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“Favourable Conditions for Effective and Efficient 
Learning in a Blended Face-to-face/Online Method” 
 
Rachael M Field 
School of Justice Studies, Faculty of Law  
Queensland University of Technology (QUT) 
 

This paper discusses a blended face-to-face/online teaching delivery model that aims to 
make effective and efficient learning possible for students.  It connects the practice of the 
model with Ramsden’s six key principles of effective teaching and offers seven ‘favourable 
conditions’ the author considers necessary for the model to achieve its aims.   
 
Keywords: blended, online, learning, flexible, face-to-face, effective, efficient, conditions   

 
Introduction 
 
Computer-based learning technologies have long offered academics opportunities to move away from 
traditional classroom-based approaches to learning and teaching in higher education.  Consequently, 
academics in universities in 2005 have much more scope to respond to contemporary student demands for 
greater flexibility in their learning environment, without having to compromise on the quality of their 
teaching.   Academics can also use these new technologies as tools to cope with the increasing 
professional demands we face, such as teaching greater numbers with fewer resources. Online learning 
opportunities are at the centre of these technological possibilities, providing scope for, amongst other 
things, completely virtual learning environments and blended face-to-face (f2f)/online teaching delivery 
and assessment methods.  As a result, increasingly, e-learning opportunities are being embraced in the 
tertiary sector (DEST, 2002). 
 
This paper documents an action research project, supported by the Queensland University of Technology 
(QUT) Teaching Fellowship program of 2005, that aimed to develop a transferable, blended f2f/online 
teaching delivery model.  The author’s intention was to integrate best practice in traditional, as well as 
technology-based teaching methods, to deliver an effective and efficient learning environment for 
students.  This paper explains the blended model resulting from the project and explores a number of 
favourable conditions the author considers important to achieving the aims of efficiency and effectiveness 
through it.    
 
QUT Teaching Fellowship Project 2005 
 
This project was made possible as a result of the support of a QUT Teaching Fellowship for the author in 
2005.  QUT’s Teaching Fellowship program is designed to encourage, reward and support the 
development, enhancement and recognition of teaching and effective learning at QUT (QUT Teaching 
Fellows, 2005).  The program for 2005 involved Fellows using the units they teach as models for 
exploring the effective integration of educational technology to enhance learning environments, and to 
create optimal learning outcomes for students.  In the author’s case, an ongoing action research project 
which began in 1999 in a unit entitled Alternative Justice Processes was used as the focus (Field, 2004).  
This elective unit, offered in semester 1 every year to second and third year students, usually has an 
enrolment of about 70 students. 
 
At the outset, the learning and teaching enquiry in Alternative Justice Processes focussed on enhancing 
the author’s own perception of the diversity of teaching delivery methods available to improve effective 
learning outcomes (Farber, 1968, 10; Dunkin, 1983, 64).  The project developed over time, however, into 
an imperative to provide a quality f2f student learning environment enhanced with explicitly integrated 
online learning experiences. Satisfying this imperative has been the dominant aim of the teaching model 
developed through the 2005 Teaching Fellowship.  The other major aim was to work the model into a 
pedagogically persuasive and transferable form for the Faculty of Law at QUT.  To use Laurillard’s 
words, the foundation of the endeavour has been to “adapt to new conditions while preserving the 
traditional high standards of an academic education” (1993, 256). 



 2

 
The blended f2f/online model trialed in 2005 involved three key components aimed at achieving effective 
and efficient learning (what is meant by this term is discussed in more detail below).  The first component 
involved provision of unit content to students via a detailed study guide workbook following a modular, 
structured approach.  The workbook incorporated content, key summaries, readings, thinking points and 
discussion questions.  It was designed to obviate any perceived need on the part of students for a unit 
textbook, as well as the need to provide ‘lecture notes’ to students.  It acted as the foundation for content 
and concept learning in the unit, and was used to fundamentally support the f2f and online learning 
environments.  The workbook acted as a springboard for the critical analysis, theoretical and attitudinal 
learning objectives of the unit.  
 
The second component of the model involved replacing f2f traditional lectures with active learning f2f 
workshops.  These workshops took place in the first two weeks of the semester and then every alternate 
week.  The design of the action learning workshops aimed to build a strong, trusting community of 
learning amongst the students, as well as to create an enthusiastic, motivating learning environment that 
encouraged deep learning.  Two special aims of the first two f2f sessions of the semester were: to develop 
a relationship and rapport amongst the students, as well as between the students and the lecturer, to 
facilitate and encourage participation in the online component of the model; and, to consult and negotiate 
with students about the unit delivery model and key assessment issues in order to finalise a collective 
learning contract about these matters.   
 
The third component of the model involved assessed online discussion worth 30% of the overall unit 
grade.  The online discussions constituted the learning and teaching focus for 5 weeks of the semester and 
were highly structured.  Three discussion topics, developed from the study guide workbook, were 
provided to students for each online week; students chose only one on which to make their contributions.  
Whilst structured, the discussion topics were specifically designed to have no right or wrong answer, and 
to allow for (and in fact encourage) a range of possible correct responses and perspectives.   
 
