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Abstract

Purpose — This paper aims to examine how academics enact trust in e-learning through an inductive
identification of perceived risks and enablers involved in e-learning adoption, in the context of higher
education institutions (HEIs).

Design/methodology/approach — Grounded Theory was the methodology used to systematically
analyse data collected in semi-structured interviews with 62 academics. Data analysis followed the
constant comparative method and its three-staged coding approach: open, axial and selective coding.
Findings — Theresulting trajectory of trust factors is presented in a Grounded Theory narrative where
individual change and integration through shared collective understanding and institutionalisation are
discussed as stages leading to the overcoming of e-learning adoption barriers.

Originality/value — The paper proposes that the interplay between institutionalism and
individualism has implications in the success or failure of strategies for the adoption of e-learning in
HEIS, as perceived by academics. In practical terms, this points to the need for close attention to
contextually sensitive trust-building mechanisms that promote the balance between academics’
commitments, values and sense of self-worth and centrally planned policy, rules, resources and
exhortations that enable action.

Keywords Perceptions, Trust, Organisational learning, Adoption, Information systems,
Institutionalism, Grounded theory, E-learning, Individualism

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
This paper discusses the emergence of the issue of trust in relation to e-learning
adoption decision by academics in higher education institutions (HEIs). It provides an @
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inductive explanation of how academics concentrate on developing a trusting state that
reduces the perceived contextual complexity and the costs associated with
incorporating the use of instructional technologies — typically virtual learning
environments — in their academic praxis. More specifically, these academics work in
Portuguese public, campus-based HEIs, where face-to-face instruction, typified in the
lecture model, is the dominant mode of educational delivery.

Framing the issue of perceived barriers and catalysts to e-learning adoption as a
problem of trust (or distrust) is a direct response to the challenge of advancing
organisational research through conceptualizing trust in “new and unexplored
management information systems contexts” (Bensabat ef «l., 2010). It is also an
attempt to expand the conceptual understanding of e-learning adoption beyond the
confines of education studies, by aiming to achieve a deeper understanding of “the
dynamics of trust and distrust relations — one which makes specific provision for
conditions of ambivalence” (Lewicki and McAllister, 1999). Therefore, the core
contention contained in this paper is that academics’ adoption of e-learning is a
prime example of such ambivalent circumstances, as academics’ e-learning adoption
is a consequential decision-making situation subject to outcome framing,
conditioned by aspirations of procedural justice and ultimately shaped by the
engendering of institutional dialogic spaces. The framing of outcomes and adoption
effects is not entirely new in the e-learning literature, with studies focusing on the
1dentification of critical success factors (McPherson and Nunes, 2008), the influences
of institutional policies and practices (Parchoma, 2009) or the conceptualisation of
e-learning adoption in HEIs as a disruptive form of innovation (Hardaker and Singh,
2011). However, an interpretation of the issue as a trust problem as presented in this
article is innovative within the organisational studies literature.

Laurillard (2007) alludes to the costly transition of HEIs to the digital paradigm.
Costs are eminently related to what Laurillard (2007) describes as:

[...]the immensely difficult task of changing a culture in which the drivers of curriculum and
assessment requirements, stakeholder demands, career rewards, and funding models, are all
geared to old technologies.

Accordingly, the inductive reconstruction of academics’ perceptions about their position
within the structured social context of the university — as presented in this paper — can
provide pathways to the “proximal processes that lead to trust” (Messick and Kramer,
2001) in e-learning. Naturally, the focus is not on anthropocentric conceptions of trust,
which traditionally defines the concept as the willingness to accept risks in
inter-personal relationships (Sheppard and Sherman, 1998). This paper steers away
from an interpersonal dimension to approach trust in more calculative and strategic
dimensions, taking stock of how academics process: “information about outcomes,
uncertainties, risks and combining this information with the decision maker’s
preferences, risk attitudes, levels of aspiration, and willingness to tolerate uncertainty”
(Messick and Kramer, 2001). Finally, in analysing trust as the result of institutional
arrangements (Zucker, 1986), this paper is situated at the intersection of managerial and
sociological approaches to information technology adoption.

In terms of structure, the remainder of this paper develops as follows. The next
section provides a theoretically sensitising literature review on perceived barriers to
adoption. This is followed by a methodology section, in which the Grounded Theory



research design used in the study is explained. The subsequent findings section takes
the shape of a Grounded Theory narrative, in which theoretical propositions are
illustrated with a selection of representative quotations extracted from interviews with
informants. The discussion section situates the contribution of the proposed theory of
trust in e-learning within the wider organisational studies literature. Finally, the
concluding section puts forward suggestions on how to spur trust in e-learning through
organisational learning, which entails creating and diffusing knowledge across HEIS,
and developing satisfactory social exchange mechanisms.

2. Academics’ resistance to e-learning adoption

When engaging with e-learning, academics should be equipped with an enhanced set of
skills and attributes that transcends the transference of subject-specific knowledge, to
successfully meet the possibilities open by online delivery, namely, the development of
high-order cognitive skills related to negotiation of meaning, meta-cognition and
life-long learning (Nunes and McPherson, 2003). This set of responsibilities involves
elements of technical but mainly educational expertise, which offers challenges in the
selection and preparation of academics because the evidence of possession of such skills
is not certified by the academic or professional institutions that accredit subject-matter
expertise.

As McPherson and Nunes (2004) argue, academics’ role in e-learning imply the
additional ability to set collaborative learning agendas, moderate conferencing
behaviour; provide leadership and guidance to individual learning needs; and organise
delivery in such a way that learning objectives are aligned with methods, assessment
and expected outcomes. These new dimensions of the scholarly activity go well beyond
disciplinary knowledge and the knowledge derived from face-to-face teaching,
emphasising the dimension of social engagement and challenging longstanding
assumptions regarding scholarly work, judgements in quality and ownership of work
(Benson and Brack, 2009). At the organisational level of analysis, there is also the need
for “personalised support and a deeper dynamics of collective, evidence-based
sense-making to avoid situational ambiguity” (Martins and Nunes, 2009).

