know nothing about her. Then how can | talk abbirtgs at a deeper level with her,
concerning the subject content? But face-to-facanimake judgments about this
person, and so | can talk deeper with this peithough these sound trivial, they
affect the quality of your conversation. [Jennitaterview 5]

As a consequence, some recalled only using onbnenwnication tools to clarify the
requirements of assignments, and others believedettiools merely served the

purpose of solving technical problems:

When you talk about an issue [on the forums], yanitcgo deep. Last semester, one
of my three online units produced more studentipgst The reason was that the task
was technically more difficult. We had to desigiWWabpage. Many people didn't

know how to do it, so they went online to ask foedtions. [Diana, Interview 1]

As a matter of fact, many tended to ignore the lgrob they encountered because
they felt the process of asking a question onlowk ttoo much time and effort, and
that there was no guarantee of a reply (Chrisniege 5; Megan, Interview 1; Rita,
Interview 2). While acknowledging that their teashasually responded to questions
directed to them, some of the students insistetthiege online responses were not of
the same quality as those offered face-to-faceusecthe former generally contained

less information. For example:

Face-to-face, | can explain my questions cleartythie teacher can explain it in
detail to me. At least, the quantity is large. Watlarge quantity of information, | can
learn some things, if not everything. But onlinevhen my question was one
sentence long, the reply | got from the teacherweag likely to be only one sentence
as well. Maybe the teacher was busy, or didn’t khow specific | expected the
answer to be. | realised asking questions onlirenivas effective as | had expected,
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so | gave up. [Jennifer, Interview 5]

Jennifer identified two other barriers to askingesfions online. Firstly, it bothered
her to have to speculate “what the teacher mearntvbat his tone of voice was” in
his written messages (Interview 3). Secondly, tkayin time in receiving a reply

“killed her passion” for wanting to know the answkterview 5).

It was also found that text-based communicationeddtb the workload of the
students whose online units required compulsorytiggaation. This is most
noticeable in Vivian’'s experience. In the first feweeks of the semester, she said she
tried to read all her classmates’ postings for féeat she might miss something

important. And her interviews contained many quaieslar to the following:

I’'m going mad. This is all | can say to describe feglings. It's chaos. Look at all the
stuff people posted online! I'm going mad. It's teorrible. ... Every morning when |
wake up, | go online to read new messages, and toers half of my day. I'm on the
verge of breaking down. [Vivian, Interview 3]

To make matters worse, Vivian had to go througlexdmustive process of writing a

draft, checking for language mistakes and revidiefpre she could finally post a

message. Unsurprisingly, she referred to writingtpas extra assignments (Interview
6).

Some, especially those who took more than one @nlimt, also commented on the
diminished social interaction when learning onlthee to the absence of face-to-face
contact with others. For example, in comparing bBgperience in the previous

semester when all her study units were delivered-tfa-face, Vivian said although

she did not “hang out” with her classmates, sHeast still went to the university and

sometimes “ran into” people she knew. By contrsisg felt online learning deprived

her of a social life. She said her phone never,rhegfriends must have thought she
had disappeared, and that she felt “suppressed”ismidted from the whole world”:

People must have thought | had disappeared. ... Qfteld my boyfriend, ‘I haven't
been out of the house for 4 or 5 days.’ ... | digtvén change shoes. | was wearing
slippers all the time. Sometimes | thought | re&llyl to go out, so | changed clothes
and shoes, and went for a walk around the neighiomal; and then came back to do
exactly the same thing | was doing. [Vivian, Iniew 6]
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Lastly, the students recognised two major benefitthe written medium. One was
the sufficient time to digest information. As wdressed by all participants, they had
less difficulty reading than listening to English:

I’'m sure | can understand the teacher, but my clagss usually have different
accents. There are many barriers for me to intevdbtthem. This is better online
because communication is done through reading) tead it slowly and digest the
message before | offer my feedback. [Jenniferyunter 5]

Another frequently mentioned benefit was the opputy to read others’ work, a
teaching strategy utilised by some teachers ofotiime units. Chris stated that this
helped him to see how well he was doing in relatmhis classmates, which he had
no idea of in a face-to-face study unit (Interviéyv Similar remarks were made by
other students as well.

6.5.1 Discussion

This final section revealed that some studentse@nd blame their perceived lack of
success in the online units on the delivery mod#mittedly, the asynchronous, text-
based communication medium did seem to createesifor some. As seen above,
the delay in time in receiving replies reduced setud’ motivation for learning, and
the written form of communication increased thewrkload. Nevertheless, as has
been shown repeatedly throughout this chapterstingents’ discussions about their
online experiences had more to do with the knowelecpedagogic practices than
with the use of technologies. As an illustratione tstudents’ opinion that teacher
feedback in the online form tended to containdiitiformation is very likely related
to the minimally guided instructional techniques.(iweaker epistemic relation to
knowledge) espoused by the teaching staff. Theestistd argument that the online
medium is not adequate for conducting intelleciw@hmunication with their peers
may be associated with the weaker framing by taache facilitating peer
communication in the online units. As highlightedtihe previous chapter, despite the
teachers’ emphasis on a knower community, to adteetbe principle of flexibility
and learner choice, they tended not to enforce peermmunication in their online
units. This could be one reason why little inteiled communication was experienced
by the students. In conclusion, the delivery modey mave accentuated, rather than

initiated, the problems experienced by learnerstduke form of pedagogy.
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6. 6 Summary of the chapter

The purpose of this chapter was to examine theestusiojourners’ experiences of
their online units at the university. The essent¢he findings is that the students’
experiences of this form of educational practioe gpecialised by a relativist code,
which, in this study, is associated with learndeglings of being in limbo or in a
vacuum. Intellectually, the students doubted thgtiteacy of the knowledge they
gained; emotionally, they felt abandoned and desded. It has been suggested that
some students did not possess the recognition, rales most did not know the
realisation rules for this educational context. Tésults reported in this chapter have
also pointed to a strong clash between the studemné&spretations of the teaching
practices they experienced in the online contedtthe teaching staff's intentions for
this form of practice. This clash is closely saniged in the following, final chapter.
This remaining chapter also draws conclusions ftbenfindings presented so far in
Chapters 4, 5 and 6, discusses the implicationhexe findings for the study, and

offers an agenda for further research.
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

7. 1 Introduction

This research study set out to investigate postgri@dChinese student sojourners’
online learning experiences in a faculty of Edumatat an Australian university. A
case study approach was adopted to capture thelextgpof the participants’
experiences. The study comprised data from focospy with students (Stage 1),
individual teacher interviews and unit documentsa¢g® 2), and multi-session
interviews with individual students (Stage 3). Tthesis drew upon three theories to
analyse the students’ prior educational experigntes teaching practices in the
online context, and relations between the two. fhe®ries also helped to show how
these relations shaped the students’ learning exmes in the online units. These
theories were Berry’s acculturation theory (198897a, 2005), Bernstein’s theory of
educational knowledge codes (1977, 1990, 2000), Matbn’s Legitimation Code
Theory (Maton, 2000, 2007, 2009; Moore & Maton, PD0The purpose of the
present chapter is to discuss the key findinghefstudy in light of these theoretical
perspectives. The chapter has three main parts.fildtepart reviews the findings
presented in chapters 4, 5 and 6. This is follotwe@ discussion of the conclusions
and implications of the research. The final sectautlines directions for future

research.

7. 2 Summary and discussion of findings

The main findings from the study are summariseddisdussed in relation to each of
the three research questions. Sections 7.2.1, @2l Z.2.3 recap the findings relevant
to the student participants’ heritage educationatuce (Question 1), their host

educational culture (Question 2), and the caseyssiddents’ online educational

experiences in Australia (Question 3), respectivilyeach section, the findings are
analysed in terms of Bernstein’s three messagersgst curriculum, pedagogy and
assessment. Each section closes with a discusgithesising findings in terms of

Maton’s legitimation codes of specialisation.
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7.2.1 Characterisation of the teaching practices in the students’

formative educational context

This section addresses the first research question:
What are the characteristics of the teaching piadithat have helped shape
the educational beliefs and values that Chineseéestusojourners bring to the
online learning context in Australia?
The study answers this question by characterigiegetiucational practices in China
as experienced by the student sojourners involudtie study. Data used to address
this question was collected from the three focumigs, which comprised informants
from different faculties, and supplemented by rat@vinformation from the case
study student interviews. For clarity it should d@phasised that the aim is not to
present an account of Chinese education per serdiber of the educational
dispositions of students with experience of Chineskication (their heritage

educational culture), as revealed by their accoohtisese experiences.

7.2.1.1 Subject content strongly bounded in the edu  cational context

The Chinese curriculum was experienced by the stugarticipants in this study as
strongly bounded in the educational context. Actwydto these students, it is
overloaded with content knowledge, allowing few ogtipnities to use the knowledge
gained. Content knowledge to be learned is detethiny the teacher, which is
limited to the contents of the textbook and of teacher’'s lectures. Knowledge
beyond the context of a specific study unit, on d¢iieer hand, is largely excluded
from the curriculum. This included knowledge ob&rthrough other study units, as
well as personal experiences in everyday life.theowords, the boundaries between
the subject content and both other academic knael@hd everyday knowledge are
sharply demarcated, which indicates relatively rajrointernal and external
classification of knowledge (+C of ER).

Learning in this Chinese context means gainingoaotigh understanding of content
knowledge, which is to be achieved by accumulasgmuch new information as
possible. Unanimously, the students expressed ¢hef that quantity of knowledge
led to quality of understanding. That is, the larthee quantity of information that the

learners collect, the deeper their understandirthebbject being studied. Judging by
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the students’ remarks, however, learning to makeections between the segments
of knowledge they had accumulated was largely dldsem the curriculum. Also of
importance is mastery of the subject content thnotigorous exercises and tests
about the content. The students explained thafptinisedure helped to build a ‘solid’
foundation of knowledge. Once a solid foundatiorkimbwledge is established in the
educational context, one’s capability to apply tki®wledge to real-life situations is

assured.

To summarise, the student participants experieachajhly insulated curriculum in

their previous educational settings in China. Thisongly bounded knowledge

indicates relatively strong classification of knedde, i.e. stronger classification of
the epistemic relation (+C of ER). Moreover, tharfeng of content knowledge was
felt to be emphasised in this curriculum. Anythingyond the boundary of a study
unit, such as other forms of educational knowledge one’s everyday practice, was
not considered germane to the learning of the qudati subject content in such a
context. The students’ experiences of the curriouktan therefore be regarded as
involving stronger classification that emphasisestent knowledge — that is, the
epistemic relation with respect to the curriculusC(of ER). The emphasis on

accumulating segments of content knowledge fursipexcifies that it is an emphasis
on the epistemic relation tatomisedknowledge or knowledge that is broken into
small fragments among which the connections arengtayed. On the other hand, in
contrast to the recurring references to contentkedge, the students made very few
remarks about their professional lives and expedsibeyond the specific educational
context. This suggests that in their experiencethefChinese curriculum, personal
knowledge developed by individual learners beyohe éducational context was
considered less significant. To put it another whg, curriculum did not distinguish

knowers, which indicates weaker classificationhaf $ocial relation (-C of SR).

7.2.1.2 Visible pedagogy

The teaching methods practiced in China can beacterised as strongly sequenced
and paced. The subject content is taught in a gtebkshed, highly-organised
sequence, usually following the table of contentshie textbook or a list of learning
materials pre-arranged by the teacher. Hence ttigests are well aware of the order

212



of the content to be studied from the beginning aemester and are able to predict
the progress of their knowledge development in yesage of their studies. It is

therefore relatively strong framing of knowledgé- (6f ER). In terms of the sequence
of learning activities, discussion or hands-on \étotis are always preceded by
lectures, and accompanied by explicit instructi@m&l examples. The lecture is
deemed to be the core element of the instructipnatedures, so the capability to
deliver a high quality lecture distinguishes a gomécher from a poor one.

Specifically, a good lecture was depicted by thedshts as a well-prepared and
clearly structured presentation with the intenhédp learners understand the content
step-by-step. The procedures for learning the subjentent in this pedagogy,

therefore, involve relatively strong framing (+FER).

As with sequencing, the pacing of student learmsrgso in the explicit control of the
teacher. Again, it is stronger framing of the egnsic relation with respect to teaching
(and learning) the subject content. In aiming tgeccall the content included in the
curriculum, Chinese teachers often move classadast pace. In maintaining this fast
pace, they also tend to cater to the class as apgmownplaying the needs of
individuals who may have difficulties keeping up.h€el teacher’s principal
responsibility is to structure the teaching in aywat is conducive to effective and
efficient learning of the content by students, #mel student’s main role is to keep up
with the pace of the whole group (group pacing).aAnsequence, students come to
adopt a common repertoire of learning behaviourspatdible with this environment.
These include waiting for certain teacher cuesgefenturing to speak in class, and
only articulating their opinions if they are centahat the opinions will benefit the
whole class. In addition, students are also engaar#o adopt the learning strategy of
listening to the lecture quietly, but processinfpimation actively in their minds.
Overall, implicit in this pedagogy is that learndrave similar prior knowledge,
undergo similar intellectual development and amkisg the same knowledge. This
means weaker classification and framing of know&he social aspects of knowers,
with respect to personal backgrounds and practiaed, personal preferences for
learning and speed of learning, is of relativettydisignificance in this pedagogy. The
social relation characterising the pedagogy theeei® relatively weak (-C and -F of
SR or SR-).
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The pedagogical relationship in the Chinese congeiibits a strong hierarchy, in
that learners were described as having little saynost respects of their interactions
with the teacher — relatively strong framing. OWeiitiis in the main a relationship of
the teacher delivering content to students. In vidwhis nature of the relationship,
the knowledge base of a teacher is a matter ofesuprimportance for Chinese
learners — relatively strong framing of the epigtenelation. An ideal teacher in this
context is described by the students in this stadyone who possesses expert
knowledge, selects valuable content to teach, shamsights from an expert
perspective, and offers students clear guidancetabe best way to learn. A good
teacher is also perceptive of students’ mistakes.oHshe alerts students to these
mistakes as well as instructing the students howettify them. These teaching
strategies manifest visible pedagogy, which, adogrtb the students, provides them
with a “smooth pathway” for learning.