As noted above, the model explicitly involves students in discussing and negotiating (in class and online) 
aspects of the teaching delivery model and assessment program for the unit.  For example, the semester 1 
2005 cohort of students successfully negotiated for the 30 marks allocated to participation in online 
discussions to be divided into 6 marks for each week of the semester spent online.  Also, the marking 
criteria for the online discussions were developed in consultation with students.  These criteria centred on 
the number of contributions, the quality of contributions to discussion on the topic (Bender, 2003, 58), 
evidence of reflection (including self-reflection, and reflection on/response to/engagement with other 
students’ contributions), and evidence of thoughtful and critical analysis.  The criteria were developed 
more fully for students in a criteria referenced assessment sheet that provided progressive formative 
feedback on each week’s online work, as well as the summative mark for the week.  Two take-home 
exams of 35% value each completed the assessment program.  The take-home exams included short 
answer questions as well as researched, analytical questions.  Elements of the online discussions that had 
generated significant interest were integrated into both of these assessment pieces.  
 
Student feedback on the model used in the unit in semester 1 2005 was predominantly positive.  In week 
8 of the semester, 20 students of a cohort of 67 responded to a formal (university administered) voluntary 
online unit evaluation.  On a scale of 1-5 (where 5 is the best) the unit scored 4.6 with 19 students saying 
that overall they rated the unit as being good or very good.  All students who responded to the evaluation 
either agreed or strongly agreed that the teaching methods used in the unit worked together to help them 
to learn; that the assessment criteria explained clearly how the assessment items were to be marked; and 
that they understood the requirements of the overall assessment program.  Fifteen of the 20 students 
strongly agreed that the author had developed a class atmosphere that helped them to learn, and 19 
students agreed or strongly agreed that online resources had been used in ways to help their learning.  
Some students chose independently to provide further written feedback about their experience of the unit.  
One student wrote:  “Alternative Justice Processes has been a valuable unit within the Justice degree.  It 
has adapted to student needs in its method of assessment and appreciation of this has been shown in the 
quality of contributions made particularly within the online component.  The flexibility and support of the 
unit coordinator has ensured a constructive and positive learning environment where students have 
participated on a high level.” 
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What is meant by effective and efficient learning in the blended model 
developed for this project?   
 
The notion of making effective and efficient learning possible (Laurillard, 2002, 11; Ramsden, 1992, 5), 
has been central to this project, and is foundational to the favourable conditions for the model articulated 
below.  The author’s understanding of these concepts therefore warrants elaboration. 
  
Effective learning 
 
The idea of effective learning is understood to be directly connected to effective teaching.  Effective 
teaching can be thought of as being the process of making student learning possible (Ramsden, 1992, 5).  
And yet, as student learning is possible on a number of different levels, ranging from deep to superficial, 
it is more than this alone. Effective teaching is considered in this project, then, to mean teaching that 
creates an environment in which deep learning outcomes for students are made possible, where high 
quality student learning is promoted, and where superficial approaches to learning are discouraged 
(Ramsden, 1992, 86).  Achieving effective learning in this way requires a student-centred, outcome-
focused approach that encourages high level cognitive engagement with unit content and concepts. It is 
also requisite that students are motivated to learn through the teaching process (Wlodkowski, 1999).  
Socio-constructivist theories confirm the importance of community and interactive forces to motivation 
(Wlodkowski, 1999, 8) which in turn links effective teaching with modes of delivery that promote 
engagement and discussion (Dunkin, 1983, 75; Cannon, 1988, 3) in ways that allow for egalitarian 
participation (Bender, 2003, 65). Effective teaching can also be considered from the perspective of the 
provision of learning experiences that reach out to students’ different learning styles and preferences.   
 
Ramsden articulates six key principles of effective teaching in higher education that can act as indicators 
of achieving effective learning (Ramsden, 1992, 86).  Concerns exist about the efficacy of both traditional 
f2f teaching methods, such as lecturing (Beard, 1976, 100; Gibbs, 1982; Cannon, 1988, 3; Kraft, 1990; 
Bridgstock, 1995, 1; Hativa, 2000, 75; Laurillard, 2002, 92), and online methods (Barbera, 2004; Benigno 
& Trentin, 2000; Oliver, 2004, 1), in achieving effective learning.  Ramsden’s principles are used here, 
however, to demonstrate how the design of this blended model was specifically targeted at creating a 
learning environment that satisfies the concept of effective learning articulated above. 
 
Ramsden’s first principle of effective teaching is that of ensuring student interest (which includes making 
learning of unit material a “pleasure” for students) and providing skilled explanation (Ramsden, 1992, 
96).  In this model, the three components of the method; namely, the study guide workbook, the f2f active 
learning sessions, and the assessed online discussions, were designed to work together to achieve this 
principle.  The key strategy adopted in the model’s design was reliance on Laurillard’s ‘conversational 
framework’ (2002, 86-89).  This framework is based on “iterative dialogue” that is “discursive, adaptive, 
interactive and reflective” (Laurillard, 2002, 86).  Clarity of explanation was therefore achieved through 
the provision of content and conceptual material in both written and spoken form, allowing it to be 
questioned, unpacked and explored through critical dialogue in the f2f and online contexts.   
 