The wider literature on e-learning and the roles of academics identifies a range of
difficulties commonly felt across HEIs, which may negatively impact on academics’
perceptions and confident adoption of e-learning. The sources of academics’ resistance
typically include:

 having to deal with increased process-related demands of teaching;

* making extended provisions for the negotiation of teaching and learning

activities;

 facing an overwhelming flow of content, questions and answers from students (de

Vries et al., 2005; Kester and Sloep, 2009); and

e the intensified need to improve closeness and cognitive learning through
mechanisms of instructor immediacy (Nagel and Kotze, 2010, p. 46).

Many of these new tasks are perceived to be time-consuming, being tightly tied to a new
set of responsibilities that pertains no longer exclusively to students’ skills acquisition
and construction of knowledge (Goodyear, 2006; Martins and Baptista Nunes, 2016).
Academics feel increasingly committed to the demands of monitoring and moderating
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students’ activity online, and to interactional learning design requirements that are
growing in sophistication and complexity (Spector, 2005). In general terms, academics
struggle with the production of “transactional presence” — the connected and continuous
availability of academics to students’ requests (Shin, 2002, p. 132).

Most of these difficulties are not alleviated at the organisational level. In this regard,
Birch and Burnett (2009) indicate that a “perceived lack of reward and a lack of
recognition from management and peers has consistently inhibited academics’
willingness to develop e-learning environments”. Similarly, Green ef al. (2009) purport
that “seldom will faculty participate in activities that take time and resources away from
their careers, especially when trying to get tenured at an institution”. In addition to
academics’ already overloaded teaching and administrative workloads, e-learning
brings to the equation deterrents such as increased time commitments (Carlson et al.,
2002; Orr et al., 2009), “lack of tenure considerations, lack of course releases and lack of
training and support” (Cook ef al, 2009, p. 151). Because of this lack of institutional
rewards and incentives, academics find it uninviting to consider e-learning adoption
(Loureiro-Koechlin and Allan, 2010).

3. Methods
Grounded Theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) was selected as the methodology in this
study for its ability to inductively extract and theorise academics’ perceptions, the
assumptions underlying their behaviour towards e-learning and the richness of lived
experiences.

A sociomaterial, practice-based approach that would highlight the practical,
embodied and situated (Orlikowski and Scott, 2008; Feldman and Orlikowski, 2011)
dimensions of e-learning adoption was also considered a viable research approach.
However, symbolic interactionism, with a clear focus on meaning-making in social
situations (Charon, 1979; Potter, 1996; Woods, 1992), provided the most appropriate
perspective for this research study. Blumer (1969) has described symbolic
interactionism as being based on three fundamental principles: individuals act “towards
things on the basis of the meaning things have for them”; meaning “is derived from, or
arises out of, social interaction one has with one’s fellows”; and meaning is dynamic and
changes as one acts and modifies it as a result of ongoing interactions (Blumer, 1969,
p. 3). Therefore, the meaning that a process like the adoption of e-learning has for
academics is “constitutive, not accidental or secondary to the experience” (Bogdan and
Biklen, 1992, p. 36). Meaning is intentionally constructed, it is dynamic and will change
as a result of ongoing interactions, because individuals act, perceive, interpret and act
again — in a continuous dialectic process.

Sampling efforts focused on the identification of a relevant community of practice,
composed of academics in Portuguese public HEIs, teaching at BA/BSc level, and
affiliated with faculties where e-learning appropriation manifested itself in considerable
depth.

Data collection efforts developed in two stages: the first interview round comprised
14 interviews; the second interview round comprised 51 interviews. The total number of
participants is 62, but three informants who participated in the first interview round
were again interviewed during the second data collection stage, as part of the theoretical
sampling process and to support the validity of ongoing coding and analysis.



Following the proposal of Strauss and Corbin, this research preserved the defining
feature of Grounded Theory — the inductive generation of theory. However, it is
acknowledged that prior knowledge of the relevant literature is important to develop
theoretical sensitivity. Accordingly, a general review of the literature was of assistance
to identify issues in the particular area and find gaps in available knowledge to be filled
up by an inductively built theory.

In Grounded Theory research, the idea of conducting a literature review is
occasionally problematic, as the inductive nature of the method recommends
minimising researcher’s exposure to bias. Therefore, the function of a literature review
must not be the generation of any a priori framework or model, which is commonly
adopted as the theoretical foundation and starting point for data collection and analysis
in deductive research designs. Consequently, a general review of the literature took
place at the beginning of the research project to provide background knowledge for the
global sorting and ordering of the topics that composed the interview guide Appendix 1
for the interview guide used for data collection). The literature review served the
purpose of enhancing the researchers’ theoretical sensitivity (Glaser, 1978). Interviews
were semi-structured and lasted between 1 h and 1.5 h. They were conducted in
Portuguese, but the results of data analysis are expressed in English.

A purposeful approach to preliminary informant selection was deemed necessary
during the first round of interviews to, as Glaser (1978) admits, gain rapport with
“knowledgeable people to get a line on relevancies and leads to track down more data
and where and how to locate oneself for a rich supply of data”, whilst maximizing “the
possibilities of obtaining data and leads for more data in their question” (p. 45). During
this stage, 14 academics of Portuguese HEIs were interviewed (three of which held
concurrent responsibilities as e-learning administrators, two as e-learning strategists
and two as governmental officials). The researchers had no previous relationship with
the participants. In the course of data analysis conducted during the first interview
round, the researchers have found that emergent theoretical propositions related to
academics’ e-learning appropriation pathways could be refined and modified through
comparison with other cases. This acknowledgement consequently dictated the decision
to refine and extend the sampling strategy, basing the procedure on analytic grounds.

As the study developed into a second round of interviews, theoretical sampling —
used as an inductive, systematic approach to extract theoretical formulations out of
informants disclosed cognitions followed by validation and consolidation, i.e. the initial
theoretical constructs, were used in this stage to guide further data collection.

The strategy for theoretical sampling relied on pursuing referrals made by early
informants to potential study participants that in turn were also recognised e-learning
practitioners. These referrals often crossed disciplinary boundaries (disciplines
included Education, Computer Science, Communication Studies, Information Science,
Maths, Management, Pharmacy, etc.). During this second stage of data collection, a total
of 51 academics were interviewed. Data collection and analysis coexisted until no new
open codes emerged from the data analysis. This indicated that theoretical saturation
had been achieved.