Compared with the strong focus on their perceptiminteachers, the students gave
little account of interacting with their peers fotellectual development in Chinese
higher education. This small number of referenoeeir peers suggests that the role
of peers was not emphasised in this environment.eAception to this was the
students’ mention of the self-organised study gsodjne purpose of convening these
student study groups in the Chinese context wagatber information about the
subject content in preparation for exams, rathan tlor sharing personal opinions or
interpretations of the content. That is, the soo#dtion to knowers with regard to

personal perspectives is less significant (SR-).

In summary, the teacher in the Chinese pedagogicatext is viewed by these
students as embodying expert content knowledge haxuhg the ability to teach this
knowledge to students through clear procedures.tddeher has explicit control over
the selection and ordering of content, the ratavldth the learner is to learn this
content, and student conduct in the learning enwment. These instructional
practices are realisations of explicit criteria kmfowledge, explicit sequencing and
pacing rules, and explicit hierarchical rules, vwhepitomise a visible pedagogy. The
strong teacher control within this pedagogical eghshows relatively strong framing
of the procedures for learning content knowledge, +F of ER. On the other hand,

the self-effacing roles played by learners, illastd by group pacing, students’
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classroom behaviours and learning strategies, laadarm of their participation in
self-organised study groups, indicate the pedagleggmphasises learners as knowers.
This shows a relatively weak social relation to ikhewer with respect to the personal

dimension of learning (SR-).

7.2.1.3 Explicit evaluative criteria

According to the students, the measures of achiemenm Chinese education are
made transparent to learners. In brief, the baéesiaress are effort, concentration
and the willingness to withhold one’s subjectivews. A significant part of the
assessment is exams that require correct, textbask&d answers. According to the
students, to achieve the best marks, one needsdyp ard and forego any personal
opinions that conflict with the standardised answerhe emphases on students
displaying the content knowledge they have gaimetian explicit evaluative criteria
show that knowledge is strongly bounded in the atlonal context and strongly
controlled by the teacher — stronger classificataord framing of the epistemic
relation: +C and +F of ER or ER+.

Meanwhile, the students’ emphasis that they hasufipress their personal views in
order to achieve good marks on exams indicatesestugerformances are judged
against shared criteria external to individual heas. This highlights that the criteria
are not in the knowers but outside them. As foesssient that is not exam-based, the
students’ accounts indicate that learners have aesgss to exemplary assignments,
on which they are encouraged to model their workeyTl also receive corrective
feedback from the teacher instructing them on Hway tan improve their work. Only
when a student has demonstrated the ability to mhese basic criteria is his or her
creativity appreciated. Nevertheless, how cregtigtrewarded remains unclear. The
closest reference to this issue was that adoptidgfarent’ perspective to their peers
In written assignments may earn a student a higiagk. By equating creativity with
being different from the majority, the studentshtighted the focus of the assessment
method on comparing each learner's performance with norm, rather than on
evaluating the learner’s personal perspective f®roivn sake. This indicates that
despite some opportunities for the expression o$qral views, the legitimacy of
student performances still resides in criteria iolet¢earners rather than within them
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and, hence, in the epistemic relation to knowleddgieer than the social relation to the

knower.

The Chinese teacher also evaluates students’ paafares in class. The means of
securing good marks in class, the students sadnade clear to learners — that is, by
regularly attending classes, being attentive irsglaand by completing the tasks
assigned to them. Overall, the evaluative critesraboth exam and non exam-based
assessment appear to be explicit to studentssngarning environment, showing that
the pedagogy is visible to learners. The studesitstiie evaluative criteria of this

form of pedagogy are fair and attainable.

To sum up, the measures of achievement in Chindiseagon show an emphasis on
explicit criteria for evaluating learners’ attainmieof content knowledge and also an
emphasis on standardised learner performances tliee.epistemic relation). By

contrast, learners’ personal views and interpmatatiof the content knowledge (i.e.
the social relation) are de-emphasised. The prirfeagner traits given credence are

perseverance and willingness to comply.

Although these key features of Chinese educati@mst be consistent with the
descriptions of Chinese education found in prigesech, this prior research did not
identify the different emphases of Chinese edunatio terms of curriculum,

pedagogy, and assessment. Nor did it analyse tterlymg principles structuring

these three message systems. There has been g wnaency for researchers to
attribute the characteristics of Chinese educationteacher-centred pedagogy
(Cortazzi & Jin, 2001; Kember, 2000, 2001; Li 200Mlield, 2004). These previous
studies focused on examining the socioculturalofacthat shaped Chinese learners’
‘docility disposition’ (Biggs, 1996, p.61). Thesacfors include emphasis on effort
(Chen, Lee & Stevenson, 1996; Hau & Salili, 199grmonious and hierarchical
relationships, and conformity (Chan, 1999; Lee, 69Yum, 1994) in Chinese

societies. To the best of the researcher’s knoveetlte present study is the first to
systematically examine how Chinese educational aglt@ristics are manifested in

curriculum, pedagogy and assessment, and to arthlgselations among them.
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7.2.1.4 Summary of students’ discussions about thei r heritage

educational culture

This section synthesises the preceding discussibribe teaching practices in the
Chinese context. The Chinese curriculum, pedagogyassessment the students had
experienced all manifested a relatively strongtepsc relation to knowledge and a
relatively weak social relation to the knower (ERSR-), but these relations were
realised in different ways in the three messagéesys In terms of curriculum, a
stronger epistemic relation was realised in thenfaf an emphasis on content
knowledge, and a weaker social relation was mateifieas a downplaying of personal
knowledge. In pedagogy, a stronger epistemic mlatias realised as an emphasis on
the procedures for delivering the teacher’s exkeoivledge about the subject content,
and a weaker social relation was manifested as-angdasis on the personal
dimension of the learning process. Finally, in asseent, a stronger epistemic
relation was realised through explicit criteria fevaluating learners’ states of
knowledge, and a weaker social relation was maeiflesas a downplaying of

evaluative criteria internal to the learner.

In short, in all three message systems, the olge&nhowledge (what a knowledge
claim is about) is valued whilst the subject of Wiedge (the person who is making
the knowledge claim) is downplayed. The basis ofcsdisation resides in an
extensive base of content knowledge and the rightguures for obtaining the
knowledge. Educational practices in this contexande, were experienced by the
student participants as representing a knowledge &R+, SR-). As previously
argued, it is a particular kind of knowledge codeg that emphasisesomised

content knowledge.

Moreover, judging by the students’ accounts offtrenation of self-organised study
groups, a learning community formed in this conieXnowledge-oriented. The ideal
knower is acommunalknower, which refers to a group of knowers helpowe
another to meet the same pre-determined evaluaiibegia by contributing their share
of effort. It is communal in terms of who is leargiwhat for the community, not in
the sense of their activity or knowledge. Thataishough the learners congregate to
share the information they have, their learningvées are conducted individually,

and there is little knowledge created based onntkeging of the information they
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contribute. It can be anticipated that the Chirstadent sojourners in the case studies
of this research had brought with them to the @nlamvironment aspirations and
dispositions congruent with the knowledge-code ped& practices they had

experienced in China.

7.2.2 Characterisation of the constructivist teachi ng practices in the

online units

This section addresses the second research question
What are the characteristics of the online teachprgctices in the online
environment at the Australian university, includitfte pedagogical beliefs
underpinning them?
The section provides a characterisation of theuntibnal strategies adopted by eight
teachers of the online units in the Faculty of Edion. The findings are based on
interview data, corroborated by an analysis of eggéample unit outlines provided by
the teaching staff. Overall, the findings indictltat the teacher participants were in
strong support of a constructivist-inspired teaghapproach, and that this approach

underpinned the online units they discussed.

7.2.2.1 Blurred boundaries between subject content and everyday

knowledge

The analysis of the teacher interviews shows aibiof the boundaries between the
subject content in the online units they taught bwith other academic knowledge and
everyday knowledge. It is therefore characterisgdweaker internal and external
classification of knowledge (-C of ER). The teacsh@esigned their online units based
on constructivist teaching principles (e.g. sitdatearning or authentic learning).
They explained that these online units requiredniea to integrate into the learning
context their experiences in other study units &l as in their professional and
everyday lives. Recognising the diverse discipiramd professional backgrounds of
their students, the teachers emphasised that tmewum embraced and aimed to
accommodate these differences. To accomplishdhis teaching strategy adopted by
most teachers was to encourage learners to treatettding materials as resources
rather than compulsory content of a study unitsTieant that there was relatively
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little core content knowledge that students weggiired to learn in these online units.
Students were expected to be selective and make din decisions about the
relevance of the readings to their respective éstsr and practices beyond the
educational context. The rationale behind thistatya was that, according to the
teachers, content knowledge is of little valueeirhed in isolation of the learner’s
real-life context. The weaker boundaries betweentusconsidered to be legitimate
knowledge in the educational context and what daamer deems to be legitimate
knowledge point to relatively weak classificatiof the epistemic relation that
downplays content knowledge (-C of ER). This weakdgssification of the
curriculum is also illustrated in the open-endeskeasment tasks, which were said to
allow learners to pursue the topics of interesthem. In fact, most of the teaching
staff reported encouraging students to negotiatk thiem if a particular assignment
did not suit the students.

The reason why content knowledge was downplayebksss important in defining
legitimate knowledge in the online units was tleg teachers viewed every learner as
already possessing a wealth of legitimate knowldolgeirtue of their experiences
beyond the educational context. As the boundarars¢ipng what is legitimate and
what is not is around each knower, the social iab the knower can be said to be
relatively strong (+C of SR). Another illustratiaof this stronger social relation
characterising the curriculum is that the teactstressed content knowledge was
subject to learners’ personal interpretations. Tlso stated that the aim of a
postgraduate programme was to assist learnersliimatung ways of knowing and
creating their own knowledge, rather than in teagmew knowledge. For this reason,
learning was described by some teachers as a foramastive,” ‘disruptive’ and
‘personal’ process, during which students are @méd with new concepts and
approaches to learning, which eventually reshapeg texisting knowledge and

enables them to develop new patterns of thinking.

In summary, the blurred boundaries between corkieodvledge and other categories
of knowledge indicate weaker classification of gmstemic relation that downplays
content knowledge (-C of ER). This curriculum engbas personal contexts,
practices and experiences beyond the subject atieat+s, the social relation to the

knower (+C of SR). Personal knowledge developethese bases is considered to be
219



legitimate knowledge. Since every learner is beltkvo possess lived experiences,
every learner is viewed as a legitimate knower, vidan an expert position to
interpret the content knowledge according to hikerexperiences. Not only did the
teaching staff state that teaching content knovdeags not the major focus of their
practices, but they also highlighted the transfdromaof learners’ personal views,
values, attitudes and approaches to learning astis¢ desirable leaning outcome. In
short, the object of learning in this type of coutum is an ability to merge everyday
knowledge with content knowledge covered in thet uather than the content
knowledge itself. The social relation to the knowtrerefore, is valued, as the

individual is the basis of all knowledge claimglfis context.

7.2.2.2 Invisible pedagogy

In relation to pedagogy, the constructivist teaghimocedures enacted in the online
environment are, according to the teachers’ desong, characterised by weak
sequencing, pacing and hierarchical rules. Theaeacteristics are typical of invisible
pedagogy, and they indicate relatively weak cordfddnowledge by the teacher, so it
is weaker framing of the epistemic relation witlspect to the teaching of content
knowledge (-F of ER). In fact, some teachers exqm@éghe opinion that sequential
and strongly-paced teaching (i.e. stronger framafigknowledge) exemplifies a
‘traditional’, ‘instructivist’ approach, insistinghat this approach is inimical to the
authentic and constructivist instructional prineglthat inform their own practices.
The teachers discussed two ways of sequencing#neihg tasks in their online units:
one was a project-based design, in which everysassent task is a component of a
major project; and the other was a parallel, maddéssign, in which each assessment
task follows the same structure but tackles a iiffeissue. The teachers argued that
both of these designs are congruent with conswisttprinciples because all the
assessment tasks are complex. In terms of pa®@agydrs were expected to move
freely in these online units provided they met teadline set for submitting each
assessment task. Without exception, all of theheacnoted that the weak pacing of

learning is the greatest strength of online leayn@specially for postgraduate learners.

In discussing the pedagogical relationship betweasher and student, the teaching
staff defined their roles as facilitators, mostleém stressing that they did not claim
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expert knowledge of the subject content and thdsndit intend to act as a ‘guru’,
‘sage on stage,’ or ‘giver of knowledge’. Insteadme identified their relationships
with students as a ‘partnership’, in which theyuass the role of a ‘co-learner’ and
‘critical friend’. As a consequence, the teachdaesved their principal responsibility
as creating and maintaining an environment conduttMearner engagement. In this
environment, direct instruction is of little sigénce. Again, the framing of the
epistemic relation with respect to the teachingafitent knowledge is shown to be
relatively weak. For example, the teachers saig thé not deliver lectures or give
detailed instructions about how to conduct a taskheir online units. Moreover,
during the interviews, none of the teachers meetiathat they modelled for students
what the students were supposed to do when condutte tasks. This is because, to
paraphrase one teacher, the pedagogical desigmledeo put students in situations
where these skills were required, rather than idally’ teaching students the skills
needed to perform a task. In the process of compgletomplex tasks, the teachers

believed students would develop these essentié.ski

Another role played by the teacher when this corstrist form of pedagogy is used

Is to provide support to guide students in accoshplig their tasks. The types of
support mentioned include responding to individnakds, organising discussion
activities, and sending reminders or updates atl®ibnline unit. Nevertheless, the
teachers stressed that it was up to the learneitilise the support. This focus on

learner choice shows that learners had relativiebng control of their own learning

processes. The pedagogy thus exhibits a relatstebyg social relation to the knower
with respect to the knower’s individuality in chaag what he or she considers
appropriate for his or her learning (+F of SR). Témphasis on the knower’s

individuality is also illustrated by the teacherdtitudes towards the building of a
learning community in their online units. In accaxith their constructivist beliefs,

the teachers generally encouraged peer interactiotisagreed that collaboration was
valuable. Typically, online discussion activitiesen used to enhance class
interactivity and to facilitate the building of adrning community. However, despite
this emphasis on the value of a learning commurtitg, interviews revealed that
students’ participation in discussion activities swaften non-mandatory in these
teachers’ practices. The teachers argued this waaulBe their pedagogy places

emphasis on flexibility and adaptability — in otheords, learner choice and, hence,
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an emphasis on the social relation to the knower.tke same reason, most of the
assessable tasks in the online units offered bgettieachers were designed to be
completed individually.