Ramsden’s second principle of effective teaching in universities is that of demonstrating concern and 
respect for students and student learning; that is, it is considered mandatory for good teaching, and 
therefore essential for effective learning, that teachers are conscious and considerate of students 
(Ramsden, 1992, 97).  This principle links with Ramsden’s fourth, which involves ensuring that students 
are given clear goals and intellectual challenge.  As Ramsden notes, it is important that “control over 
learning should reside both with the teacher and with the student” (Ramsden, 1992, 100).  In the teaching 
model developed in this project, a number of key approaches are central to implementing these two 
principles.  All of the approaches centre on explicit and personal communication with students.  The first 
is the use of the conversational framework, referred to above, for teaching and interaction in the unit.  The 
second approach is the strategic use of student consultation and negotiation processes to demonstrate 
concern for the students’ contexts and needs, and to allow them to articulate in their own words what 
these are.  From this point learning goals can be understood in a collaborative context and the learning 
experience, within the developed overarching pedagogical framework, can be tailored to respond 
explicitly to student circumstances.  In this project a formal evaluation was conducted in week 8, however 
informal qualitative evaluations were conducted in class in weeks 1 and 4 also.  Student requests in the 
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negotiation process were not always agreed to, but they were always responded to, and where the 
incorporation of requests was not possible, this was discussed and explained. 
 
The third principle of good teaching in tertiary environments, according to Ramsden, is that of providing 
appropriate assessment and feedback.  Ramsden comments that for students, “of all the facets of good 
teaching that are important to them, feedback on assessed work is perhaps the most commonly 
mentioned” (Ramsden, 1992, 99).  Hisham, Campton and FitzGerald (2004, 5) note the particular 
importance of providing formative feedback to students about their online learning, and of using, as was 
done in this model, progressive assessment throughout the semester so that students have an opportunity 
to improve their performance against the marking criteria.  In this model the assessment was equally 
weighted across three tasks, the criteria for marking each was discussed and negotiated with students (and 
published on the online site), and feedback was given via criteria referenced feedback sheets and 
powerpoint presentations in class and online.  The approaches to assessment adopted in the model aimed 
to facilitate the students’ understanding of the relevance of assessment in the unit to their effective 
learning, to respect student choice and perspective in designing aspects of the assessment process 
(Anderson, Boud and Sampson, 1996, 10-12), and to provide a sound and clear structure to how students 
could improve their performance in assessment. 

 
Ramsden’s fifth principle concerns the creation of a learning environment that encourages independence, 
control and active engagement. The basis for this principle is the support in the educational literature for 
cooperative learning over competitive and individualistic learning (Ramsden, 1992, 101).  In this model, 
the focus on discursive, active and collaborative learning aimed to engage students with “the content of 
learning tasks” in a way that enabled them “to reach understanding” (Ramsden, 1992, 100).  It also aimed 
to encourage students to become active-learners in their own right, thereby promoting student 
independence (Sheffield, 1974).  In both the f2f workshops and the online discussion environment 
Laurillard’s conversational framework formed the basis of necessitating student activity through 
conversation.  In both environments learning became “lively, dynamic, engaging and full of life” (Cannon 
and Newble, 2000, 71).  The conversational experience involved talking, reading, and thinking in the f2f 
workshops; and in the online context these activities were extended to conversation through writing.  In 
the f2f environment conversations were structured, for example, using techniques such as questioning, 
small group activity, ‘buzz groups’, one to one discussion, reading, problem-solving activities, and 
brainstorming (Cannon and Newble, 2000, 72-74).  The online discussion fora focused on collaborative 
yet individually timed contributions that evidenced the fact that students had “more time to be reflective 
and provide well-thought-out answers” (Bender, 2003, 65) than in the f2f classroom.  
 
The final principle identified by Ramsden is that of ensuring that teachers learn from students.  As 
Ramsden comments, “none of the foregoing principles is sufficient for good teaching.  Effective teaching 
refuses to take its effect on students for granted.  It sees the relation between teaching and learning as 
problematic, uncertain, and relative.  Good teaching is open to change: it involves constantly trying to 
find out what the effects of instruction are on learning, and modifying that instruction in the light of the 
evidence collected” (Ramsden, 1992, 102).  The action research basis to this project and its ongoing 
reflective, collaborative nature has been a specific design element of the model to ensure that it is 
informed by, and responsive to, student needs, and that it is based on students’ real experiences of 
learning rather than assumptions and approaches founded only on theoretical notions.  The process of 
refining and improving the model remains ongoing, and the specific format of the model for each new 
semester will continue to respond to each new cohort of students, their needs and contexts. 
 