The analytical process involved open, axial and selective coding strategies (Strauss
and Corbin, 1998), which translated into breaking down interview transcripts into units
of meaning, starting with descriptive categories, reappraised for sets of irradiating
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relationships, ultimately condensed — through the analytical steps of constant
comparison — into higher-order categories of holistic explanatory power.

The concerns raised by informants in the course of interviews were representative of
their professional category. They addressed change management practice, as globally
there was the perception that HEIs had not adequately positioned themselves for the
introduction of e-learning systems. In terms of theory building, the most significant
categories emerging from interviews referred to erroneous institutional mainstreaming
policies and change burdens resulting from changes in practice and learning materials
required by e-learning. These change burdens result in disruptions to academics’
professional praxis and require changes in institutional attitudes, management and
reward schemes. It emerged strongly from data that an unrewarded extension of the
teaching presence and the fading of traditional expectations for engagement in teaching
and learning is a source of anxiety, stress and mistrust in e-learning by academics.

4. Trajectories of trust in e-learning

To describe and explain barriers to e-learning adoption in a systematic manner, an
explanatory model was developed based on the three stages of coding proposed by
Strauss and Corbin (1998), previously explained in Section 3, and now detailed in
Appendix 2. More specifically, open coding developed as a process of identification or
mapping of barriers to trust in e-learning, as perceived by academics.

As the level of abstraction in coding progressed, trust barriers were aggregated
according to whether they reflected either an agentic or an institutional orientation
(axial coding), and then grouped in sequentially progressive levels of trust that
culminate in a conceptualisation of trust in e-learning through organisational learning
(selective coding). Organisational learning is understood here as organisationally
regulated collective learning process in which individual- and group-based learning
experiences concerning the improvement of organisational performance and/or goals
are transferred into organisational routines, processes and structures, which in turn
promotes academics’ trusting adoption of e-learning.

Ultimately, the model presented here — and summarised in Appendix 3 — conceives
e-learning as a means of strategic renewal in HEISs. It attempts to explain e-learning adoption
as a process. The dominant perspective is therefore psychological-organisational, by
simultaneously focusing on the overcoming of individual and organisational behaviours
that prevent or hinder e-learning adoption.

The multilevel character of the model is evidenced by bringing together individual
and organisational levels of analysis — this duality was very vivid across interviews
with academics — further conceptualised through coding as actional-personal or
structural-organisational spheres. This multilevel nature is particularly important to
understand the tension between academics’ individual experiences in a changing
environment and HEIS' response, actionable in the strategies used to transfer
experiences from individual level into organisational routines, structures and processes.
Tables I-III present in detail the emerging main themes that reflect academics’ perceived
barriers to trust in e-learning, accompanied by representative quotations extracted from
interviews. Furthermore, the tables present three processes by which the different levels
of trust in e-learning (individual and organisational) are bi-directionally connected:

(1) Trust to change: This is the process of developing new insights and ideas
concerning e-learning based on personal experiences. It is located within
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individuals, and it is extracted through analysing the ways in which academics

explain their insights through words and actions to themselves and to others:

+ An effective change in practice is achieved through systemic interventions
and we are missing that. The outlook needs to be integrative and sustained by
leadership, supervision and determination of quality standards, because
online practice also needs to be evaluated. This means going beyond the
technological dimension of e-learning (Q33:33:51).

(2)  Trust to integrate: This step takes place when a shared understanding among
individuals is achieved, allowing for coherent and collective action across the
organisation, yet not forcefully:

»  “Both the administrative and the pedagogical uses of e-learning can only be
fully exploited if some sort of guidelines or recommendations are available.
But I don’t think these should be too prescriptive or imposing. If the use of
e-learning was fully mandated and regulated by institutional norms, there
would be attrition and resistance” (Q14:27:39).

3) Trust to institutionalise: This state refers to the consolidation and
implementation of shared understandings in systems, structures, rules,
procedures and strategies, which guide organisational action. To be more
specific, the institutionalisation of e-learning implies embedding it in the
structures, routines and strategies of the organisation:

* “E-learning implementation requires negotiation, the concerted effort and
search for solutions that please everyone. The management needs to employ
powers of political persuasion, whilst directing all the attention to reconciling
the cultures, interests and singularities of different disciplines, academic
departments, and academics (Q5:9:6)”.

The three processes of changing, integrating and institutionalising are used to
characterise the overcoming of the specific barriers to e-learning adoption that they
aggregate. They were identified during the selective coding stage (Appendix 2).

However, there is a deeper dualism permeating all three stages, which was identified
during axial coding (Appendix 2). It deals with power, identity and influence, and it
affects the perception of costs and benefits that academics associate with e-learning.
This dualism is that of agency versus structure, 1.e. the capacity of individuals to decide
and act independently of social structures versus the mechanisms that serve as
constraint on the activities independently pursued by subjects (procedural rules,
material resources, resources of authority) (Giddens, 1984).

On the one hand, there are barriers to trust in e-learning that fall under an “actional—
personal” sphere (agency). These are marked by individual thinking, attitudes and
behaviour and by self-interested/self-governed action.

On the other hand, there are barriers to trust in elearning that fall under a
“structural-organisational” sphere (structure). These are characterised by existing routines,
structures and practices and are expressed culturally in the formulation of strategic intent, in
formal regulations and in the processes of decision-making, dominance and discipline.

Subsequently, this sphere is divided into “strategic” and “operational” levels. The
“strategic level” refers to how HEIs envision their leadership position and how, in
response to this vision, they establish the criteria that will be used to chart progress.



This requires an active management process that includes the ability to focus
organisational attention on the essence of a shared vision, the ability to motivate people
by communicating the value of targets, the ability to make room for individual and
team’s contribution in the formulation of targets and the ability to sustain commitment
by providing operational definitions and allocating resources.

Turning to operational performance, the “operational level” refers to how
organisations translate strategic direction into operational reality, creating competitive
advantage in the process. It describes how initiatives that are closely associated with
organisations’ strategic direction are targeted to receive increased managerial attention,
greater financial and technical support and additional resources in the form of staff
training and motivation, which are necessary to sustain high-priority endeavours.