Meanwhile, the teachers’ statements about the ipesieffects of a learning
community demonstrated another way in which a ggonsocial relation was
exhibited in the pedagogy. In their opinions, oaltiscussion activities help to foster
a sense of community in two major ways: one isatlitate learners to co-construct
knowledge with their peers, and the other is tovallearners to build and maintain an
online social presence by sharing their personaas. In encouraging learners to co-
construct knowledge, the teachers believed thatydearner’s personal knowledge is
legitimate educational knowledge. According to tteachers, students’ postings
formed a repository of information and perspectiwelich could be interacted with
or drawn upon by all students when conducting thasks. In terms of learners
sharing their personal aspects, the emphasis ksowers legitimating their personal
experiences as being the basis of insight. Furtbexnboth ways of fostering a sense
of community suggest the benefits of learners beirggent in the learning context,

developing their social relationships with one &eot

In conclusion, the teaching procedures used bytdheher participants embody an
invisible pedagogy. The teacher’s control over sequencing and pacing of student
learning is implicit; imparting knowledge by theatdher to the learner is downplayed.
The epistemic relation to the procedures for taaghiontent knowledge is thus not
significant in shaping the form of pedagogy (-FE#). Primacy is given to learners
acting in terms of making their own decisions abdoaw to learn and in creating their
individualised knowledge — that is, the social tielato the knower (+F of SR). An
ideal knower in this educational context can, tfeeee be described as an
individualisedknower. The aim of this pedagogy, in brief, is ®velop learners as
knowers rather than to advance their knowledgetinglato the subject content.
Moreover, although the membership and the manneznghgement in a learning
community remain an individual choice, the develepirof a learning community in
which learners share personal perspectives is atilpoal of this pedagogy.

Accordingly, the ideal knower is an individualisedt socialisingknower.
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7.2.2.3 Open-ended evaluative criteria

In terms of assessment, both the teacher intervéawisunit outlines indicate that the
predominant forms of assessment were through atithtesks, projects and personal
reflections. All three methods require learnersfadom associations between the
content knowledge and their respective, real-ldatexts. As there are potentially a
variety of learner contexts, the criteria to congpany two learners’ performances are
downplayed. Put another way, the assessment resmsgnmultiple legitimate
performances. Explicit evaluative criteria are ¢desed to be less significant in
judging student performances, so it is weaker frgnaf the epistemic relation (-F of
ER). In addition, the majority of the assignmemtghe online units examined did not
involve reproduction of or elaboration on the sgobjeontent. Although some
contained a component asking learners to criticattglyse the content knowledge,
learners were reminded to conduct the analysigyht bf their personal experiences
and practices beyond the educational context. dntswhat is being evaluated is how
a learner develops his or her individualised knogte rather than what he or she
knows about the subject content.

The data highlighted that what the teachers vaasethe bases for achievement in the
online units were the abilities of learners to ¢oun individualised knowledge, and
to reflect on their own learning. Specifically, imdualised knowledge refers to the
knowledge every learner creates for his or herumiepal-life situation. The teachers
noted that the assessment methods involved leainersterpreting the content
knowledge and justifying their interpretations keflecting on their own practices.
Thus, personalised thinking is emphasised, indigadi stronger social relation to the
knower (+F of SR). In speaking of learners’ seffeetive ability, the teachers also
indicated their expectation that learners wouldsshieeir engagement in the tasks at a
level they considered appropriate for themselves,wall as monitor their own
progress through personal reflections. This foquéearners setting their own targets
and evaluating their learning outcomes suggestsrgrhasis on self-evaluation, again
showing a stronger social relation to the knowdt ¢f SR). To facilitate learners in
achieving personalised thinking and self-evaluatitile assessment criteria were

generalised in order to remain open to interpr@tstand negotiation.
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In the teachers’ descriptions, an ideal learnethils context is characterised by
particular attitudes and personal traits. Thesgud#ds relate to enthusiasm about
being there wanting to explore, discover, take risks, anckdesp; as well as being
willing to participate and share. As for persomalts, an ideal learner is independent,
self-directed, confident and reflective. The emphams these social aspects of a
learner indicates a strongly bounded and controfledial relation (i.e. stronger
classification and stronger framing of the soc&dhtion) (+C and +F of SR or SR+).
In other words, the social aspects of the knowanfthe basis of legitimate insight in
this educational context. It is a particular kirfdsocial relation, one that refers to the
knower’s attitude of wanting to engage in the lgagrcontext, rather than an innate or
cultivated disposition, or other socially-basedegatries such as social class, gender

or ethnicity.

To sum up, what is prioritised in this assessmppta@ach is the social dispositions of
the knower rather than explicit procedures for gag@ng the right answers. The
particular attention drawn to the learner's appamontrol over determining the
legitimacy of the knowledge they have created dm&lrtown learning processes
indicates an emphasis on the social relation tcktiwaver and a downplaying of the
epistemic relation to content knowledge (ER-, SR)this was substantiated by the
teachers’ shared definition of an ideal knowerwhich learner dispositions (i.e.

attitudes and personal traits) are given more welgin their knowledge and skills.

Overall, the online units investigated in this stuckflect a particular type of
educational approach, one combining online flexilelarning and student-centred,
constructivist-inspired instructional strategieshisl combined approach is gaining
popularity in higher education (Collis & Moonen, @) Kirkpatrick & Jakupec,
1999), especially amongst supporters of the netint@ogies (Herrington, et al, 2005;
Huang, 2002; Jonassen, Davidson, Collins, Camgbélagg, 1995; Tam, 2000). As
pointed out in Chapter 2, thus far, the benefitthidf educational approach are largely

based on claims rather than evidence. Empiricaissthave generated mixed results.
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7.2.2.4 Summary of teachers’ discussions about the host educational

culture

To synthesise the foregoing discussions by theheracabout their online units, the
constructivist instructional strategies these teeslpreferred are characterised by
weaker classification and framing of the epistersiation, and stronger classification
and framing of the social relation. Together thgae a knower code (ER-, SR+).
These modalities were realised in differing waythim three message systems of these
educational practices. In curriculum, a weaker tepisc relation was realised as a
downplaying of content knowledge, and a strongerasaelation was shown in the
primacy given to each learner's personal knowledgethe basis of his or her
professional and everyday experiences. In othemsyothe curriculum values the
knower having been there, in the real world, exgmaing things personally. In terms
of pedagogy, a weaker epistemic relation was relés a de-emphasis on the teacher
delivering the subject content and structuring studearning, while a stronger social
relation was manifested in the valuing of self-lated learners creating and co-
constructing knowledge. This is an emphasis on lanisweing present in the current
learning context, learning by themselves as welfrasn one another. Finally, in
assessment, a relatively weak epistemic relatiors wealised through implicit
evaluative criteria, as well as through multipleasures of student performances. A
stronger social relation was manifested in the foom knowers thinking and
evaluating themselves. In brief, educational pcastiof this type emphasise the
subjects of knowledge claims (i.e. the social refatto the knower), while

downplaying the objects of knowledge (i.e. the &pisc relation to knowledge).

Furthermore, the knower code that specialises thelsge units is a particular kind of
knower code. It emphasises the knower being simedtasly apersonalised
individualisedandsocialisingknower. He or she is a personalised knower in ¢nses
of the knowledge created, and an individualised sowalising knower in relation to
the activities he or she does. To be specific, Kadge is constructed by each knower
on the basis of his or hepersonal context and experiences through highly
individualisedtasks, hence a personalised and individualiseav&noAlong with this
emphasis on the knower’s individuality, the teashaticulated the educational value
of knowerssocialisingand sharing perspectives in a learning commusibgig@lising

knowers). However, since there is a lack of strorfggming through instructional
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procedures to foster knowers’ interactions in tbenmwunity, it can be said that a
greater emphasis is placed on the learner beingndinidualised than being a
socialising knower. Finally, the form of learningnemunities promoted in this online
environment, unlike the knowledge-oriented studpugs in the students’ past

experiences in China (Section 7.2.1.4), clearlytresnaround the knowers.

7.2.3 Student sojourners’ experiences of constructi vist-inspired

pedagogies in the online context

This section is devoted to the third research goiest

How do the student sojourners experience the teggbiactices in the online

environment at the university?
The findings are drawn from extensive interviewadedllected from case studies of
seven Chinese students. As noted earlier, the itep@pproach employed by the
teacher participants for their online units is wptdened by constructivist-inspired
pedagogies. The seven case study students’ accolitiie teaching procedures in
their online units corresponded closely to thosscdbed by the teachers. To reiterate,
the online learning environments experienced bystoelents are characterised by:
blurred boundaries between the subject contentoétmel forms of knowledge; weak
sequencing, pacing and hierarchical rules; andiagm@valuative criteria. Therefore,
the third research question equates to asKimy did student sojourners from a
knowledge-code background experience a knower-éeg@ing environment?As
with previous sections, the findings will be dissed in terms of curriculum,

pedagogy and assessment.

7.2.3.1 Devalued knowledge

The curriculum in the online units, which exhibMgeaker classification of the
epistemic relation, was experienced negativelyhgy students. The students did not
see what they could obtain from the reading mdteréand peer discussions as
legitimate educational knowledge. This indicateseaperience of a lack of content
knowledge in the learning environment. They congdehat solitary reading was not
adequate to help them learn because they were ainainether their own
understanding and interpretations of the contemewerrect or ‘on the right track’.
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As for peer discussions, the students dismissed #e ‘pointless’ and ‘chaotic’ as
their teachers often did not provide conclusive cants at the end of a discussion or
verify whether the information contributed by thp&ers was legitimate. In addition,
the discussions revolved around other studentsivishgal contexts, which the
participants felt had little connection with the@wn situations and, therefore, little
relevance. As a result, many said they only read ghbstings that had attracted
feedback from their teachers.

The students also felt that the quantity of knogkethey gained in their online units
was insufficient — again, an experience of a laékcontent knowledge. They
attributed this to the assignment-based -curriculufhey commented that the
assignments did not require them to read all the materials, so they could easily
avoid exploring the issues they did not fully urelend. As a consequence, they
found the knowledge they gained was limited to tbpics they chose for their
assignments. When speaking of their learning ouésprmany concluded they were
unable to claim that they had obtained the corkeatvledge they viewed as essential
in the online units. Overall, the students expamehknowledge being unbounded and
uncontrolled in their online units. For them, thmeant an absence of legitimate
knowledge (ER-), and they expressed feelings ofdasty, anxiety and dejection

over this vacuum of knowledge.

The students struggled to cope with the curricdarphasis on the merging of
everyday and educational knowledge in their onlimi#s. Some of them did not
consider their personal experiences or contextsetof importance to their education
in Australia. These students could not recognise ldgitimacy of the weaker
classification of the epistemic relation; they diot possess the recognition rules for
this form of curriculum. Other students showed tpegsessed these rules, but they
did not have the realisation rules. When attemptiogdraw on their everyday
knowledge, these students experienced difficutiied feelings of inferiority because
they thought their experiences beyond the educatioontext were inadequate. The
coping strategies reported by the student parttgpancluded: ignoring the
requirement of using everyday knowledge and cagryion preparing their
assignments as if they were traditional argumerdgagssays; and trying to fulfil this

requirement of using everyday knowledge by manufaag superficial links between
227



the content knowledge and their limited experienBegh types of responses indicate
that the students did not legitimize their persoeaperiences, pointing to an
experience of the curriculum being characterised loglatively weak social relation
(SR-). This experience is also shown in the stigatisregard for the opinions and
personal experiences of their peers expressedeirotiine discussions, mentioned

above.

In sum, the students deemed the knowledge offeréaem in the online environment
to be deficient in quality and quantity. In termisquiality, they saw the knowledge
available as yet to be validated by someone whim ithe position to make valid
knowledge claims. In relation to quantity, theytféhe assignment-based design
constrained their opportunities to acquire a commgnsive understanding of the
subject content. In addition, the students did megiard themselves as legitimate
knowers. They either failed to recognise the valti¢heir personal knowledge and
experiences in their current learning, or they taky could not realise the right
performance because their experiences were nahefright kind’ of knower. Not
seeing themselves as already possessing knowledfygexceiving that legitimate
knowledge was inaccessible, the students undervesiperiences that exhibit
relatively weak epistemic and social relations (EBR-). Emotional reactions
associated with these experiences included feeliofysinferiority, insecurity,

frustration, anxiety, powerlessness, depressiorgaiit

7.2.3.2 Non-legitimate pedagogy

The students did not view the invisible pedagogyleyed in their online units as
legitimate pedagogy. The weaker framing of thetepigc relation characterising this
form of pedagogy was experienced negatively bydfuglents, who saw the weak
sequencing and pacing rules enacted in their onlimés as teaching without a
systematic plan. The students were of the opintmat they were provided with
reading materials and three deadlines for the ssusad tasks, and were then left
alone to learn without much guidance by the tearbtaff. Some stated that a serious
flaw of this form of teaching was that they did kobw what they were supposed to
have achieved after doing the readings, so werblena judge their own progression

in the online units.