Efficient learning 
 
What is meant in this paper by efficient learning also warrants brief elaboration.  Whereas effective 
teaching and effective learning are directly correlated and causative, some tension can arise from the 
differences between what might be considered efficient learning from the student perspective and what 
might be considered efficient teaching from a lecturer’s perspective. 
 
Contemporary students increasingly appear to require flexibility in the conditions and requirements of 
their learning environment to allow them to learn efficiently.  Time constraints imposed by the struggle of 
balancing study, family, work commitments, and social obligations (Schrum & Hong, 2002), mean that 
flexible approaches to learning, such as the model discussed in this paper, can assist students to learn 
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efficiently within the context of their complex life matrix.  Students therefore want to be able to choose – 
to some extent at least – when, where and how they will learn.  Teaching approaches that are focused 
only on f2f on-campus classes are inevitably limited by the static nature of the time and place in which 
they make learning possible.  In contrast, “the online class is available 24x7” (Bender, 2003, 65; Salmon, 
2000, 17).  A model that integrates, therefore, flexible learning components such as the provision of ‘own 
time’ online learning and assessment, and unit content transmission through a study guide workbook, 
provides significant efficiency benefits to students.  Efficiency for students also results from clarity, 
through explicit communication, about what is expected of them in terms of learning objectives, 
outcomes and goals and how these relate to assessment.  For the many students who increasingly appear 
to approach their learning from an assessment driven strategic perspective, providing assessment that 
seeks to work positively with this perspective, possibly achieves a better context in which efficient 
learning is made possible for students.  Where students are assisted to learn efficiently, it is arguable that 
the positive attitudinal impact of this will further assist with achieving effective learning. 
 
For academics, too, the idea of efficient learning has a critical time element.  In the contemporary tertiary 
environment we are increasingly required to teach not only well but more efficiently.  The concept of 
time in this context has become emotive and value-laden (Salmon, 2000, 43).  Damoense (2003, 5), for 
example, asserts that “teaching online is more demanding than traditional face-to-face teaching, 
especially in terms of the time required.”  Institutional and government-initiated imperatives to teach 
‘smarter’ are also related to demands that academics find more time for higher levels of research activity, 
as well as teach greater numbers of students with fewer resources.  In the light of seeking to achieve a 
wider acceptance of blended models, it is important then that some studies are starting to show that online 
learning opportunities are allowing for “higher student:faculty ratios to be achieved, with a satisfactory or 
perhaps increased learning experience” (Salmon, 2000, 20). 
 
What does need to be acknowledged for teachers who are prepared to work with different learning and 
teaching models, however, is that “the stakes and costs of innovation are high” (Salmon, 2000, 89) and so 
attempts at new and effective approaches need to be supported in faculty workloads and embedded in 
faculty practices.  The dissemination of success stories and the sharing of tested and workable templates 
is also important.  The conditions discussed in the next section of this paper aim to make this model 
transferable for practice by others in their teaching.   
 
Favourable conditions for achieving effective and efficient learning with a 
blended teaching model  
 
The conduct of this project under the QUT Teaching Fellowship program has resulted in the identification 
of “certain favourable conditions” (Ramsden, 1992, 116) for effective and efficient learning to be possible 
in a blended f2f/online teaching method such as the model presented here.  These conditions relate 
directly to, and clearly reflect, the principles of effective teaching discussed in relation to the model 
above. 
 
Condition 1:  A commitment to best practice in, and the theoretical foundations of, 
effective and efficient learning in both f2f and online environments 
 
It is critical for the model advocated here that any practitioner of it is committed to the theory that 
underpins it and the notions of best practice that it represents.  The conversational framework at its core, 
and the principles of effective teaching that inform it, require an acknowledgment that the traditional 
expository lecture method is no longer appropriate (Ramsden, 1992, 101), and that the question of what 
we do with our lecture time needs ongoing critical reflection, if tertiary educators are to make effective 
and efficient learning possible.   
 
The aspects of best practice teaching, for both f2f and online contexts, evidenced in this model require a 
commitment to active student learning as the key facilitator of deep learning (Laurillard, 2002, 13 
referring to the work of Vygotsky, Piaget, Bruner and Papert).  This commitment places much more 
responsibility, however, with the teacher in terms of organising and achieving successful activity 
(Laurillard, 2002, 11) and of being reflective about those processes.  Best practice in online environments 
requires, additionally, a commitment to using online technology for more than bolt-on information 
provision; rather for engagement and connection, and to create a scholarly community of practice in 
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which students can participate flexibly.  Online methods for learning and teaching must therefore be 
“viewed as a new context for learning, not just as a tool” (Salmon, 2000, 17).   
 
Condition 2:  A reflective, considered decision to use a blended model  
 
Whilst “technology-supported learning environments offer many opportunities for both teachers and 
learners” (Oliver, 2000, 157), blended learning and teaching models such as the model discussed in this 
paper clearly do not suit all class types, student cohorts or subject domains. The decision, then, to opt for 
such a model of teaching delivery needs to be one that is carefully made.  In this project, areas for 
consideration currently being developed by Wells and Field (2003) were used to make the decision as to 
the suitability of the unit for blended delivery.  The four key areas considered were: the nature of the 
student body; the level of study; the nature of the unit material; and the nature of assessment required to 
meet unit and course objectives.   
 