The components of the external organisational environment were not ignored and were
assimilated into the “structural-organisational” sphere, as it is considered that the
environment represents parts of the social and material world that the organisation
perceives as relevant. The organisation filters out perceived changes and developments in
the external environment (for example technological innovations, governmental policy or
new ideas generated by specific groups in society) and decides whether to integrate them as
organisational products and practices. This decision is not dissociable from culturally
endorsed forms of authority, rather being its reflexion, hence the importance of analysing
societal-environmental factors as components of the structural-organisational sphere.

In building theory, researchers should aim at understanding the phenomenon under
investigation as fully as possible, situating it within a complete range of macro and
micro conditions in which it is embedded. To address this challenge, the research
reported in this paper made use of Strauss and Corbin’s (1998) conditional/consequential
matrix to diagrammatically represent the theory’s narrative story and to successfully
and logically access, integrate and portray the complexity and deeper textures of
academics’ perceptions as conveyed by the findings presented in Section 4.

The conditional/consequential matrix contributes to expanding the dimensions of the
analytic work, through a balanced representation of structure and process. Immediate and
broader contexts of the phenomenon are integrated in the analysis, contributing to a denser
reconstruction of data, as patterns of interaction are identified and connections to influential
macro and micro conditions are established (Corbin and Strauss, 1996).

Using the matrix as a framework to analyse social processes of change permits the
localisation of a social world, understood in this study as a group “with shared commitments
to certain activities, sharing resources of many kinds to achieve their goals, and building
shared ideologies about how to go about” business (Clarke, 1991, p. 131).

In this particular study, the social world is composed of academics and their
perception and attitudes regarding the adoption of e-learning. The data collected in
interviews revealed the existence of what Strauss (1993, p. 227) describes as “whirlpools
of argumentative action” —a symptom indicating that social arenas disputing e-learning
appropriation and embedding strategies are at interplay.

The matrix allows the formulation of an explanatory sociological theory by
relating “the context of conditions, one with the other, of a structuring process that
is ongoing in the form of an arena within or between social worlds” (Hildenbrand,
2007, p. 544). In this specific case, the matrix reproduced in Figure 1 illustrates that
the overcoming of actional-personal and structural-organisational barriers is a
condition of trustful adoption of e-learning, following a progressive integration of:
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Figure 1.
The conditional/
consequential matrix
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 individual academics’ capacity to develop new insights and ideas concerning
experiences of e-learning (trust to change);

» academics’ capacity — as a professional group — to achieve shared notions of
validity for e-learning experiences; and

« the institutional capacity to embed e-learning in HEIs’ structures, routines and
strategies (trust to institutionalise).

5. Discussion and conclusion

5.1 The issue of trust

Emergent trust has been inductively identified as a desired state of successful e-learning
adoption — trust to change, trust to integrate and trust to institutionalise. The findings
indicate that e-learning adoption in HEISs is the result of academia’s strategic renewal of
practice or, in other words, it requires that HEIs take a strategic approach to
organisational learning that enhances trust in organisations.

Consequently, if e-learning is to be fully exploited in the delivery of higher education,
academics will need to revise patterns of practice and behave differently. Nonetheless,
academics, as social actors, “do not behave or decide as atoms outside a social context
[and] their attempts at purposive action are embedded in concrete, ongoing systems of
social relations” (Granoveter, 1985, p. 487). Therefore, eliciting academics’ cognitions
about their position within the structured social context of the university can potentially
provide pathways to the “proximal processes that lead to trust” (Messick and Kramer,
2001) in e-learning.

Although the meaning of trust is intuitively understood by the common citizen, the
findings presented in this paper transcend the anthropocentric conceptualisations that
traditionally posit a view of trust as the willingness to accept “risks associated with the type



and depth of the interdependence inherent in a given relationship” (Sheppard and Sherman,
1998).

The concept has traditionally been addressed by the literature on social psychology
(Blau, 1964), sociology (Luhmann, 1979) and economics (Sako, 1992), but the most
consensual definitions have defined it as a mix of interpersonal and impersonal
dimensions. Mayer ef al (1995) and McKnight ef al (1998) define it as the positive
expectation an individual has about the competence, reliability and benevolence of
fellow organisational members, combined with the organisation members’ trust in the
organisation’s vision, strategy and procedures. Accordingly, in its interpersonal form,
organisational trust refers mostly to individuals’ “ability, capability, integrity,
truthfulness and goodwill” (Ellonen ef al, 2008, p. 161). In its impersonal form,
organisational trust refers to the efficiency and procedural fairness of the
organisation-wide systems such as reward systems and human resources policies
(Costigan et al., 1998; Pearce et al., 2000; Atkinson and Butcher, 2003).

In the study reported in this paper, trust moves beyond a strictly interpersonal
dimension into more calculative and strategic dimensions, following Smith’s (2001)
argument that trust concerns “uncertainty about outcomes, ambiguity of objective
information and exercise of discretion about action”. The focus of interest is academics’
consequentialist decision making — a deep process that, according to Messick and
Kramer (2001), entails: “processing of information about outcomes, uncertainties, risks
and combining this information with the decision maker’s preferences, risk attitudes,
levels of aspiration, and willingness to tolerate uncertainty”.

The conceptualisation of trust presented here derives from academics’ identification
of systems and methods that allow them to make assessments and decisions regarding
the dependability of e-learning adoption, framed as a transaction that involves a certain
degree of risk and difference to the traditional academic environment and practice.

Therefore, the principal aim of this section is to connect the psycho-social
foundations of academics’ trust with the macro-bases of organisational processes that
are set in motion to accommodate e-learning.

Trusting behaviour is triggered by initial salient value, potentially erodible. Research on
motivators for academics in e-learning conducted by Cook et al. (2009) identifies several
sources of enthusiasm and trusting behaviour: a personal proclivity to use technology; the
ability to reach new audiences; and the opportunity to improve teaching and develop ideas.
However, initially ascribed meanings may change as academics learn about or experience
uncontrolled risk. That is frequently the case of academics who display a mistrusting
behaviour after having experienced the time-consuming task of interaction with students
and contents’ moderation (de Vries et al, 2005; Nagel and Kotze, 2010; Kester and Sloep,
2009). Indeed, in appraising the fragility of trust, Kramer (1999) alerts for the widespread
trust-destroying events, which may “carry more weight in judgement than trust-building
events of comparable magnitude”.