228



The detrimental impact of weak pacing on the sttelé@arning was demonstrated in
various ways. One was that the majority of the ettsl felt that, in the absence of any
organised class activity between assignments, uhed their learning took place in
short intensive segments just before each of theetbr four assignments was due.
The knowledge gained in this manner, as one stugemarked, was not likely to be
digested well. Another detrimental impact was tiahy students considered that the
low levels of peer interaction in the online unitsre exacerbated by the weak pacing
of learning. They argued that since students wdtenoin different stages of
preparation for their assignments, there were femronon concerns that they could

discuss.

The students also spoke unfavourably of the weakalshy in the pedagogical
relationships in their online units, and in faclché to be responsible for the poor
quality of their learning. In brief, they thoughtesacher’s expertise in the subject area
puts him or her in a higher position than learnarg] that removing the teacher from
that position, as in their online units, meant depg learners of access to expert
knowledge. Terms like ‘consultant’, ‘assistant’ amolur guide’ were used by the
students to describe the roles played by theithiacof the online units, in contrast to
the role of an expert or a mentor that the studerisected their teachers to play.
These terms used by the students highlight that t@ught their teachers neglected
to systematically teach them content knowledgeiasiduct them how to conduct the
learning tasks. In short, the absence of the teaichéhe online environment was
experienced as a lack of structure, procedureseapticit guidelines for learning
content knowledge. Put another way, the weaketeis relation characterising the

pedagogy (ER-) was felt to be a deficiency.

In terms of peer relationships, none of the stuslexperienced being involved in a
learning community in their online units. The stodestressed that they went through
their online units individually. According to therthe consequences were that they
were unable to tell how well they were doing by gamng their own progress with
that of others, and that they could not establglrpersonal relationships with their
peers and thereby gain emotional support from thentrief, the students did not

become part of the knower community, which exerngdifan experience of a
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relatively weak social relation (SR-). Inextricalilyked to this issue is that while the
students said they longed for a learning commuriitgy all reported lacking
sufficient incentive to participate in peer disdoas online. The main reason given
by the students related to their lack of confideincthe authority of peer perspectives,
discussed previously in Section 7.2.3.1. The stisdéid not consider the information
exchanged in peer discussions to be valid eduatiomowledge, as they did not
think personal knowledge is legitimate knowledget &other way, they did not see
their peers as legitimate knowers (SR-).

In summary, the students’ experiences of the peglagbenvironment of their online

units can be best summarised as ‘studying in aurat@an expression used by one
participant) without intellectual stimulation oryasense of belonging. The lack of
intellectual stimulation was evidently associatethvihe students’ perception that
they received little direct instruction and guidarfoom the teachers about how they
should engage in their learning. In this experiertbe weaker epistemic relation
characterising the pedagogy did not lead to fesliojempowerment but rather to
feelings of being in a vacuum where proceduresnaetthods for obtaining knowledge

were missing (ER-). The students did not appe&ntw how to deal with the space
for personal choices in this pedagogy. Specificalhey did not appreciate being
given the choices as to the sequence, pace and ®ofalsarning because they

considered that the teachers could make more igfdramd appropriate decisions in
these aspects. This opinion indicates once agae dtudents’ perception of

themselves as non-legitimate knowers (SR-). Thie it is in the sense that they did
not feel they already possessed the knowledge omingethe appropriate procedures
and methods for learning the subject content. Thiis, experience can again be
regarded as exhibiting a relatively weak sociahtieh to the knower. Finally, the

students’ feelings that they did not belong to @arhexg community shows that they
did not have membership of a group of knowers (SRager these circumstances, the
student participants articulated strong feelings loheliness, isolation and

abandonment, and in a number of cases, despegattbdepression.
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7.2.3.3 Ambiguous evaluative criteria

As with their experiences of the curriculum and tphedagogy, the students’
experiences of the assessment approach in theémeamhits were also negative. They
expressed considerable concern about a lack offigggcin the evaluative criteria,
and most of them felt the descriptions of the assest tasks and requirements were
ambiguous. Consistently, they also voiced frusiratit not being able to obtain clear
instructions from the teachers when they approadheth for help. In effect, the
students experienced the weaker epistemic relati@nacterising evaluative criteria
(ER-) as hampering their capability to produce myalssignments. Acknowledging
that they understood there was no correct answénetassues they were studying,
they argued that there was still a right, or mopprapriate, direction for their
responses in the assignments. Yet, they felt thengewot being guided towards this
direction. In two cases, the students complaineduttbeing unfairly penalised

because they felt their assignment response wiseatit to what the teacher expected.

According to the students, the harmful effectshef telatively weak epistemic relation
characterising the criteria of knowledge would extbeyond their current learning to
their future academic pursuits. This view is ilhaséd by their dismissal of the
teachers’ feedback about their assignments as inorgaoo little ‘substance’ to be

useful. They said the feedback was too generalthatthere were few concrete
instructions and suggested procedures they couldwfoto improve their future

assignments. As a result of not knowing whethey there heading towards the right
direction in conducting their current assignmemts/bat they could do to enhance the

quality of their future work, many of the studedtsubted they were learning at all.

The students’ list of the characteristics of a sgstul learner in their online units
abounds with items relating to academic abilitisach as the abilities to read
extensively, conduct a literature review and wirtéhe academic genre. Unanimously,
they stated that the key to attaining a good mads wo demonstrate in their
assignments the knowledge they gained by addressintpe issues raised in the
teacher’s explanation of the assignment topic. l@nadther hand, individual thinking
in relation to their interpretations of an assesgnask and their evaluation of their
own performances was of little significance. Peatoopinions of the content

knowledge were also seen as less important, amt sfippressed if these opinions
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were at odds with those in the literature. The atiisl understanding of the basis of
success in the online environment and their coomeding coping strategies are
indicative of an experience of a weaker socialtiahe(SR-).

In summary, in the students’ experiences, the etk criteria in their online units
were not explicit (ER-), which they felt had a negaimpact on their learning. Since
they tended to see the content knowledge and gkily gained as the object of
assessment, they devalued their personal intetijoretaof the assessment tasks and
downplayed their opinions of the content knowled8R-). They sought to fulfil the
assessment criteria by displaying their knowledigih® subject matter. Nevertheless,
in the absence of explicit guidelines and critetlde students appeared to be
perplexed about which part of their knowledge thshould demonstrate in the
assignments. In short, the students’ experiencisechssessment methods are neither
knowledge- or knower-oriented; both the epistenmid social relations characterising
the assessment are relatively weak. Many of thelesitis reported feelings of
confusion, loss, exasperation and distress aboaitpirceived vagueness of the
measurements of achievement in this educationatipea For those who had to take
more than one online unit to complete their degrisdings of angst and guilt about
the time and money they had invested in their eittutan Australia were even more

pronounced.

These findings regarding the student sojournerdineneducational experiences
depart from those by previous research. The custmty does not lend support to
past research that has identified positive learmxgeriences in which students felt
empowered or transformed by this form of pedagayy. (Gabriel, 2004; Milhauser,

2006). Instead, this study supports previous rebefindings indicating learners’

expectations were not fulfilled in such environnsefd.g. Hara & Kling, 2000; Stodel
et al., 2006).

In relation to the literature on Chinese learnersline educational experiences, this
study does not support the contention that Chisésgents appreciate the temporal
and spatial flexibility afforded by online learnifigu & Lohr, 2003; Thompson & Ku,

2005; Zhao & McDougall, 2008). This could be be&aas the students in the present

research were full-time on-campus students, they iree to attend regular classes
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and had no need for these flexibilities. Moreowsijke previous studies, the research
did not find that the student participants showeehter confidence in stating their
views online or consider the time they were givenetit what they wanted to
articulate online was conducive to their learniig & Lohr, 2003; Thompson & Ku,
2005; Zhao & McDougall, 2008).

The study did, however, confirm some findings fr@mevious research, such as
Chinese learners’ need for high levels of teachamtrol and for interpersonal
relationships (Tu, 2001; Zhao & McDougall, 2008)ewdrtheless, unlike prior
research, this study has gone beyond reportingestadanecdotal comments about
their online experiences and attributing studedif§iculties in learning online to their
cultural attributes, such as their collectivisttaué and face-saving intentions (see
Chapter 2). Instead, the study contributed to tbdybof research into Chinese
students’ online experiences by exploring the m@st between participants’

educational dispositions and the online contextlich they were situated.

7.2.3.4 Summary of students’ online educational exp  eriences

To synthesise the above discussions about therdtadmurners’ experiences of their
online units, the constructivist-inspired teachimgictice as it was enacted in the
online context did not have an enabling or empawereffect on the students’

learning. Rather, the students felt marginalisedHyy instructional approach. First,

they did not see the curriculum as having sufficieontent, the pedagogy as
involving systematic teaching procedures, or thalation as having clear criteria.
They experienced an absence of anything knowleeig¢ed: a relatively weak

epistemic relation (ER-). Secondly, though the rlunits required learners to use
the knowledge they developed in their professiamal everyday lives, the students in
this study experienced this knowledge as not legite educational knowledge.
Moreover, they did not participate in the learnicgmmunities or recognise their
peers as legitimate knowers, both of which theyenexpected to do in the online
units. The students, therefore, experienced a ¢hakmpowerment or legitimacy as
knowers: a relatively weak social relation (SRi).other words, they experienced the
knower-code (ER-, SR+) learning environment as sbimg else: they recognised the
lack of knowledge (though not positively) but comlot recognise or realise the need
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to substitute this with their own experiences, andurn, felt illegitimate as knowers.
In short, they did not experience the code underpmtheir online units as a knower
code but rather experienced it as a relativist ¢&fe, SR-), armbsencer vacuum of

legitimacy.

This relativist-code experience, compared by onéggaant to a vacuum, is empty of
knowledge and knower. Unable to base their sudoetfge online units on either the
knowledge gained or their social positions as knewhe students felt in limbo, not
knowing what to do or what direction to take. Thegpact of this form of pedagogy
included feelings that they were learning verylditand a string of concomitant
negative emotions that lasted through the studarttcgpants’ entire experiences of
their online units. This understanding of the shudeemotions during their processes
of adapting to the online learning environment Betpflesh out Berry’'s acculturation
model. As an acculturating individual is unable dape with the host culture by
adjusting their behaviours (‘behavioural adjustregntthe psychological conflicts

between the desire to maintain his or her origméiure and the desire to participate

in the host culture gives rise to ‘acculturativeess’.

With the three research questions having been sslelleusing legitimation codes of
specialisation, the next section draws these dssons together to offer an
explanation as to why the case study students ipect@nd responded to the online

learning environment the way they did.

7. 3 Conclusions and implications

Overall, two main conclusions can be drawn aboetahline learning experiences of
the Chinese student sojourners in this study. ,Ringre was a ‘code clash’ between
the educational dispositions the students broumtita online learning context and the
teaching practices in this online context. A cotislt refers to a mismatch between
the code characterising the way one thinks and awdisthe code underpinning the
basis of success in the context one is acting wiiliamont & Maton, 2008).
Secondly, the students were unable to detect th#e aegulating the online

environment because the knower code underpinniisgetivironment is intrinsically
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invisible. This section explores these two condunsiand provides some implications
of the research study.

7.3.1 Code clash

The students perceived the constructivist pedagpgictice in their online units as
one that did not teach them content, principlesc@dures or methods. They also
thought the instructional approach did not helpntht establish and maintain

relationships with the teachers and their peersapjieared that not being taught
explicitly the appropriate ways of acting and conmisating in this learning context,

the students responded to this context by utilisvhgt they had already known. They
responded to an environment specialised by a knoage with the strategies they
had previously developed in their formative, knayge-code educational context.
The following three sub-sections provide detailsulthis code clash in relation to

curriculum, pedagogy and assessment.

7.3.1.1 Code clash in curriculum

As previously mentioned in the discussion abouftciieiculums in students’ past and
new learning contexts (Sections 7.2.11 and 7.2.2h&) boundaries between subject
knowledge and other categories of knowledge inethe® educational contexts have
different strengths. In the students’ formative @dion in China, the basis of
legitimacy is the quantity of content knowledge waoalated (ER+) and personal
experience and knowledge are held to be of relstilile relevance to one’s
academic pursuit (SR-) — knowledge cod€ER+, SR-). In contrast, the teaching
practices in the new, online context downplays eontknowledge (ER-) and
emphasises that it is lived experience rather guasession of content knowledge that
renders a learner a legitimate knower. They gieripy to learners bringing real-life
experiences and personal knowledge to the educhttmmtext and value the learner
living throughhis or her experiences. What is being highlightedence the learner’s
presencegin other words, participation or engagement)nose personal experiences
(SR+) — a knower code (ER-, SR+).
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The effects of the code clash in curriculum arasiitated in the students’ coping
strategies and in their perceptions of the knowdedgined in their online units. In
terms of coping strategies, the students reactéuet&nower-code curriculum in their
new environment in two main ways, both underpinbpg@ knowledge code. The first
type of response was made by those who simply didunderstand the rules of the
game they were playing; they did not possess tbegretion rules. These students
equated formerly gained experiences and knowlealgald’ knowledge, arguing that
recycling old knowledge was not a good use of ttieie during their sojourn. Hence,
they continued to write their assignments by foogsion supplying content
knowledge and demonstrating their understandinthefcontent by referencing the
literature. The second type of reaction was frooséhwho did recognise that the rules
of the game in the online environment differed frtbra ones they were familiar with
but they felt they were unable to cope with therhede students did not have the
realisation rules. In their interpretations, makiognnections between subject and
everyday knowledge meant searching for separatem@ea from their past
experiences to ‘support’ the content knowledge theyre learning (i.e. existing
knowledge). This knowledge-code behaviour is atsodtth the teachers’ emphasis
that learners’ personal experiences and practiegsna the educational context give
them unique insights into the subject content,ebgrallowing them to ‘challenge’
existing knowledge and ‘create’ their own knowledge

In short, the students did not bring themselvethéoonline learning environment and
consequently feel empowered by being able to makeavliedge claims based on their
unique insights (as intended by the knower-codeauum). Rather, as illustrated by
the two coping strategies, they either continuedotus on obtaining new content
knowledge without drawing on their personal experes at all, or they used their
past experiences simply as evidence to supportcéiment knowledge they were
learning in their online units. In other words, wher or not the students could
recognise what was expected of them, they dealh whese expectations with
knowledge-code strategies, which evidently were cwhpatible with the knower-

code learning context.