In terms of the nature of the student body, consideration was given to the fact that whilst most students in 
the unit were enrolled internally, a significant proportion were external students.  External students in the 
author’s School have to date experienced distance education with virtually no interactive element to their 
learning.  Blending online delivery and assessment into the unit’s learning and teaching approach 
therefore had the potential to make the conversational framework possible for the external students, 
whilst expanding the student peer group for the internal students’ experience of that framework.  The 
level of study of this unit involved second and third year undergraduate students; it was considered, 
therefore, that the students had reached a level of learning maturity that would support their coping with a 
blended learning environment with some emphasis on independent learning, especially in circumstances 
where the online learning component was supported by the study guide workbook and the f2f active 
learning sessions.  In relation to the nature of the unit material, the theoretical focus of the unit meant that 
the unit was suitable for the provision of content and concepts through the study guide workbook with a 
blended approach providing f2f and online discussion and analysis of that content.  The written, critical 
nature of assessment required by the unit objectives, and the scope to collaborate with students on both 
the format and marking criteria for assessment, also supported the decision to use a blended model.   
 
Condition 3:  Explicit communication and collaboration with students 
 
It is an essential condition of achieving effective and efficient learning through this model that explicit 
communication and collaboration with students, about both the method (the pedagogical justifications and 
student-centred nature of the model) and aspects of assessment design, is prioritized.  In this model the 
first lecture is intended to be used to systematically explain the teaching approach to students, to address 
their concerns and queries (Campbell-Gibson, 2000, 157), to discuss the benefits for students in terms of 
efficient and effective learning outcomes, and to connect learning design to learning aims and objectives 
in order to create strong contexts in which unit content, learning tasks and assessment items can have a 
clear sense of fit and purpose (Biggs, 1999; Mager, 1975). 
 
This approach reflects the action research nature of the project, but also seeks actively to recognise that 
whilst a blended method caters for a wide range of student learning styles, it also provides significant 
challenges to some students.  Making effective learning possible in a blended environment, requires 
communication and interaction about these challenges, and a greater focus on clarifying what is expected 
of students. In this model student surveys and evaluations, and the collective learning contract were used 
to demonstrate a commitment to communication and collaboration with the students.  Other strategies to 
enhance communication included extensive use of online notices and emails in which attempts were made 
to replicate elements of f2f communication; for example, using a clear and energetic tone, and an 
engaging and enthusiastic writing style (Bender, 2003, 53 referring to TEDI, 2000).  These 
communication issues are important in terms of motivating students (Wlodkowski, 1999, 9-10) and 
creating a sense of connection and community.  It is also important to note that communication with 
students in this blended model is facilitated and enhanced by the f2f component of the unit.   
 
Condition 4: Presence and interactive role of lecturer  
 
In both the f2f and online components of this blended model a key aspect of achieving effective and 
efficient learning relates to the active and involved role of the lecturer.  This model is constructed around 
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the presence of one lecturer working alone; that is, without the assistance of additional tutors or e-
moderators (Salmon, 2000, 45).  Therefore, the role of the lecturer is central to whether the model can 
make effective learning possible.  Key roles of the lecturer in this model include communicating 
effectively with students (Salmon, 2000, 41); modeling effective approaches to learning (Bender, 2003, 
54); facilitating and encouraging motivation (Wlodkowski, 1999; Donald, 1999, 27; Keller, 1987); 
personalizing the learning experience (Bender, 2003, 11, 31); and giving timely and appropriate feedback 
(Bender, 2003, 31).  At the core of all these roles is a focus on attention to the student, and the 
encouragement and stimulation of their active learning in both the f2f classes and the online environment 
(Bender, 2003, 12, 63).   
 
While the importance of the lecturer’s role in the facilitation of effective f2f learning activities is 
relatively clear, in terms of achieving effective learning in the online component of the model, the role of 
the lecturer takes on a particularly critical characteristic.  It is significant for the online aspect of this 
approach that Slack, Beer, Armitt and Green (2003) found that online discussion can facilitate deep 
learning but only in circumstances of effective instructor facilitation and support.  Salmon describes a 
lecturer’s role in relation to online learning as being to “take control, make it good, make it real and make 
it worthwhile” (Salmon, 2000, 98).  Bender warns that in online environments it is also important for the 
lecturer to work against deterrents for effective learning such as students feeling overwhelmed, and 
students facing technical difficulties (Bender, 2003, 31).  Of foundational importance is of course the 
design and maintenance of the online discussions (Barker, 2002; Salmon, 2003); these discussions require 
a strong structural design supported by a collegial environment where academic standards are modeled by 
the lecturer (Bender, 2003, 63).  Further, in the online context a lecturer’s provision of constructive, 
positive and timely feedback for students’ work is of particular importance (Bender, 2003, 29).  Also 
critical for achieving effective learning through online discussion, particularly where those discussions 
are threaded in a thematically distributed nonlinear asynchronous system, is the lecturer’s role in ensuring 
that cohesiveness in the class, and meaningful communication, are not lost (Bender, 2003, 33).  This 
requires intervention at critical points to pull together disparate strands of discussion and thought in order 
to mediate the learning experience (Bender, 2003, 33). 
 