The frequency and intensity of e-learning time-consuming tasks and the combined
absence of adequate organisational response contradict the notion that e-learning can
set academics free of temporal constraints (Goodyear, 2006, p. 84) and operate as a
trust-destroying nexus.

Although trust “simpliflies] the social world by allowing actors to differently manage”
(Marsh and Dibben, 2005) uncertain contexts, it cannot give them absolute confidence. As
further posited by Weber et al. (2005, p. 76), trust operates at the level of anxiety reduction,
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being a psychological state that helps individuals and organizations process information
more rapidly, based on positive expectations of a third party’s behaviour.

Interestingly, a study of personal relationships, with extended impact in the
relational and social dimensions of trust conducted by Murray and Holmes (1994, p. 61),
discovered that people often develop optimistic narratives and cognitive frames “to
preserve feelings of confidence and security in face of the inevitable risks posed by
interdependence”. Initial trusting behaviour in e-learning, by extension, seems to follow
along the same lines, and entail accepting vulnerability in the hope or expectation of
gains extractable from incorporating educational technology in teaching practice.

However, another variant contributing to the heterogeneity of experiences and
expectations of use is entrenched distrust, which Marsh and Dibben (2005) qualify as the
human response to insufficient information, resulting in the need for evidence. Across
informants’ accounts, this was manifested when academics held no expectation of
benign outcome based on inference of e-learning’s distinctive marks. In particular, it was
reported that the expansion of available instructional possibilities offered by e-learning
faces the obstacle of academics’ self-complexity and entrenched conservatism. That is
especially the case of more senior staff, for whom “changing mindset and role
description to that of a service provider can certainly increase workload and reduce
status” (Shurville et al., 2008a, 2008b).

A more rational approach to e-learning appropriation derives from the existence of
trust management systems committed to ensure academics are aware of possible
e-learning outcomes and are consequently able to take cost-effective actions, enhance
benefits and mitigate appropriation risks. These systems reflect a gain-oriented
rationality, rooted in the capacity to trigger academics’ confidence and assurance.
Accordingly, acceptability of e-learning can be increased by identifying and
emphasising benefits, thus generating consistency among academics’ beliefs.

5.1.1 Rewards strategy. Structural-organisational assurance can be leveraged
through the establishment of clear pay-off and reward structures, which are currently
stifled by:

« career regulations that ignore the time applied by academics in e-learning
development; and

« the traditional configuration of the university as a social system around
excellence in research, at the expenses of quality in teaching and pedagogical
innovation.

The participants involved in this study generally reported online teaching activities to be
personally rewarding, but perceived discrepancies between personal and institutional
rewards for using e-learning, and most sharply between university rewards for teaching and
scholarly activity. Despite the fact that a wide range of instructional technologies and
e-learning development programs was endorsed by management, top-rated options referred
to institutional recognition of research excellence.

From this comparatively lower endorsement given to online instructional skills
emerges an imbalance in the effort-reward chain, which may determine that academics
become less agreeable to considering online instructional development activities
because institutional incentives do not communicate the message that teaching online is
serious business, despite the increment in teaching loads and the heavier burden of
designing, tutoring and advising responsibilities.



Similar concerns are echoed in the literature. A lack of guidelines for evaluating
online teaching and the absence of supportive institutional response makes online
teachers “concerned about how their online teaching is regarded in the context of
promotion and tenure” (Spector, 2005). Valuable time can otherwise be allocated to
better rewarding activities such as research and publishing.

A fairer reward system, academics argue, must be able to go beyond symbolic incentives
and impact in the research culture in such a way that the scholarship of teaching and
learning offers equivalent compensation, thus ensuring an integrated approach to academic
careers. Such an integrated approach should bring to the academics’ assessment equation
dimensions not traditionally considered such as the development of teaching practices based
on the learning perspective; teachers’ effort to develop students’ learning online;
discipline-relevant pedagogical reflexivity; and special attention to the integration of
learning philosophies and teaching activities (Martins and Nunes, 2010).

An examination of organisational theory literature further emphasises reward as a
mediating process through which employees are motivated and resources allocated.
Ferrin and Dirks (2003) examined perceptual routes through which rewards influence
trust to conclude that “reward structures are a powerful element of the organizational
context, and represent a potentially useful tool for managers who wish to change
employees’ behaviours, perceptions and beliefs”. In addition to this, a stream of
management research emphasises the use of extrinsic rewards in an effort to stimulate
employees’ creativity (Fairbank and Williams, 2001; Van Dijk and Van den Ende, 2002,
Eisenberger and Aselage, 2009).

5.1.2 Practice alignment. The dimension of individuals’ sensemaking cannot be
obliterated from a theorisation of e-learning adoption. Actional-personal confidence in
e-learning can be fostered through relying on academics’ agency and on their ability to
understand evidence of salient value. From perceived benefits, academics will be able to
mainstream what they consider to be appropriate guidelines, procedures and goals of
introduction of e-learning in pedagogical practice. Confidence is, as purported by Marsh
and Briggs (2009), “often achieved through rules and regulations that are backed up by
a trustworthy legal or social system”.

If, as outlined above, university-wide norms of virtual presence, accounting for and
adequately rewarding academics’ time allocated to the scholarship of e-teaching,
provide a solid basis for the conscious calculation of adoption consequences; confidence
1s, on the other hand, predicated on shared institutional understandings regarding that
very system of rules and the affordances of e-learning. A normative system can only
foster trust if sustained within an organisation “not [by]an explicit contract|[...][but] by
socialization into the structure of the rules” (Marsh and Olsen, 1989).

Consequently, consistency in guidelines provided by management and the
collaborative negotiation of individual expectational assets are fundamental in the
process of articulating academics’ perceptions, motives and aspirations to control
the specific transformations introduced by e-learning.

Comprehensive and clear communication about the reasons for appropriation,
reinforced with the diffusion of knowledge regarding embedding strategies and
consequences is also needed to avoid irrational resistance. Research on trust validates
this assertion, underlying the role of communication in successful projects and
indicating that “communicating one’s reasoning and expectations via explicit
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statements that describe intentions and expectations can be effective in clarifying the
dynamics of a trusting act” (Messick and Kramer, 2001).