In terms of the students’ perceptions of the knogé&e they gained in their online

units, in short, they did not consider what thegrted to be legitimate educational
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knowledge. The students carried over from theiompknowledge-code environment
the beliefs that the basis of specialisation resithean extensive base of subject
knowledge, and that this knowledge has to be viadldy someone who has an
authoritative position in the subject field. Frorhist perspective, the students
considered that neither they nor their fellow |emsnwere legitimate knowers.
Applying this knowledge-code notion to the onlimevieonment, they found the two
main learning activities in this context, solitasading and learner-controlled forum
discussions, failed to offer them valid knowled@his view forms a marked contrast
to the teaching staff's knower-code claims that rislevance of content knowledge

and legitimate insights are both based on the iddal.

7.3.1.2 Code clash in pedagogy

Having been socialised into visible pedagogy inrtpeevious educational context,
the case study students defined good instructipmatedures as being strongly
sequenced and paced, with the criteria of knowlexigpdicitly spelled out. The online
environment that they entered, by contrast, emblravasible pedagogy, representing
a different set of values. In this environment tbacher designs the learning context
for students to “re-arrange and explore” (Bernst@Bv7, p.116); in turn, this design
allows the students great freedom in selectingestnstructuring their own learning,
and regulating their social relationships. Visipledagogy, focusing on the external
performances of learners and explicit criteria wbkledge, is a pedagogic realisation
of a knowledge code. On the other hand, invisi@dagogy highlights the internal
competencies of learners and the unique realisatidrihese competencies by each
learner, exemplifying a knower code. A mismatch aofdes in the pedagogies
employed in the students’ old and new educatiom&irenments is thus evident,
offering the potential for a code clash betweendhelents’ educational dispositions
(as shaped by their previous experience) and tieeakicational environment. This
code clash is further highlighted when the learrexpected roles in these two forms
of pedagogy are juxtaposed. Judging by the stupariicipants’ accounts, an ideal
learner for the visible pedagogy in China is on@seéhconduct is compliant with the
explicit rules that regulate the learning of theolehclass. It is clear from the data that
the students applied this knowledge-code notiadheo new environment in Australia.
By contrast, the image of an ideal learner for ithasible pedagogy in the online
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units is shown to embody a knower code. That ishénteachers’ views, a successful
learner demonstrates his or her engagemergresencein self-directing his or her
learning as well as in creating knowledge indiviuand collaboratively with others.

The effects of this code clash are exemplified Hiy students’ responses to the weak
sequencing, pacing, and hierarchical rules govgrtiie online environment. While
these rules are intended by the teaching stafht@m@ce flexibility and freedom for
individual learners to choose their own learninghpathe students experienced this
form of teaching as being devoid of systematicrutdional procedures. The effects
of this code clash are also shown by the studésntk’ of enthusiasm for participating
in the voluntary peer discussion activities in tmine units. The students generally
devalued these activities because they found theh&rs adopting a hands-off
approach in conducting the activities. Accordinghe teachers, the purpose of using
this approach is to help create a knower-orientedngunity, in which learners (who
the teachers recognise as legitimate knowers) gyemspectives and learn from one
another. However, the students considered this dfpeommunity to be devoid of
knowledge they see as valid because they felt ¢éhehters were not playing the
gatekeeping role of conferring legitimacy on theaspeal knowledge brought by

learners to the community.

As a result of this code clash, rather than dematisty their presence by showing
that they had taken control over their own learrpngcesses and were engaged in the
knower community, as they were expected to do bytétachers of online units, the
students articulated feelings of loss and abandahniéis indicates that the code
clash in pedagogy indeed marginalised the studeritss study — an opposite effect

to the aim of learner empowerment intended by caoBvist teaching techniques.

7.3.1.3 Code clash in assessment

A code clash in the students’ experiences of tlsesssnent in their online units is
manifested by the conflicting bases of distincte®s in their old and new learning
contexts. The student participants brought witmtfzeset of measures of achievement
that emphasise the ability to learn and present stia¢es of knowledge (i.e. a

knowledge code), but they came into a new envirgrinteat downplays these
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measures of achievement and rewards personalisgd @fathinking and specific
learner dispositions instead (i.e. a knower coBepeatedly, the data shows that the
students did not recognise these new ‘rules ofgdmme’, so they continued to use

techniques based on a knowledge code to cope @thriew environment.

A major effect of using a ‘wrong’ code to deal witheir online units is that the
students appeared to do exactly the opposite td thibs were expected to do in this
environment. For example, the teachers involvethis study stated they expect the
students in their online units to negotiate witenthwhen assessment requirements
did not suit their situations — a knower-code ititam The students, however,
construed negotiating with their teachers as aicatidn of their own incapacity to
meet requirements — a knowledge-code respons@aother example, the open format
of the assessment tasks, according to the teadtafj were designed to enable
learners to select content relevant to their owmctices and to construct
individualised knowledge — again, a knower-codentibn. Nevertheless, the students
reacted to this design by choosing the content trey studied before, rather than
content relating to their practices, so they cop&dform better. By making this
decision, the students tended to indicate the foisleg the assessment methods in the
online environment evaluated their states of kndgée— again, a knowledge-code
response. This misreading of the knower code umd@ng the assessment approach
as a knowledge code is also illustrated in howsthdents prepared their assignments.
They reported concentrating on synthesising viawmfthe literature and refraining
from adding their personal opinions or discussimgjrtpractices that did not concur

with the established views in this literature.

The students’ disappointment with their teachee®dback of their assignments is
another effect of the code clash. The knowledgesdmtkground that helped to shape
the students’ conceptions and expectations of éducassesses learners by what is
missingin their work, whereas the online environment asse what igpresentin
their work. The former employs specific criteriatbat learners’ performances can be
distinguished from each other. The latter, howevienws each learner as “the source
of the criteria” (Bernstein, 1977, p.119), therelegognising a variety of legitimate
performances. The teachers’ feedback of studengramsnts in the online units,

therefore, contains little information indicatinget differences between a student’s
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performance and an ideal one because for theséeamathere is no single ideal
performance. Operating from a knowledge-code pets@e the students were
seeking explicit criteria to judge their work agstinso they did not find this type of

feedback useful.

In conclusion, the students’ frustration and dis§attion with their educational
experiences in the online units resulted from aecothsh between the students’
educational dispositions (knowledge code) and théne learning environment
(knower code). This code clash, as illustrated abaas realised in all three message
systems of curriculum, pedagogy and assessmentle ThB summarises the
manifestations of the code clash, the studentg)omeses to this online learning

environment, and the emotional impact they felaassult of the code clash in each

of these systems.

Table 17. Code clash and its effects

Curriculum

Pedagogy

Assessment

Participants’
past

educational
experiences

Knowledge code:
Emphasises content
knowledge; downplays
personal knowledge

Knowledge code:
Highlights the procedures
for teaching expert
knowledge about the
subject content;
downplays the personal
dimension of the learning
process

Knowledge code:
Emphasises explicit
evaluative criteria and
standardised
performances; de-
emphasises personal
opinions

Constructivist
teaching
practice in
the online
context

Knower code:
Emphasises learners’
experiences and practices
beyond the educational
context; downplays
content knowledge

Knower code: Highlights
learners self-regulating
themselves and creating
knowledge individually and
collaboratively; downplays
explicit teaching
procedures

Knower code:

Emphasises learners’
evaluating themselves and
individualised knowledge;
de-emphasises explicit
criteria to separate any
two learners

Participants’
responses to

Relativist code: Did not

bring personal

Relativist code: Did not
show they were engaged

Relativist code: Did not
demonstrate personalised

the online experiences to the in self-directing their thinking or individualised
context learning context; learning or involved in the | knowledge; experienced a
experienced a lack learning community; lack of explicit evaluative
knowledge they see as experienced a deficiency criteria
legitimate of direct instruction and
guidance from the teacher
Emotional Feelings of frustration, Feelings of loneliness, Feelings of confusion,
impact on insecurity, inferiority, isolation, abandonment, loss, anger, distress, guilt,
participants anxiety, powerlessness, desperation, depression, angst, etc.

etc.

etc.

Now that the code clash has been established uigtign that remains is: Why were

the student sojourners in this study not able togeise that their online units
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employed a different code to the one they were [famwith? The next section
addresses this question.

7.3.2 The intrinsically invisible knower code

The discussions in the previous section suggesthib&knower code underpinning the
constructivist teaching strategies in the onlinésurendered two important things
invisible to the students in this study: (1) thelwhedge to be taught and learned; and
(2) the knower code itself. First, the students midl know what they were trying to
learn in the learning environment that used thismmfof pedagogy. For instance, they
did not know what they were supposed to accompyshringing personal experience
or by creating an online presence. Neither did tkeyw how the flexibility of this
form of education contributed to their learning,vdnat their teachers were teaching
them. Although many of the students might have dhdfamm their teachers the
rationale for adopting this constructivist instiooal approach, or read about it in the
unit outlines, it appears that they could not coghpnd exactly what they were
expected to do. To put it another way, they werabla to recognise the required

performance in this context.

The findings of the research suggest that thisiliaby the students to recognise the
required performance in the online context was beeathe knower code
underpinning the instructional procedures in tluatext did not make the knowledge
to be taught and learned explicit to the studentss is illustrated clearly by the
students’ experience of an absence of knowleddgbeaim online units, as well as by
the teachers’ use of open-ended evaluative crigeréhtheir shared belief in multiple
legitimate performances (Sections 7.2.2.3 and BB.In fact, the teachers said they
avoided using explicit instruction in the onlineitsr(as presented in chapters 5 and 6),
which is characteristic of constructivist pedagsgiRather than teaching knowledge
and skills to learners by virtue of explicit ingttion, a constructivist approach aims to
help learners develop knowledge and skills tacily placing them in rich
environments that comprise authentic and complexrnieg tasks (Duffy &
Cunningham 1996; Grabinger & Dunlap, 1995; HeramgtReeves & Oliver, 2005;
Honebein, 1996; Oliver & Herrington, 2003). It ispected that in order to complete
these tasks, learners will actively explore theirmments in ways they consider
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most appropriate for themselves. From the studep&’spective, however, in
allowing learners this ‘freedom’, the teacher beeamnvisible, thus causing

knowledge to become invisible.

Secondly, the knower code itself, which governestdaching practices in the online
units, was also invisible to the students. Consitrist teaching does not set explicit
rules of how a learner should engage in his ordvem task. This suggests that, as
with its recognition of multiple legitimate studgmérformances, this form of teaching
practice also recognises multiple legitimate masrar student engagement in the
learning context. In simple terms, learners areexpiected to engage in their learning
in particular ways. Nevertheless, the findingsto$ tstudy indicate that the teachers,
indeed, had some appropriate manner of learnemgengant in mind but did not make
this explicit to the students. The study argues thas because the knower code

represented by this pedagogyniginsically invisible.

In particular, the study found that a key unwritterie of the game’ in constructivist
educational practice is the notion lefarner presence which means that learners
demonstrate their engagement with their past amcemu experiences, as well as
within and beyond the educational context. Assedatith this notion is an emphasis
on a personalised individualised and socialising knower as the basis of
distinctiveness and authority in this learning eomt(see Section 7.2.2.4). However,
constructivist instructional strategies requirettttas key rule of the game remain
implicit in order to allow learners to explore tlearning context in the ways they find
appropriate. For example, the fundamental princgflenvisible pedagogy, which
describes the constructivist teaching practice his tstudy, is that instructional
procedures do not follow pre-determined stageslaégn by time, but by learners’
individual development. This principle, in fact,ntains a hidden rule: the learner is
expected to externalise his or her learning totélaeher so that the teacher can give
personalised interpretation, evaluation and diagn@ernstein, 1977). As Bernstein
says, “the greater range of [the learner’s] adésitthe more of him [sic] is made
available to the teacher’s screening” (p.121). Adew to this tacit rule, to receive
maximum ‘teaching’ from the teacher, it was impeeafor the students in this study
to participate in as many activities in the onliearning context as possible. In other

words, the students were expected to create tigbility in the online environment
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even though this was not compulsory. Neverthelesgdhering to the notion of
learner choice, the teaching practice did not anoeuhe creation of online visibility

as a rule of the game.

Since the knower code underpinning constructivispired pedagogies cannot show
itself, it takes a learner pre-equipped with thght dispositions to be able to
appreciate and benefit from this instructional apph. To be specific, this approach
requires a learner who has the ‘right’ attitude aedsonality (see Section 7.2.2.3) or
has already been socialised into the form of behasicompatible with this form of
teaching (Maton, 2004a).

7.3.3 Findings in relation to constructivist teachi ng approaches

First and foremost, the findings of this study destoate the possible adverse effects
constructivist teaching may have for learners wieorent the ‘right’ kind of knowers
for this pedagogy. This study concludes that thestential adverse effects can be
summarised as resulting in a learning experienae émbodies a relativist code, in

which nothing is felt to be legitimate.