Condition 5:  Using asynchronous online discussion 
 
The use of an asynchronous approach to the online discussion component of the model is considered 
important to achieving the aims of effectiveness and efficiency in student learning.  It should be noted 
also, that particular benefits were apparent from the asynchronous discussions in this model because of 
the way in which they blended with the f2f component, and built on the workbook component, of the unit.   
Asynchronous discussion “involves a hybrid of familiar forms of communication” such that “the 
discursive style of the typical participant lies somewhere between the formality of the written word and 
the informality of the spoken” (Salmon, 2000, 18).  This approach to online discussion can allow large 
groups to communicate in an orderly way (Preece, 2000) with many participants able to log on at one 
time (Salmon, 2000, 18), contributing in their own time and at their own pace.  Asynchronous discussion 
is currently the most commonly used format for online discussion (Holmes, 2004, 2); and some take the 
view that the question is “not if, but how asynchronous e-learning systems should be used” (Hisham, 
Campton & FitzGerald, 2004, 6). 
 
The decision to use asynchronous online discussion in the design of this model was a response to the 
many positive characteristics of the process that allow for effective and efficient learning.  For example, 
asynchronous discussions can provide more egalitarian conditions for participation (Bender, 2003, 65), 
are “less intrusive than face-to-face conversations” (Salmon, 2000, 18) and allow students significant 
flexibility to make decisions about “own time” learning (Holmes, 2004, 2); that is, when, where and how 
they will participate (Salmon, 2000, 18).  Students can therefore choose to “take their time, (and) work 
when they are at their best” (Bender, 2003, 26).  They can use the opportunity for additional reflection 
asynchronous approaches provide before making a contribution (Holmes, 2004, 2), an opportunity not 
present in the more spontaneous f2f environment of the classroom, or in synchronous online discussion.  
Students can also ‘lurk’ or ‘browse’ (that is, read without contributing) (Salmon, 2000, 19) until they feel 
ready or confident to participate.  Although it is possible that the public and published nature of students’ 
online mistakes, rudeness, or inconsistencies will be less easily forgiven than in a face-to-face setting 
(Salmon, 2000, 19), if asynchronous discussions are used to create “a forum for social bond formation” 
(Holmes, 2004, 2), as they were in this model, then a supportive learning environment develops where 
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mistakes are allowed and expected and the exploration of ideas is encouraged. The discussions can 
therefore positively facilitate a collaborative approach to “the construction of new knowledge” (Holmes, 
2004, 2).  
 
Condition 6:  Assessment of online discussion 
 
It is considered critical to the efficacy of this model that the online component of the learning and 
teaching method is assessed.  This is because, whilst the assessment of students is a difficult aspect of 
effective and efficient teaching, and might even sometimes be considered “a serious and often tragic 
enterprise” (Ramsden, 1992, 181), assessment is a process of critical importance in defining student 
approaches to learning (Biggs, 1999), and plays a prominent role in “influencing what students learn and 
the scope and extent of their learning” (Oliver, 2004, 6).  Assessment is also a tool for teachers to 
understand better “exactly what students know and do not know” (Ramsden, 1992, 182) so it can be used 
reflectively to improve our teaching and to make it more effective. 
 
The decision to assess the online discussion component of the unit was based on a number of 
considerations, all of which were borne out by the successful nature of the online component of the 
model.  Critically, it was considered important to use an assessment framework to demonstrate clearly to 
students that this activity was a positive strategy for effective and efficient student learning, and not 
merely an “endpoint of demonstration of performance or capability” (Oliver, 2004, 6).  The framework 
was used therefore “as the servant rather than the master of the education process” (Ramsden, 1992, 186), 
and as an appropriate component of assessment design (Salmon, 2000, 93) in a unit where a key 
characteristic of student learning for 5 weeks of the semester was its flexible, online nature.    
 
The decision to assess the online discussion component of the unit also came in part from reflection on, 
and response to, student feedback in the preceding years of the action research project, to the effect that 
students value more highly aspects of their learning that are assessed.  Discussions with students in 2005 
confirmed that this attitude was widely held in the student cohort, and that students receive the message 
from teachers that aspects of their learning are important, worthwhile and to be valued when they are 
assessed.  In this way assessment of the online discussion was an important strategy to demonstrate to 
students the value and worth of the activity to their learning.  It was also an important strategy in terms of  
encouraging student interest in and commitment to the intellectual challenge (Ramsden, 1992, 185) of the 
online learning process.  Salmon’s comment that “many course designers find that assessment is the 
engine that drives and motivates students” (Salmon, 2000, 93 referring to Brown, Bull and Race, 1999) is 
confirmed by the experiences in this project; as is Swan’s experience of the successful motivational 
aspect of using compulsory assessment of an online task as encouragement and reward (Swan, 2004, 2). 
 