Research conducted by Mansvelt ef al (2008) generated similar conclusions,
suggesting that poorly linked technology infrastructure, policy and social connections
may result in frustrated and confused staff. Practice misaligned with policy, uneven
e-learning experience implementation and unsupportive management are inimical to
confident adoption.

Additionally, availability of support structures can help academics feel confident to
freely compose the most adequate technologically enhanced pedagogical solutions.
Institutionally flexible technology-enhanced learning environments that value locally
nurtured knowledge and networks of contacts can reduce complexity, organizational
conflict and staff anxiety. Shurville e @/ (2008) concur with this approach, calling for the
provision of “institutions and their developers with facilities to adapt and integrate the
product with local administrative processes, I'T platforms and teaching culture”.

To avoid divergence and tension between managerial and academic practice,
devolution should increment disciplinary-driven innovation and achieve what Snyder
et al. (2007, p. 200) define as the “alignment of planets” the generalisation of
technology-mediated pedagogical initiatives through the secure enabling of conditions
for academics’ creativity and productivity, i.e. “resources, systems, discursive practices
and other conditions that facilitate complementarity” between innovations across the
institution and compatibility of values and goals.

In terms of managerial principles aimed at shaping trust, this proposal appears to
match the human investment philosophy as described by Creed and Miles (1996), most
notably the importance of interventions designed to “enhance the technical
competencies, business understanding, decision-making abilities and the
self-governance capabilities of all members”.

The emergent trust theory is also aligned with Blomqvist and Stahle’s (2000) model
of organisational trust. The model posits that trust is built by the convergence of
individual and organisational structures, which are signalled through actions. In turn,
actions are evaluated as signs of trustworthiness. The interplay between structure and
action produces the dynamics of trust. Trust-building is iterative and results from the
convergence of organisational and individual actions. For example, the experience of
mutual orientation is a signal that both the organisation and the individuals are
committed to norms and values that promote reciprocity.

This achievement of shared values maximises the chances of a joint effort and
increases individuals’ “will to stretch his/her roles in the organisation” (Blomqvist and
Stahle, 2000).

Similarly, the articulated communication of organisational goals and individual
intentions signals that both parts are able to “state their needs and expectations openly”,
which results in a better understanding of what are the goals, what is needed to reach
them and what is requested in terms of rules and commitments (Blomqvist and Stahle,
2000).

With the issue of e-learning adoption in HEIs, a similar convergence is necessary: the
voluntary engagement of management and academics in a transformative exercise
through collective inquiry, negotiation and consensus building as a means of enabling
both parties to reflect about e-learning as a common area of concern.

5.1.3 Framing e-learming adoption decision between institutionalism and



ndividualism. In face of the findings presented in the previous section, the necessary
trust to confidently adopt e-learning is seen to reside in the relationship between
academics and the context in which they find themselves. This is so because academics
are simultaneously institutionalised subjects and institutional architects. It is the
unfolding of the inter-relationship between the two dimensions — the institutional
context vis-d-vis academics’ creative subjectivity and calculation — that produces
contingent functional means of reducing uncertainty and bolstering trust.

An immediate consequence of this proposition is the overcoming of limitations
traditionally linked to rational choice and sociological institutionalism: the former being
pervasively voluntarist, associating individual actors to self-interest and the
maximisation of self-serving utilities; the latter subsuming individualism under
institutionally sponsored preferences. Such overcoming occurs through the dialectical
convergence between academics’ strategic (instrumental) action and structure (the
institutional context), the outcome being deliberation and negotiation of political
strategies. The filtering of academics’ instrumental individual action through active
participation in the shaping of e-learning strategies results in stronger identification,
affiliation and appropriation of a fair structured institutional context, which favours
adoption.

The dialectical convergence between academics’ instrumental action and the
institutional context as route for trustful e-learning adoption resonates with a
structuration theory (Giddens, 1984) perspective on trust building.

Sydow (1998), in particular, argues that despite the fact that trust is very difficult to
develop and sustain, it is nevertheless possible to manage the conditions (processes,
routines and settings) affecting the development of trust. Having extensively addressed
the issue of trust (Sydow, 1998; Sydow and Windeler, 2003; Sydow, 2006), Sydow’s main
contribution to the field is “a practical plea for more trust-sensitive management of
organisations and inter-organisation” relationships (Sydow, 2006, p. 378), which fits the
theory of trust through organisational learning dialectic’s plea for collaborative
production of social and technical norms that produce shared knowledge and a common
understanding of what is expected practice in e-learning.

The constitution of trust according to Sydow’s structuration perspective on trust
building (Sydow and Windeler, 2003; Sydow, 2006) entails the development of
interpretive schemes, resources and norms to which social actors refer interactively,
thereby producing a social structure of signification and legitimation in which the object
of trust is constituted and to which further action will refer.

In this sense, the production of trust is contingent on:

 organisational learning, as academics revise their perceptions of the affordances
of e-learning, as they assimilate information, realise goals and reorient future
strategies; and

« atransformation of the institutional environment, with an emphasis on processes
of participation, access to strategic resources and ability to shape institutional
trajectories.

The integration of these findings with the wider organisational studies literature can be
achieved through the concept of legitimacy because academics as organisational actors
are more likely to pursue e-learning as a valid course of action, if it is tied to strong
perceptions of internal legitimacy. Theorists of legitimacy (Farndale and Paauwe, 2007;
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Schuman, 1995) have defined it as powerful concept in organisational analysis because
it drives the combination of strategic and institutional factors that influence decisions in
organisations. More recently, Mason (2012) acknowledges how institutional legitimacy
resonates with actors’ belief systems, which should prompt organisations to make
decisions that are in accordance with stakeholders’ shared values.

Similar arguments can be found in the e-learning literature. Parchoma (2009)
proposes addressing e-learning implementation challenges — e.g. academics’
motivations, pedagogical praxis, organisational cultures, organisational structures and
function, organisational economies — through promoting a distributed approach to
leadership via:

[...]internal negotiation of members’ multiple life spaces and their associated perspectives [to]
produce more effective and timely results that can be achieve by consistently applying macro
or mezzo-level policies or procedures (Parchoma, 2009, pp. 156-157).