Many subscribers to constructivist-inspired pedag®ghave claimed that these
pedagogies, coupled with online learning, are eapgecsuited to adult learners
because adult learning is triggered and facilitétgdheir life experiences (Eastmond,
1998; Huang, 2002; Sieber, 2005). Adult learnees @ortrayed in this literature as
self-directed and highly motivated when they pereevhat they are learning helps to
solve their problems in real life. The teachingffsia this study expressed similar
beliefs about adult learners, asserting that tlpeistgraduate students thrive in
learning contexts in which constructivist instrocial procedures are enacted. The
findings of this study, however, challenge thisuasgtion. The empirical evidence
gathered lends support to the argument that tiselitlé basis to many claims made
about the benefits of constructivist-inspired pextpgs (Kirschner et al., 2006;
Sweller, 2009). Contrary to claims made by consivist theorists and researchers
(Cooper, 1993; Honebein, 1996; Johnson & Johns®96;1Milhauser, 2006; Savery
& Duffy, 1995; Wilson, 1997), the student sojounén this research: did not feel
they were involved in generating knowledge throymgrsonal interpretations and
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negotiating meanings with their peers; did not tgvewnership of their learning;

and did not eventually become ‘reflective practiges’ ready to apply changes to
their own environments in order to test their neakidfs. On the contrary, as has been
reiterated throughout Chapter 6 and the presemitehahe students felt marginalised

and in a state of chaos, uncertainty and limbo.

An important point to make here is that althougé pinesent investigation is a case
study of Chinese learners, Bernsteinian scholags (#adley, 2007; Lubienski, 2004;
Morais & Neves, 2001; Rose, 2004) have long fouhequipped learners across
different countries (e.g. South Africa, U.S.A., Rgal, Australia) disadvantaged by
constructivist-inspired pedagogies. Lubienski (2004 example, conducted research
on American students. The study found that learrfiensy lower socio-economic

status backgrounds did not benefit from a learnemyironment in which the

authoritative role of the teacher is weakened, amre the boundary between
everyday and school knowledge is blurred. Anothedys found that South African

learners taught by relating their school knowletlye¢heir personal contexts denied
them the ability to abstract this knowledge beydinel localised context (Hoadley,

2007). Therefore, although the Chinese studentgative experiences in the present
study may have been exacerbated by their knowledde-educational background,
the experience of a code clash identified in tesearch is not exclusive to Chinese

learners.

The second major implication of the research figdifior a constructivist teaching
approach is that in choosing this pedagogy as tie teaching approach for a
learning context, teachers make the learning coreeknower-code environment.
More importantly, this pedagogy will remain invigbto many learners due to the
tacit nature of the knower code. It should be ersigea here that the knower code
itself is not a problem (Maton, 2009), and the ifig$ of this study do not suggest the
knower code, itself, or constructivist teachingelt, is the problem. Rather, the study
argues that teaching practice based purely on av&na@ode requires either pre-
equipped learners and/or suitable learning contéxtsit to work. In this study,

however, neither of these conditions was met, whichturn, led to the students’

relativist-code experiences.
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In terms of pre-equipped learners, it is likely teke a learner with the ‘right’
dispositions (i.e. a personalised, individualised @ocialising knower) to reap the
benefits of this approach. Alternatively, this pgogy is also likely to suit learners
who have significant prior knowledge or experiergating to the subject content (i.e.
non-novices in the profession, see Kirschner et2@06; Sweller, 2009) because the
pedagogy depends heavily on learners sharing mwiofed knowledge and
experiences. Previous studies have reported sucgkessonstructivist teaching
strategies with this latter type of learner (e.@b€el, 2004; Milhauser, 2006). In
relation to suitable learning contexts, it has beentended that traditional craft
apprenticeships may be amenable to this form cagegy (Maton, 2009). In master-
apprentice relations, knowledge is taught tacitiyotigh modelling rather than
explicit verbal instruction (Gamble, 2001). The ké&gs with the apprentice’s
sufficiently long immersion in the learning enviroant, during which period of time
the apprentice encounters a plethora of problend situations. As well as
experimenting in solving these problems, the apjprenvatches how the ‘master’ and
other practitioners act in the field. Through theseans, he or she gradually acquires

the rules of the game in that field.

This study argues that constructivist instructicstedtegies be adopted in combination
with other forms of pedagogy in the absence ofafementioned circumstances.
This conclusion echoes the findings of researciMbyais and colleagues (Morais &
Neves, 2001; Morais, Neves & Pires, 2004), who tbtimat a ‘mixed pedagogy’
containing strong and weak classifications and iings contributes to students’
acquisition of the recognition and realisation sutd school contexts. Specifically,
these studies have concluded that learning cannf@oved when pacing and
hierarchical rules, and knowledge relations (eajposl and everyday knowledge),
exhibit weak classifications and framings, but sleéection of content and evaluative
criteria have strong classifications and framinigds means that a beneficial learning
environment is one which is underpinned by a mikmdwledge and knower codes.
With regard to which aspects of the learning emmment should represent a
knowledge code or a knower code, it may dependerspecific context and type of

learners.
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7.3.4 Findings in relation to flexible online learn  ing

The qualitative nature of this research makesfiiicdit conclude what findings could
be attributed to flexible online learning or to stmictivist pedagogy. However,
analysis of the data indicates that the studertiggaants’ dissatisfaction with their
online educational experiences had more to do thighteaching practice than with the
online delivery method. None of the students reggbencountering problems relating
to the use of technologies in their online unitsey also rarely expressed difficulties
or discontent about their learning without refegrio pedagogical issues, such as the
structure of the subject content, teaching proaegjulearning activities, and
assessment methods and criteria (see details ipt€h@). These issues, as has been
reiterated throughout the thesis, relate to the immatly guided instructional
techniques, typical of constructivist pedagogy. Shely, therefore, argues that online
flexible learning largely did not initiate the ptelms confronting the students in this
study.

Nevertheless, this does not mean that the onlifieede method was not a factor in
the students’ dissatisfaction with their experiexacéhe study suggests that online
flexible learning may accentuate the problems mgidrom constructivist-inspired
pedagogies. For example, in this study, studyinghnemmay have exacerbated the
students’ feelings of disorientation and anxietgdaese they could not use cues from
the teacher’'s body language to confirm they wermglohings correctly. In other
words, online learning can contribute to the irviglly of constructivist pedagogy.
The students may also have been further detactaad iththe pedagogy had been
implemented in a face-to-face context because there fewer chances in the online
environment for them to ‘see’ how their classmatese feeling about or coping with
their learning. This point has been substantiatethe student participants’ consistent
remarks that they felt they were alone in studyhmgr online units, not knowing who
their classmates were. Furthermore, it is relajivbfficult for teachers to intervene
and mitigate the effects of constructivist pedagmggnline contexts because they do
not ‘see’ learners’ immediate reactions to theacteng. In effect, studies have shown
that teachers who intend to implement construdtiwstruction in face-to-face
classroom settings tend to end up offering studeomsiderable guidance when they

see students are learning little from the process Kirschner et al., 2006).

246



7. 4 Strengths, limitations and issues for future r esearch

This research study has several particular strenditethodologically, the use of
multi-session interviews enabled the researchekamine in depth the nuances of the
case study participants’ perceptions, reactions emdtions towards their online
experiences. In addition, as explained in Chaptér 8ach of the three main stages of
data collection, the participants were selectetbdohg the principle of maximising
what could be learned about the research topis félped the study to generate rich
data, based on which, rigorous analysis could belected and more compelling

conclusions could be drawn.

The study also made a number of theoretical cantidbs. It brought together three
robust theories to guide the research design amdutate the analysis approach. In
doing so, the study helped to flesh out severalpmmants of Berry's acculturation
framework, and helped show how Maton’s conceptspidtemic and social relations
build on Bernstein’s concepts of classification &aiing. Moreover, by developing
an external language of description for these twts of concepts, the study
demonstrated the differing manifestations of thacepts in terms of curriculum,
pedagogy and assessment. Finally, the study catgdito Maton’s conceptualisation
of legitimation codes of specialisation by highligly a particular kind of knowledge
code that is based on atomised knowledge, andeliff&inds of knower code that are
based on communal knowers, personalised knowediyidoalised knowers or

socialising knowers.

Maton’s LCT(Specialisation) was of substantial ealin helping the study to
conceptualise and theorise the Chinese studenturs@s’ online educational
experiences in Australia. As the theory can be usednalyse a diverse range of
objects of study, the researcher was able to amaysriety of issues that emerged in
curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation. This led taharough exploration of the
underlying principles structuring the educationehgtices in the students’ heritage
and host cultures, along with their learning exgares in the host culture.
LCT(Specialisation) also allowed the study to See telations among these three

factors (heritage culture, host culture and thetaxinof both) and identify a code
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clash in the students’ cross-cultural educatiorpkeeences. Based on these analyses,
the present investigation concluded with the ewegeinconjecture thathen a learner
whose prior educational experience represents avkenge code enters a learning
context specialised by a knower code, a code chagh resultant relativist-code
experience can be anticipateltl.is anticipated that this conclusion, as wellogiser
findings of this research, presented throughowt ¢hiapter, may serve as the basis of
research into other learners and learning cont@&asadvance future research in this
area, a number of directions are provided belowes€hare based on the limitations

and findings of this study.

In terms of methodological issues, one limitatidrite research was that the online
experiences examined were all drawn from the saoeltly, and therefore the same
discipline. The Faculty of Education was selecttthis study for a practical reason;
that is, at the time of the research, it was tHg taculty at the university that offered
online flexible learning as defined by this studyowever, how this form of

educational provision is being practiced in othiscigllinary areas is still of interest.

Secondly, the variety of learners’ online experenresented in the current
investigation may have been restricted by the that the students involved had
higher levels of English language abilities thae tmajority of Chinese student
sojourners in Australia. At the university, the &g of Education requires a higher
score on the International English Language TesBpstem (IELTS) for entry than

the other faculties that attract a significant nembf Chinese international students,
such as informatics and commerce. Moreover, abalfibhthe study participants had
been English majors when they studied in China.ddefuture research exploring
experiences of learners who have different levélErglish language abilities may

offer useful insights in this regard.

Thirdly, a replication of this research on learnezesming from educational
backgrounds that are underpinned by different ilegition codes, particularly a
knower code (e.g. Western European learners), bell an especially valuable
contribution. This form of investigation will heljp determine how the absence of a
code clash or a different type of code clash mdgcaflearners’ experiences of

constructivist pedagogies in an online context.
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Finally, with respect to theoretical issues, whil@T(Specialisation) has been shown
to serve as a powerful analytical tool for thisdstuits use here only focuses on two
dimensions, namely, the epistemic relation to keolge and social relation to
knowers. There may be other aspects of an eduehtexperience that are worth
exploring, some of which can be conceptualisedgusither dimensions of LCT or
other appropriate theories. For example, the cursaudy has identified a lack of
interpersonal relationships and emotional supp®earaissue of concern for most case
study participants. Although this issue can be aontexd for as the students’ desire to
have their memberships of the learning communijtiteated, it does not necessarily
relate to the legitimation of the knowledge claithey make, or their distinctiveness,
authority and status in the field. This affectiviendnsion of learners’ experience,

therefore, warrants attention in future research.

7.5 Conclusion

This research explored Chinese student sojourrexgériences of online flexible

learning at an Australian university. It found tredtthe university, online flexible

learning converged with constructivist-inspired pgolgies, reflecting a prevalent
trend in the educational literature. The findingshe@ study challenge the claim made
by proponents of these pedagogies that this forteaxdthing practice empowers and
motivates learners. The study argues instead tbastrictivist teaching methods
marginalise learners who are the ‘wrong’ kind obwers for this form of pedagogy,

as exemplified by the experiences of the Chineséesit sojourners in this research.
The effects of this instructional approach enaateah online context for the students
included feelings of abandonment and disorientatam well as anxiety and guilt

about not gaining sufficient knowledge during trediucational sojourn in Australia.

The study contributes to the body of research istodents’ online learning
experiences by theorising the participants’ expe@s using a theoretical framework

based on Berry, Bernstein and Maton. The findingssammarised as follows.

« The educational practice the student sojournerseixpérienced in China can

be regarded as embodying a knowledge code. In d¢brgext, content

249



knowledge, highly-structured teaching procedures amplicit evaluative

criteria are emphasised, while learners’ personagdeeences, views and
preferences for learning are downplayed. The bafsdistinctiveness in this
educational context is the possession of speahks®wledge and the ideal
knower is a&communaknower.

* In marked contrast, the online learning environmiéiet students entered in
Australia represents a knower code. Personal expezi and knowledge,
learner engagement, and multiple legitimate peréoroes are highlighted,
whereas content knowledge, explicit teaching procesl and explicit
assessment criteria are de-emphasised. The basggitohacy in this context
is the individual. An ideal knower is primarily @ersonalised and
individualisedknower, but preferably socialisingknower as well.

« A code clash occurred when the educational belef$ values espoused by
these two pedagogic practices came together irstisents’ experiences of
their online units in Australia. However, the stottewere unable to recognise
this code clash for what it was because they ar¢hecright kind of knowers’
to recognise the knower code underpinning the cocistist teaching
practices in the online environment, one thattsnsically invisible.

* The students were unable to recognise the perfarensequired in the online
environment, so they carried on doing things in sviney already knew. That
is, they continued using the knowledge code fromirtpast to cope with a
knower-code environment, thereby becoming the ‘gr&md of knowers.

» The effects of this code clash for the learners bendescribed as an
educational experience devoid of legitimacy, onecsgised by a relativist
code. The students entered the online environmenseeing themselves as
legitimate knowers. In this environment, not onlgsmvhat they perceived as
legitimate knowledge downplayed, but they did redrh how to become a
legitimate knower. Nor did the students feel a een$ belonging to a
community of knowers. In short, this educationaperxence was empty of

knowledge and knowers, one that can be describadessning ‘vacuum’.

On a final note, the study suggests that a corstrsicinstructional approach as the
sole form of pedagogy may only be beneficial whenditions amenable to this form

of teaching are met. These conditions include wihenlearners are pre-equipped to
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deal with this form of pedagogy, or when they haxperienced a lengthy period of
immersion in this form of instruction. This propwsn, however, requires further

investigation.