Condition 7:  Supporting the f2f and online environments with a study guide workbook 
 
The anchor of the model was the study guide workbook which provided detailed unit content in a 
relatively informal, conversational style that was integrated with thinking activities, and discussion 
points.  This workbook was available in print and online and allowed students to engage optimally with 
the f2f and online activities – as these contexts played only a limited role in terms of information 
provision. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Tertiary institutions in Australia are increasingly assuming “more accountability for their learning 
programs” (Oliver, 2004, 5) and students paying for their higher education opportunities are increasingly 
demanding an education that responds to their needs and contexts.  As a result, models of learning and 
teaching in higher education that are focused on positive student learning outcomes, and on making 
effective and efficient learning possible for students, are replacing traditional approaches such as 
expository lectures. 
 
The blended f2f/online teaching delivery model presented in this paper, and the ‘favourable conditions’ 
considered necessary for its effective practice, are grounded in teaching theory whilst responding to the 
realities of contemporary higher education and the changing demands of our students.  The reflective, 
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action research nature of the project behind this model means that it will continue to be actively 
reinterpreted and developed.  To this end, the author welcomes critical feedback and comment that will 
help maximise both the benefits to students and academics through the model. 
 
References 
 
Anderson, G. Boud, D. & Sampson, J. (1996). Learning Contracts, London: Kogan Page 
 
Barbera, E. (2004). Quality in Virtual Education Environments. British Journal of Educational 

Technology, 35, 13-20. 
 
Barker, P. (2002). On Being an Online Tutor. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 

39(1), 3-13. 
 
Beard, R. (1976). Teaching and Learning in Higher Education. 3rd ed. Penguin Education: England. 
 
Bender, T. (2003) Discussion-Based Online Teaching To Enhance Student Learning: Theory, Practice 

and Assessment, Stylus Publishing: Virginia. 
 
Biggs, J. (1999).  Teaching for Quality Learning at University.  Society for Research in Higher 

Education, Open University Press. 
 
Bridgstock, M. (1995). Teaching Without Lecturing: A Description and Analysis of an Educational 

Experiment. Griffith Institute for Higher Education – Occasional Papers No.4. Griffith University: 
Brisbane. 

 
Brown, S. Bull, J. & Race, P. (1999) Computer Assisted Assessment in Higher Education, Kogan 

Page:London. 
 
Campbell-Gibson, C. (2000). The ultimate disorienting dilemma: the online learning community. In T. 

Evans & D. Nation (Eds.), Changing University Teaching. (pp133-146). London: Kogan Page. 
 
Cannon, RA. (1988). Lecturing HERDSA Green Guide No.7, Higher Education Research and  
       Development Society of Australasia: NSW. 
 
Cannon, R. & Newble, D. (2000). A Handbook for Teachers in Universities and Colleges: A Guide to 

Improving Teaching Methods. 4th ed. Kogan Page: London. 
 
Damoense, M.Y. (2003). Online Learning: Implications for Effective Learning for Higher Education in 

South Africa. Australian Journal of Educational Technology, 19(1), 25-45: 
http://ascilite.org.au/ajet/ajet19/damoense.html . pp1-13. 

 
Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST) (2002) Universities Online: A Survey of Online 

Education Services in Australia, Occasional Paper Series, 
http://www.dest.gov.au/highered/occpaper/02a/02_a.pdf 

 
Donald, J.G. (1999). Motivation for Higher Order Learning.  In M. Theall (Ed), Motivation from Within: 

Approaches for Encouraging Faculty and Students to Excel, New Direction for Teaching and 
Learning Series no.78, (pp27-35) San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

 
Dunkin, M.J. (1983). A Review of Research on Lecturing. Higher Education Research and  
     Development, 2(1), 63. 
 
Farber, M. (1968). The Foundations of Phenomenography, State University Press. 
 
Field, R. (2004). Student Responses to an Academic’s Search for a Flexible-Alternative-Quality Teaching 

Delivery Method.  “Exploring Integrated Learning Environments”, OLT 2004 Conference 



 10

Proceedings, QUT Brisbane 3 November, 
https://olt.qut.edu.au/udf/olt2004/index.cfm?fa=getFile&rNum=1586503&pNum=1333785. 

 
Gibbs, G. (1982). Twenty Terrible Reasons for Lecturing. SCEDSIR Occasional Paper No.6. 
 
Hativa, N. (2000). Teaching for Effective Learning in Higher Education. Kluwer Academic Publishers: 

Netherlands. 
 
Hisham, N. Campton, P. & FitzGerald, D. (2004). A tale of two cities: A study on the satisfaction of 

asynchronous e-learning systems in two Australian universities.  “Beyond The Comfort Zone: 
ASCILITE 2004”, http://www.ascilite.org.au/conferences/perth04/procs/hisham.html 

 
Ho, S. (2002). Evaluating Students’ Participation in On-line Discussions. Paper presented at Ausweb 2002 

Southern Cross University, http://ausweb.scu.edu.au/aw02/papers/refereed/ho/index.html. 
 