More recently, Hardaker and Singh (2011, p. 221) propose that the “dialectical nature of
adoption of e-learning” operates a synthesis between academics’ agency and the
“Institutional structures such as strategies, training, access to technology, technical
support and time resources”. The core argument contained in Hardaker and Singh (2011)
is that the local context lived by academics and the top-down strategic change need to be
conceptually and pragmatically bridged. In practical terms, this happens when
academics “perceive they are able to influence the e-learning initiatives within
institutions” (Hardaker and Singh, 2011, p. 230). They need to be involved in “strategic
change that is likely to have an influence on their academic roles. Failure to acknowledge
this call by lecturers is likely to result in rejection or false compliance to top down
directives” (Hardaker and Singh, 2011, p. 230).

5.1.4 An organisational learning perspective. To maintain viability and thrive in the
new knowledge economy, HEIs must use effective learning processes. HEIs should
remain open systems, and their prosperity depends on their ability, as organisations, to
learn and adapt to threats and opportunities presented by dynamic external
environments, in particular the reported growing pressures to adopt e-learning.

The e-learning-related pressures for change presented throughout the previous
subsections raise questions about the nature of the learning processes that are
associated with organisational change. Consequently, the purpose of this subsection is
to examine “organisational learning” as a theoretical framework used by organisational
science (Huber, 1991) to understand individual and collective learning processes, and
their contribution to organisational change.

A comprehensive review of research in this area is beyond the scope of the purpose
here; yet, the diversity of fields in which connections between learning and
organisational change occur — Argyris and Schon (1978); Levitt and March (1988); Senge
(1990); Brown and Duguid (1991); Weick and Westley (1996); Easterby-Smith (1997);
Gherardi and Nicolini (2001); Boreham and Morgan (2004) — warrant efforts in:

 synthesising organisational learning concepts and practices;
 reviewing thematic tensions;

* identifying dominant frameworks; and

« relating the processes of organisational learning to organisational politics.



The attempt to synthesise organisational learning concepts and practices is, in the first
instance, conditioned by the realisation that most definitions appear to be
complementary (Matlay, 2000), although different orientations may suggest a more
nuanced understanding of different aspects covered by general principles of
organisational management. It is in this vein that Wang and Ahmed (2003) defend a
taxonomy of organisational learning according to differences in focus:

 focus on the transformative potential of accumulated individual and collective
learning;

 focus on a process view that stresses the importance of systems thinking;

e focus on an understanding of collaborative culture as an enabler of improved
performance;

 focus on a knowledge management perspective; and
 focus on a managerial aspiration for incremental and continuous improvement.

The focus on the transformative potential of accumulated individual and collective
learning is epitomised by the assumption of individuals as agents of learning,
contributing through experience and interaction to improved performance (Argyris and
Schon, 1978).

The focus on a process view that stresses the importance of systems thinking draws
significantly on information processing stages (i.e. acquisition, interpretation, storage,
distribution) and postulates the existence of sequential stages — some emphasising
leadership (Popper and Lipshitz, 2000) and some emphasising cognitive processes
(Crossan et al., 1999) — whereby organisations understand and manage experiences
(Glynn et al., 1992).

Similarly, a focus on knowledge management is centred on the ability to acquire
information, share common understandings that allow the exploitation of knowledge
(Fiol, 1994) and extract/derive insights (Fiol and Lyles, 1985) with future strategic
impact: “learning is the process of linking, expanding, and improving data, information,
knowledge and wisdom” (Bierly et al., 2000, p. 597).

A complementary understanding of organisational learning emerges from the
cultural perspective, in which collaborative team working and employee empowerment
and involvement are presented mechanisms that enable organisations to best utilise
knowledge and achieve desired goals (Drew and Smith, 1995).

Finally, when improved performance is pursued as a continuous process rather than
a single product, we are in presence of an understanding of organisational learning as
iterative engagement of employees to incremental innovation, entailing intentional
“devot[ion] to the facilitation of individual learning in order to consciously transform the
entire organisation and its context” (Pedler et al., 1991).

In an attempt to synthesise the variety of perspectives, organisational learning is
understood here as an inherently complex adaptation process. It requires the
conjunction of networks of individuals and groups — often with conflicting views — but
also the conjunction of functions and processes. This resounds with the latent tensions
in the organisational learning literature, expressed in a series of dichotomies identified
by Peck et al. (2009):
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* The place of the individual vis-d-vis the place of the collective, and related
contributions to the process of learning and change in the organisation
(Lehersvirta, 2004);

» The opposition between learning understood as an “acquisition” (Huber, 1991;
Honing, 2008) and learning understood as “participation” (Boreham and Morgan,
2004). The former is interested in the trajectory through which cognitive skills
develop in individuals, whereas the latter is interested in cultural practices and
socially negotiated processes of change;

» The co-existence of normative (prescription-based) and empirical perspectives
(descriptive and analytical) to organisational learning.

Being a means of achieving strategic renewal through making adaptations to objectives
and routines, organisational learning may additionally entail readjusting goals,
governance and operational rules. By engaging academics and managing authorities in
appreciative inquiry of the aforementioned conditions, it potentially contributes to the
processing of information that changes and aligns the range of behaviours.

Ultimately, the process is geared towards generating plurivocal understanding and
harmonised outcomes regarding e-learning. What prevails is therefore an instrumental
and output perspective on dialogical practice, the objective being the rationalisation and
aggregation of collective views into a coherent whole. What changes as a result of the
organisational learning process is academics’ behaviour and cognitive system. Trust in
e-learning as a desired state or behavioural change goal occurs with negotiated changes
to organisational routines and HEIs’ standard operating procedures.

This is essentially a reflection strategy that emphasises how academics as change
agents make sense and socially construct understandings of the buzzing changes they
experience when confronted with e-learning. The organisational learning endeavour is a
meaning-making exercise, with a view to changing mindsets through the revision of
structures, procedures and behaviours. Getting academics to share and socially
construct cross-understandings and shared understandings of e-learning will increase
the likelihood of collective learning and help manoeuvring the change journey.