The findings of this study are potentially of calesiable significance to higher
education worldwide as internationalisation andirenllearning continue to play a
major role in the future of universities. The uredanding of the issues explored in
this study helps to expand the knowledge base degarthe online educational

experiences of Chinese learners, a student populttat has been of primary interest
for educators and policy makers in the growth ofenmationalisation. More

importantly, the theorisation of the teaching pi@es and participants’ experiences in
this study is crucial in assisting universitiepnedicting and diagnosing whether and
how their online educational practices may benafitlisadvantage certain learners.
This prediction and diagnosis, in turn, facilitaté® design of online teaching in

higher education.
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Appendix 1: Interview guide for focus groups

What is it like to study in your home country?

What is a typical Chinese class like?

What kind of student is considered a good student in your home country?
What kind of teacher is considered a good teacher in your home country?
What influenced your decision to come to Australia to study?

What do Chinese students expect to get out of their learning experiences in
Australia?

What does ‘learning’ mean to you?

What is it like to move from a Chinese learning environment to an Australian one?
What are the challenges for Chinese students studying in Australia?

What strengths do Chinese students bring to their study in Australia?

What do you think of online learning?

Could you tell us about your experience of online learning if you have any?
Please comment on the past research findings about Chinese students’ online
learning experiences. (Handout provided.)

Is there anything you want to add regarding Chinese students’ learning

experiences in Australia?
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Appendix 2: Stimulus material used in focus groups

Past research findings about Chinese students’ onli ne learning experiences in

Western countries

Part 1: General findings
1. Chinese students are more confident and assertive in stating their views
online than in a face-to-face environment.

P oo A2 >, EAE AR rT A AR BRI 9 ORI, s A5,
WO FF O o
2. The text-based, asynchronous communication medium allows Chinese

students time for editing postings and reflecting on their thoughts, so the
quality of their participation is enhanced.

R A 7 e S B4, 1 B2 AR, b [ S AR A L2 I [R] RS R4 T
BR, P LA IE ) PR TE T e
3. The process of reading, digesting, drafting and revising messages is time-

consuming and exhausting for Chinese students, so they may spend more
time in an online unit than in a face-to-face unit.

BRI 7 g S e S R, ER AR R 2 SR E . HAHE N 5
W, P LA A5 2 > BE D0 2% I 4RI [A] -
4. Online learning fails to satisfy Chinese students’ desire for learning about the

host culture.

2 FURTETGVEW A2 1 27 A 3 [ Ah 3 A5 AR A )% 1 SCA AR K e
5. Chinese students prefer to work with local Western students for the benefit of

attaining multiple perspectives on issues and chances to practice using
English.

WU, T A LA R 2 o A e A, ANEERERIL e T [ AR AR e —
A, DU IZAE AT LA SIS LR, T Hof AR 983 -

Past 2: Factors that influence Chinese students’ pa  rticipation in online
discussions
6. Chinese students see computer-mediated communication as a formal written
form of communication, so those who think they are not good at English
writing tend to avoid posting messages.

2 A AR 2 BRI — M EXSAE, B DU RARATHE4T A S SCE ALY
AT, A B AN e AR 2 SR i [ B TR
7. Chinese students think online postings are task-oriented and bereft of

personal feelings, so they do not want to post more messages than required.
b e AR A AR AE 2 B BTN TR, RS H B S8 A, BT BUARAT
EEAEAN 2o REEE 2 BRI B 0T AHUEL o
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8. Chinese students’ reservations about disagreeing with people they are not
familiar with may reduce their presence online.

WERAN NIRRT 1%, B 2 AR AN RS AE e b SO ABAT T L
9. When Chinese students feel their postings are ignored by other students, they

will not continue to post or respond to messages.

o 2 A SRR SZ B AAT TSR B THUE R N I B A 2 ARk A G ]
HE .
10. Some of these factors (6-10) may be related to the Chinese face-saving

culture, which stresses the importance of maintaining a positive image for
oneself and others.

PA_EIXEEBL5: (6-10) AT AEER H N 52 1 1 SCAAT O, R b B NARAEF H LB
%, WM BELFR NI T

Part 3: Findings from comparative studies of Chines e and Western students
11. When asked about the advantages of online learning, Chinese students tend
to prioritise the advantages that can help to improve their individual work or
skills (e.g. Online learning reduces language barriers; compulsory
participation gives them an incentive to post messages), but Western
students place more emphasis on the participation environment (e.g. Online
learning allows them to express opinions in a different way).

B i) B 2ot Ze EURRE D0 Ry, o 2% A {0 i e 0 46 ) LS B AT 14~ N Tk 20
fohte, W T2 BERFEWT DL/ TE SRl ), DAR [ 98I ESR AT A ) 2 /D22
e BRI U WIS, TRUBHMARATIZ 20 | o T pe 7 2 A DB ) i 2 ) BRI,
[ 4 FURRE AT BLiEARATIREH] o —For KRIL B CENL] .
12. Chinese students see the absence of face-to-face contact as having a

negative impact on their learning, but Western learners tend not to feel so.

F ] 2 A B A5 = T TR VA0 2% RS ARATT (1 2% 30, ABLPG J7 22 AR AN B AR 2 THIAS 1T 7 36
AT 22 2T
13. Chinese students are less able to utilise resources on the Internet for their

learning than Western students.

rh B 2 AR ER Y U5 o A PR R LU 8 i Y I BE U5 7 >
14. Chinese students are less inclined to use online communication for learning

than Western students.

o A2 A B VY 5 2 A O R LU AN O e Ly il i )7 A 2 .
15. Chinese students tend to post fewer messages of an intellectual nature than

Western students. Chinese students’ messages are often for practical (e.g.
inquire about assignment requirements) or social purposes.

A2 22 AR KRR AR R PR IR P 7 L P g2 2 5K PR VR A (R AT TS £ A
B L W e PR ST B AR AT A )
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Appendix 3: Interview guide for teacher interviews

1. Could you describe an online unit that you are teaching at the moment, or one

that you think best represents your teaching philosophy?

How do you use online learning in this online unit?

Can you talk about your teaching activities?

Can you talk about the learning activities? Among these activities, which do
you find most challenging for your students?

Can you talk about the assessment tasks? Among these tasks, which do
you find most challenging for your students?

What kind of student is more likely to excel in this online unit?

What are your expectations of your students in this online unit?

If you could pick a few things that you'd like your students to take with them
after they complete this unit, what would they be?

Do you think online learning is a suitable delivery method for this unit?

What are some of the challenges for you when teaching this online unit?

2. I'd like to ask you a few things about the unit outline you sent me earlier. Could

you tell me a little more about [...].

What is the pedagogical value of online learning?

What are the qualities that help someone to succeed in learning online?

Could you tell me about your experience teaching Chinese students in Australia,

if you have any?

6. Isthere anything else that can help me understand your philosophy of teaching

and learning that we haven't talked about in this interview?
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Appendix 4: Interview guide for the first student i nterviews

© ©® N o g bk~ 0w DNPRF

e < e
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Could you describe your experience of studying in China?
What makes someone succeed in Chinese education?
Could you describe your experience of studying in Australia?
What makes someone succeed in Australian education?
What kind of student do you think is a good student?

What kind of teacher do you think is a good teacher?

In what kind of learning environment do you learn best?
What motivated you to come to Australia to study?

What do you hope to achieve here?

. What influenced your decision to take this online unit (these online units)?
. What do you expect to learn in this online unit?

. What does ‘online learning” mean to you?

. What do you think learning online might be like?

. What do you think communicating with your teacher online might be like?

. What do you think communicating with your classmates online might be like?
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Appendix 5: Interview guide for intervening student interviews

1. Could you describe the learning environment in your online unit(s)? [Question for
the second interview only.]
* Communication tools
» Learning resources
* Teaching and learning activities
¢ Assessment tasks
2. Over the past few weeks, how have you felt about your learning in this online unit?
* What are the things that you feel happy about?
« What are the things that you feel unhappy about?

3. How often do you log on to the class website? What do you do when you are
online?

4. What learning activities do you do for this unit when you are offline?

What do you think of the learning activities you do in this online unit?

6. What do you think you have to do to get a good mark for these learning activities
(if they are assessable)?

7. Have you encountered any difficulty while conducting these activities? What have
you done to cope?

8. Please describe your interaction with your teacher since we spoke last.

* How does the interaction affect your study?
9. Please describe your interactions with your classmates since we spoke last.
* How do these interactions affect your study?

10. How does your teacher assess the assignment? [Question for the interviews in
which the participant indicates his/her teacher has returned the participant’s
assignment]

< Are you happy about the mark you've got?
« What is the teacher’s feedback? What do you think of it?
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1.

6
7
8.
9

Appendix 6: Interview guide for the final student i nterviews

It has been a week (or two) since you completed your online unit(s). How would
you describe your experience with the online unit(s) now?
* Which learning activity did you enjoy doing the most? Why?
* Which learning activity did you not enjoy doing? Why?
¢ Which assessment task was easy for you? Why?
* Which assessment task was difficult for you? Why?
« Did you have to make any changes to the way you usually study when you
studied this online unit?
* What were the strengths of this online unit?
¢ What needs improving in this online unit?
How satisfied are you with your achievements in this online unit?
* What did you learn?
« What was required to succeed in this online unit?
« What do you think your teacher would like the students to take with them after
they completed this online unit? Have you learned all those things?
How would you describe your relationship with the teacher?
« What do you think your teacher thought of you?
* What is a good teacher-student relationship in an online unit?
* What kind of teacher do you think is a good teacher for an online unit?
How would you describe your relationships with your classmates?
* What do you think of your classmates?
« What kind of impression do you think you had on your classmates?
« What is a good peer relationship in an online unit?
Do you think you might have done a better job if this online unit had been
delivered face-to-face?
Has your view of online learning changed over the semester?
Has your view of learning in general changed over the semester?
Given a chance, would you take another online unit?

What advice would you give a student who is about to take the same online unit?

10. Is there anything else you can tell me about your online learning experience?
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Appendix 7: Information sheet (example)

University of Wollongong

Information Sheet — Student

Acculturation to online learning: A case study of C hinese student sojourners at
an Australian university

Rainbow Tsai-Hung Chen

Faculty of Education, University of Wollongong

Dear student

You have been asked to participate in the PhD research project: Acculturation to
online learning: A case study of Chinese student sojourners at an Australian
university, conducted by Rainbow Tsai-Hung Chen from the Faculty of Education at
the University of Wollongong. The aim of this study is to investigate Chinese
students’ experiences of online learning at your University. The results of the study
will improve understanding of how Chinese students adapt to this type of learning in
Australian higher education and how teachers and designers can better support
Chinese students studying online.

If you consent to participate you will be asked to complete a questionnaire
(approximately 20 minutes) and will be interviewed for up to four times
(approximately one hour for each interview).

The following measures will be adopted to protect the identities of participants in the
study:
e pseudonyms will be used during data recording process and in any published
materials,
« data collected will be stored securely in a locked filing cabinet in the Faculty
of Education, and will only be accessed by the researcher.

Your participation in this research is voluntary. You are free to refuse to participate
and may withdraw from the research at any time by advising Rainbow Tsai-Hung
Chen. Your refusal to participate or withdrawal of consent will in no way affect your
scholarly work, or your relationship with the Faculty of Education or University of
Wollongong. Information about who chooses to participate in the study and who does
not, and data collected about participants will not be made available to your teachers
or the university.

If you have any enquiries about the research, you can contact the researcher by
phone on 4221 4617 or by email at thc685@uow.edu.au. If you have any concerns or
complaints regarding the way the research is or has been conducted, you can
contact the Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, Office of Research,
University of Wollongong on 4221 4457.
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Appendix 8: Consent form (example)

University of Wollongong  JREt™

Consent form — Student

Acculturation to online learning: A case study of C hinese student sojourners at
an Australian university

Rainbow Tsai-Hung Chen

Faculty of Education, University of Wollongong

| have been given information about the PhD research project: Acculturation to online
learning: A case study of Chinese student sojourners at an Australian university,
conducted by Rainbow Tsai-Hung Chen from the Faculty of Education at the
University of Wollongong. | have had an opportunity to ask any questions | may have
about the research and my participation.

I understand that if | consent to participate | will be asked to complete a questionnaire
(approximately 20 minutes) and will be interviewed for up to four times
(approximately one hour for each interview).

I understand that the following measures will be adopted to protect the identities of
participants in the study:
* pseudonyms will be used during data recording process and in any published
materials,
« data collected will be stored securely in a locked filing cabinet in the Faculty
of Education, and will only be accessed by the researcher.

I understand that my participation in this evaluation research is voluntary. | am free to
refuse to participate and | am free to withdraw from the research at any time. My
refusal to participate or withdrawal of consent will in no way affect my scholarly work
or my relationship with the University of Wollongong.

If I have any enquiries about the research, | can contact Rainbow Tsai-Hung Chen by
phone on 4221 4617 or by email at thc685@uow.edu.au. If | have any concerns or
complaints regarding the way the research is or has been conducted, | can contact
the Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, Office of Research,
University of Wollongong on 4221 4457.

By signing below | am indicating my consent to participate in the Acculturation to
online learning: A case study of Chinese student sojourners at an Australian
university Research Project conducted by Rainbow Tsai-Hung Chen as it has been
described to me in the information sheet. | understand that the data collected from
my participation will be used for conference and journal publications and | consent for
it to be used in that manner outlined above.

Signed Date



Appendix 9: Coding scheme for themes emerging from the

data
Node Description Example quote
1. Chinese This set of codes characterises
education issues related to students’

educational experiences in
China.

1.1 Educational
system

This category codes a response
that describes Chinese
education or its comparison with
Australian education.

In China, it's very difficult to pass
the entrance exam to enter a
graduate program if you're not
from that discipline. Here they let
you in if your English is all right
and your marks in the bachelor’s
degree are good enough.

1.2 Knowledge

This set of codes identifies
issues related to students’
conceptions of knowledge.

1.2.1 Definition

This category codes a response
that presents the students’
definitions of knowledge or how
they know they have gained
knowledge.