Holmes, K. (2004). Analysis of Asynchronous Online Discussion using the SOLO Taxonomy.  Australian 

Association for Educational Research Annual Conference, Melbourne, 2004, 
http://www.aare.edu.au/04pap/hol04863.pdf. 

 
Keller, J.M. (1987). “Strategies for Stimulating the Motivation to Learn” Performance and Instruction, 

26(8) 1-7. 
 
Kemp, JE. & Smellie, DC. (1989).  Planning, Producing, and Using Instructional Media,  6th ed. Harper 

and Row: New York. 
 
Kraft, R.G. (1990). Group-inquiry turns passive students active. In M. Weimer and R.A. Neff (Eds.), 
Teaching College. Madison, Wisconsin: Magna Publications, Inc. 
 
Laurillard, D. (1993). Rethinking University Teaching, Kogan Page: London. 
 
Laurillard, D. (2002). Rethinking University Teaching: A Conversational Framework for the Effective 

Use of Teaching Technologies. 2nd ed. Routledge Falmer: London and New York. 
 
Murphy, M. (1998). Lecturing at University. Paradigm Books, Curtin University: Western Australia. 
 
Oliver, R. (2000). Using new technologies to create learning partnerships. In T. Evans & D. Nation 

(Eds.), Changing University Teaching. (pp147-159). London: Kogan Page. 
 
Oliver, R. (2004). “Moving beyond instructional comfort zones with online courses”.  “Beyond The 

Comfort Zone: ASCILITE 2004”, http://www.ascilite.org.au/conferences/perth04/procs/oliver-r.html 
 
Preece, J. (2000). Online Communities: Supporting sociability and designing usability. John Wiley & 

Sons: Chichester.   
 
QUT Teaching Fellows. (2005). Available: https://www.talss.qut.edu.au/service/TEACHINGFELLOWS 
 
Ramsden, P. (1992). Learning to Teach in Higher Education. London, Routledge. 
 
Salmon, G. (2000). E-Moderating: The Key to Teaching and Learning Online, Kogan Page: London. 
 
Schrum, L. & Hong, S. (2002). Dimensions and strategies for online success: Voices from experienced 

educators. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 6(1), 57-67. http://www.sloan-
c.org/publications/jaln/v6n1_schrum.asp 

 
Sheffield, E.F. (Ed) (1974). Teaching in Universities: No One Way, Montreal: Queen’s University Press. 
 
Slack, F., Beer, M., Armitt, G., & Green, S. (2003). Assessment and Learning Outcomes: The Evaluation 

of Deep Learning in an Online Course.  Journal of Information Technology Education, 2. 



 11

 
Swan, G.I. (2004). “Online Assessment and Study”.  “Beyond The Comfort Zone: ASCILITE 2004”, 

http://www.ascilite.org.au/conferences/perth04/procs/swan.html 
 
Teaching and Educational Development Institute (TEDI) (2002) March “Tertiary Toolbox: Dealing with 

Teaching Anxiety” The University of Queensland, Australia:  
http://www.tedi.uq.edu.au/teaching/TertiaryToolbox/TeachingAnxiety.html 

 
Wells, I. & Field, R. (2003). “A Model for Evaluating the Suitability of Units for Online Delivery and 
      Accompanying Unit Coordinator Duty Statements”. “OLT 2003 Excellence: Making the 

Connections”, QUT, Brisbane 5 November, 
https://olt.qut.edu.au/OLT2003/Proceedings/OLT%20Conf%20Proceedings.pdf. 

 
Wlodkowski, RJ. (1999) “Motivation and Diversity: A Framework for Teaching”.  In M. Theall (Ed), 

Motivation from Within: Approaches for Encouraging Faculty and Students to Excel, New Direction 
for Teaching and Learning Series no.78, (pp7-16)  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

 
Vygotsky, L. (1962). Thought and Language Cambridge, MA: MIT Press 
 
Acknowledgements 
The author wishes to acknowledge the contribution to ideas in this work by the QUT Teaching Fellows 
community of practice, QUT TALSS staff – particularly Liz Heathcote, and Dr Ian Wells of the Faculty 
of Law QUT.  
 

Please cite as: ASCILITE (2005). 
https://olt.qut.edu.au/udf/ascilite2005/gen/index.cfm?fa=displayPage&rNum=1899341 

 
Copyright © 2005 Author(s) name(s) [Note: Proceedings Editors will insert and customise] 
 

The author(s) assign to ASCILITE and educational non-profit institutions a non-exclusive licence to use 
this document for personal use and in courses of instruction provided that the article is used in full and 
this copyright statement is reproduced. The author(s) also grant a non-exclusive licence to ASCILITE to 
publish this document on the ASCILITE web site (including any mirror or archival sites that may be 
developed) and in printed form within the ASCILITE 2005 Conference Proceedings. Any other usage is 
prohibited without the express permission of the author(s). 
 