If it's abstract knowledge, like the
knowledge written in books or in
any fixed place, as long as |
remember it, and | don’t have to
look for it each time | need it, that
is, | can totally rely on myself, or
if | can express it in my own
words, then | can say I've
learned the knowledge.

1.2.2 Quantity

This category codes a response
that addresses the emphasis of
Chinese education on obtaining
a large quantity of knowledge.

If | feel | have more knowledge in
this area than before... or when |
discuss it with other people, I find
| know things that people don't
know, then | know I've learned
something.

1.2.3 Authority

This category codes a response
that addresses the emphasis of
Chinese education on knowledge
being delivered by someone who
has an authoritative position in
the subject field.

Some of my viewpoints are right,
and some are wrong. | feel | am
learning when the teacher
corrects my viewpoints.

1.3 Teaching

This set of codes identifies
issues that relate to students’
conceptions of teaching or
learning.

1.3.1 Structure

This category codes statements
that refer to the structure of
learning in China.

You need to reach a certain level
of knowledge, so you can move
on to the next step.

1.3.2 Control

This category codes statements
that describe how Chinese
teachers exercise control.

Teachers teach you a lot of
content, but they don't ask you to
search for information on your
own. They tell you they've done
all the research for you, and that
you only have to make sure

you've learned everything they
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Node

Description

Example quote

teach you. ...You don't have to
do more than that.

1.3.3 Interaction

This category codes statements
that describe interactions in a
Chinese class.

There is little interaction in class.
Interaction usually happens after
class. In class, Chinese students
are usually very quiet. Very few
will ask questions in class.

1.3.4 Attendance

This category codes statements
that address the importance of
class attendance in China.

If you understand the teacher’s
lecture in class, you don’t need
to spend so much time studying
when you go home.

1.4 Teacher This category codes a response | A good lecture is very systematic
that describes the roles of the and ‘attractive’. The content of
teacher in China. the lecture is to the point, very

concise, easy to be digested by
students, easy for them to
remember without even having
to take notes. ...The teacher
highlights the main points for
students.

1.5 Learner This set of codes identifies
issues that relate to the roles of
the learner in China.

1.5.1 Chinese This category codes a response | Chinese students usually don't

learner related to the characteristics of want to lose face. They will be

the Chinese learner.

more willing to answer questions
if they think their answers are
‘perfect’. If they think their
answers might not be good
enough, they will keep quiet.

1.5.2 |ldeal learner

This category codes a response
that describes an ideal student in
China.

Being smart in China means ...
knowing when to do what, like
not doing certain things in class,
etc. ...Some people may be
smart but they like to express
their different opinions or do
different things. These people
are not considered good
students.

1.6 Assessment

This category codes issues
related to assessment methods
or the keys to attaining a good
mark in China.

This is all you have to do to get a
good mark: write down the
information the teacher gives
you. Never add your own
opinions, never do that.

1.7 Sojourn purpose

This category codes a response
that addresses the students’
purposes of coming to Australia
to study.

| want to learn Western thinking
because it'll be different from
Chinese thinking.

2. Online units

This set of codes characterises
issues related to the learning

environments of the online units
discussed by the teaching staff.

2.1 Structure

This category codes teachers’

Not so much, do this, do that.
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Description

Example quote

responses that address the
structure of the online units.

You have to say well this is the
kind of thing that would be
suitable but do you have any
other ideas, what are you
interested in, what are you doing
at work, you know all of that sort
of thing.

2.2 Activity This set of codes identifies
issues related to learning
activities, as raised by the
teachers.

2.2.1 Forum This category codes teachers’ | guess the group interaction
comments that address their occurs when you raise issues in
intent or implementation of forum | a forum, | mean it is still a group
discussions. activity even though it is non-

assessable.

2.2.2 Chat This category codes teachers’ | did a synchronous chat weekly.

comments that address their
intent or implementation of
synchronous online chat.

And you know it wasn’t
compulsory and so some weeks
a few people appeared and
some weeks only one or two
students were online but it was
just that opportunity.

2.2.3 Face-to-face
meeting

This category codes teachers’
comments that address their
intent or implementation of face-
to-face meetings.

Even if they didn't talk about
content but just emotional issues
like ‘How are you going’ or ‘I'm
struggling with this task’. You
know that, and just to have that
rapport with other people I think
that’s really important.

2.3 Assessment

This set of codes identifies
issues that relate to
assignments, as raised by the
teachers.

2.3.1 Type This category codes teachers’ So | favour very much project
responses that describe the based orientation where there is
types of assignments they give some level of problem solving
students or their reasons for rather than just simply
using the assignments. regurgitating text of literature. |

think that’s a futile, passive and
uninvolved approach.

2.3.2. Criteria This category codes teachers’ It's not like learning medicine,
responses related to the criteria | you've got to get it right
they use for assessing students’ | [otherwise] the patient will die.
assignments. It's not like that. It's more open to

interpretation.

2.4 Belief This category identifies issues The key principles | see are to
that relate to the teaching staff's | heighten engagement, heighten
overall teaching philosophy. relevance, to develop a

collaborative process and then
develop a transformative
process.

2.5 Goal This category codes teachers’ | want them to understand the
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responses that describe what
they expect their students to
learn in the online units.

link between the theory and the
practice so that they can justify
their own practice when they're
teaching kids, and the choices
they make.

2.6 Teacher

This category codes a response
that describes the roles the
teaching staff intends to play.

| am most definitely a facilitator. |
try to figure out how to make
sure the students learn whatever
it is they need to learn. ... it was
the coming to grips with giving
students the opportunity to just
explore the materials and not
forcing them to do specific
things.

2.7 Learner

This category codes teachers’
comments that outline the
desirable traits of a learner in the
online units.

| think they have to be open to
learning in a less structured
environment, a less formally
structured, less predetermined
environment. They have to be
prepared | suppose to meet the
challenges as they go along.

2.8 Online delivery

This set of code identifies issues
related to the online delivery
mode, as raised by the teachers.

2.8.1 Advantage

This category codes teachers’
statements that present the
advantages of online learning.

All of those things that seem to
facilitate authentic learning can
be readily done online. And
sometimes | think it's that, as |
was mentioning, that marriage of
the technology, the constructivist
philosophy and the online thing.

2.8.2 Neutral This category codes teachers’ | don’t think it has anything to do
responses that support the view | with the technology. The
that technology is neutral. technology is a tool. ... It
depends on the teacher and the
philosophical view of teaching
and learning. It has nothing to do
with the technology.
2.9 Teaching This category codes statements | | think there is a lot of room for

Chinese learners

describing the teaching staff's
approaches to and experiences
of teaching Chinese or Asian
learners.

us to negotiate. ... To suit their
learning style without
compromising our own beliefs
about how people learn and how
we want to do the subject.

3. Online experience

This set of codes characterises
issues related to the case study
students’ experiences with their
online units.

3.1 Strength

This category codes a response
that describes the things the
students like about their online
units.

| went to the face-to-face class,
and the teacher happened to
elaborate on the points | needed
to understand more about, and
he demonstrated it, which was

very good.
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3.2 Challenge

This set of codes identifies
factors of the students’
dissatisfaction with their online
units.

3.2.1 Content

This category codes issues
related to the content knowledge
learned.

There are only three essays to
write in each online unit, and
sometimes | don’t need to use
the articles | can’t understand in
my assignments. So in the
assignments, | explored the
issue in depth, and the teacher
recognised this, but in other
aspects, | still knew nothing at
all.

3.2.2 Lecture

This category codes students’
comments about not being
provided with lectures.

In face-to-face study units,
teachers lecture from their
perspectives. They organise
what they want to say based on
their knowledge, and then
disseminate it. This contains
their beliefs, which is very
important because this is what
we don’t know. Why do we come
here to study? We could have
bought books and read them
ourselves [in China].

3.2.3 Instruction

This category codes statements
that address the instructions the
students receive from their
teachers.

The teacher only points out the
things you need to read, you
need to think. But as to how to
think, how to read and
understand, it's your own
business. This can stimulate
students’ self-study ability, but
you feel ... lonely and helpless.

3.2.4 Discussion

This set of codes identifies
issues related to class
discussions.

3.2.4.1 Content

This category codes students’
comments on the content of
discussion.

They might be talking about their
experiences teaching in primary

schools or kindergartens, which

is ... irrelevant to the field of my

work.

3.24.2
Implementation

This category codes students’
comments on their teachers’
implementation of discussion
activities.

People say whatever they want
to say. | feel it is very
disorganised. | told the teacher
the postings made me feel ‘a
little confused’, but he said
everyone has their right to say
their piece... He seems to
suggest | shouldn’t say that.

3.2.5 Interaction with
teacher

This category codes responses
that describe the students’
interactions with their teachers.

There was very little contact.
Often, the teacher was hidden in
the dark, and he helped you

when you needed him.
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3.2.6 Peer
interaction

This category codes a response
related to peer relationships.

There are topics for students to
work on, but everyone says what
they want to say and doesn’t
respond to others.

3.2.7 Assessment

This set of code identifies issues
related to assessment.

3.2.7.1 Nature of
task

This category codes students’
comments on the nature of the
assessment tasks and
challenges presented.

The pressure is too huge for me
to bear. | only have one year of
work experience, so there is no
way | can offer an example from
this experience in every
assignment, but we are required
to use examples from our
workplace all the time.

3.2.7.2 Criteria

This category codes students’
comments on the criteria for
assessment.

It says that you have to use the
‘notes and reflections’ you take
while doing these two pieces of
writing. It's obvious that you'll
definitely need to use them since
you are asked to do it. So this
item, | think, does not count as a
criterion. | feel the things
included in the criteria are
meaningless.

3.2.7.3 Feedback

This category codes students’
comments on the teachers’
feedback of their assignments.

Your mark was broken down
into, say, structure, language,
and references. | knew which
category | did badly in and | even
knew how badly, but | didn’t
know exactly what | did badly.

3.2.8 Flexibility

This category identifies issues
related to the challenges and
consequences of flexible
learning, as raised by the
students.

To tell you the truth, | didn’t
spend much time on this online
unit. ... | completed the required
tasks, but | didn’t do anything
else the teacher encouraged us
to do.

3.2.9 Motivation

This category codes students’
response describing the impact
of this form of learning on their
incentives to learn.

| suppose if | get along well with
my classmates, and if they can
help me when | have problems, it
should enhance my learning.
Now, | have problems, but | have
no one to help me. | feel very
depressed. | have no passion for
my learning.

3.3 Teacher

This set of codes identifies
issues related to the roles of the
teacher in the students’ online
units, as raised by the students.

3.3.1 Ideal teacher

This category codes a response
that describes the students’
expectations of their teachers.

My understanding of authority is
not that the teachers should
have power, but that they should
be an authority on their
professional knowledge. | think
online or not, teachers should
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demonstrate this authority. They
have to be better than students
in this aspect.

3.3.2 Actual teacher

This category codes a response
that presents the students’
perceptions of the roles their
teachers play in teaching the
online units.

The teacher said | could talk to
her if | had any question, but this
sounded to me like | was
expected to do this only when |
had a question. | don’t think a
‘facilitator’ is just someone for
me to go to when | have a
question, right? This is a passive
role, not an active one.

3.4 Learner

This set of codes identifies
issues that relate to the roles of
the learner in the online units, as
raised by the students.

3.4.1 Ideal learner

This category codes statements
that describe the students’
perceptions of a learner that is
likely to be considered by the
teachers to be an ideal learner in
the online units.

Those who are self-disciplined
will do better because there is no
teacher to assign you tasks to do
and tell you what you have to
achieve.

3.4.2 Key to success

This category codes statements
that present the students’ views
of how to attain a good mark in
their online units.

The key is definitely to have a lot
of references, and clarity. When

you answer questions, you have
to be very clear.

3.5 Online medium

This set of codes identifies
issues related to the students’
opinions of the online delivery
mode.

3.5.1 Asynchronous
communication

This category codes a response
that addresses the advantages
or disadvantages of the
asynchronous form of
communication.

When you ask someone a
guestion face-to-face... whether
they know the answer or not,
they will tell you their opinions.
Online, you can email them but if
they don't reply, you can’t do
anything about it.

3.5.2 Text-based
communication

This category codes a response
that addresses the advantages
or disadvantages of the written
form of communication.

Face-to-face, there is more
interaction. Typing is slower. ...
There is an advantage to typing,
though. There is a written record.

3.6 Personal
preference

This set of codes identifies
issues that relate to the students’
personal learning preferences.

3.6.1 Personality

This category codes statements
that present the students’
descriptions of their personality
or educational backgrounds.

I’'m usually the leader of my
group. I'll be the one to present
the ideas we have discussed. I'm
very active in class.

3.6.2 Preference

This category codes statements
that describe the students”
learning styles and preferences.

| prefer to listen to other people
communicating with each other. |
can hear their opinions. | don't
need to participate in the

communication myself. What
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they say sometimes inspires me.

3.7 Strategy

This category codes students’
responses that describe their
learning behaviours or approach
to writing an assignment.

Usually I'll have written about the
strengths of the theory before |
start writing about the Chinese
context. How can | say it's not
applicable to China if it's such a
good theory? It doesn’t seem like
a good way to write an
assignment.

3.8 Stress

This category codes students’
responses that describe their
emotions when encountering a
problem.

| felt sad. There was so much
study to do, and no face-to-face
classes, where | could interact
with people. What could | do? |
was very anxious. At that time, |
remember | kept saying | was
‘frustrated’.

3.9 Satisfaction

This category codes students’
responses that evaluate their
learning outcomes in the online
units.

Since you only get little help, you
realise you can still understand
many things on your own by
reading, organising your
thoughts and writing about your
opinions, what you know. You
understand you can learn this
way.

3.10 Change

This category codes students’
statements that indicate a
change in their learning
behaviours or opinions of their
learning experiences.

In the beginning, didn't | tell you
that | downloaded all the online
messages to read? But in about
Week 3 or 4, because of the
length and the difficulty level of
the messages, | gave up. From
then on, | didn't read a word of
what people said.
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