However, strategic renewal as a consequence of e-learning adoption is complicated,
as it depends upon individual, jobs and structural characteristics, as well as on existing
culture and reward/ recognition systems. The contention here is that HEIs will become
more apt at managing the change introduced by e-learning as they adopt practices to
promote the dynamic move of knowledge repertoires through a series of evolving stages
involving the individual academic, academics as a professional group and the wider
HEIs as an organisation.

This is achieved through negating the traditional bureaucratic structure in which
individuals had no space for learning and were consequently tied up to a repetitive set of
forms, rules, conventions, activities, technologies and procedures that underpinned
organisational functioning. An organisational learning dialectic is aimed precisely at
developing the knowledge base necessary to question the repetitive set of organisational
activities and existing protocols.

Critical aspects of cultural analysis are essential in this questioning. It is especially
important to:



 establish and question which discourses are more visible and accorded most
power by groups;

 understand how academics are represented within HEIS;

¢ elucidate what borders define the territories of academic practice, including what
identity is constructed for those within such borders; and

¢ determine what cultural capital is attributed dominant status.

Academics weigh up evidence from these multiple sources in the aggregate to make
their decision as to trust or not in e-learning, acting as auditors of the trustworthiness
instilled by HEI's decisions, arrangements and organising procedures. This is the main
reason why the organisational learning dialectic should seek to identify the larger
problems in academics’ work lives and environments, with a view to making local
productive changes in dysfunctional patterns of e-learning appropriation.

A focus on academics’ interests will link cognition at individual, group and
institutional levels and help HEIs find, select and organise both information and
expertise needed to achieve organisational vision and integrated action. The approach
starts with academics’ articulation of their experiences with e-learning. They then move
on to problem identification from those experiences, they gradually progress to critical
analysis of forces contributing to problems and finally they collaborate with managing
authorities to action responses to address the problems detected.

6. Conclusion

This study provides valuable insights for those who are confronted with the need to
appraise academics’ experiences and practices, in the context of e-learning
implementation. Because of its interpretive nature, the findings cannot be representative
of all academics and all HEIs. However, in the qualitative tradition of organisational
research, they provide understanding and knowledge into the world of lived experience
(Denzin and Lincoln, 2005).

Both academics and the managing authorities of HEIs need to look at the limitations
and possibilities for praxis introduced by e-learning. This is only possible under an
institutional arrangement that respects the capacity for human agency, and the
possibility for heteroglossic discourses regarding what it means to be a good academic
under the affordances of e-learning.

Additionally, this demands the recognition that material structures and power
structures may operate as barriers, and hence the need to stimulate collective inquiry,
negotiation and consensus-building as a means of enabling managers and academics to
reflect about e-learning as a common area of concern.

The expectation is that the clash of polarities evidenced in the data collection
operates as a trigger for change, bringing heretofore latent forces — either anchored in or
contesting historically constructed inconsistencies —and engaging them in the dialectic
reconfiguration of organising procedures to accommodate e-learning.

The objective is to spur trust in e-learning through organisational learning, which
entails creating and diffusing knowledge across HEIs, and developing satisfactory
social exchange mechanisms that act as trust catalysts. To accomplish this end, it is
necessary that both academics and managing authorities appreciate and value the
current aspects of HEIs (what they are), envision what they might be, dialogue about
what they should be, and innovate about what they will be.
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Further research should continue to explore the ways in which “trust can be
profitably approached in organisation theory through the interaction of organisational
forms and managerial philosophies” (Creed and Miles, 1996, p. 34). It should pursue the
conceptualisation of e-learning adoption as a mixed-motive process — posing dilemmas
to academics’ individual self-interests and institutional structural interventions and
solutions — focusing more specifically on understanding how can organisational and
psycho-social factors converge to jointly shape positive sentiments and a sense of
professional accomplishment.

At a deeper level of analysis, the interactive relationship between the steps and
processes of e-learning adoption on the one hand and the persistence of typified and
symbolised spaces of action within and around HEIs on the other could be expanded in
light of Strauss’s (1993) Social Arenas Theory, in an attempt to grasp and represent “the
perspectives and properties of all major actors (including collective social worlds and
nonhuman actors) in a particular arena of mutual concern in which certain actors are
implicated” (Clarke and Casper, 1996, p. 602). In the case of e-learning adoption, this
would imply extending the scope of the study to capture and understand the
perspectives and properties of HEIs’ management structures, the sentiment of students’
towards the role of educational technologies and the dimension of educational policy.

References

Argyris, C. and Schon, D. (1978), Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action Perspective,
Addison-Wesley, New York, NY.

Atkinson, S. and Butcher, D. (2003), “Trust in managerial relationships”, Journal of Managerial
Psychology, Vol. 18 No. 4, pp. 282-304.

Bensabat, 1., Gefen, D. and Pavlou, P. (2010), “Introduction to the special issue on novel
perspectives on trust in information systems”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 34 No. 2, pp. 367-371.

Benson, R. and Brack, C. (2009), “Developing the scholarship of teaching: what is the role of
e-teaching and learning?” Teaching in Higher Education, Vol. 14 No. 1, pp. 71-80.

Bierly, P.E., Kessler, E.H. and Christensen, E.W. (2000), “Organizational learning, knowledge and
wisdom”, Journal of Organizational Change Management, Vol. 13 No. 6, pp. 595-618.

Birch, D. and Burnett, B. (2009), “Bringing academics on board: encouraging institution-wide
diffusion on of e-learning environments”, Australasian Journal of Educational Technology,
Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 117-134.

Blau, P.M. (1964), Exchange and Power in Social Life, Wiley, New York, NY.

Blomqvist, K. and Stahle, P. (2000), “Building organizational trust”, Proceedings of the 16th
Annual IMP Conference, Bath.

Blumer, H. (1969), Symbolic Interactionism: Perspective and Method, University of California
Press, Berkeley, CA.

Bogdan, R. and Biklen, S. (1992), Qualitative Research for Education: An Introduction to Theory
and Methods, Allyn and Bacon, Boston, MA.

Boreham, N. and Morgan, C. (2004), “A socio-cultural analysis of organizational learning”, Oxford
Review of Education, Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 307-325.

Brown, J.S. and Duguid, P. (1991), “Organizational learning and communities of practice: toward
a unified view of working, learning and innovation”, Organization Science, Vol. 2 No. 1,
pp. 40-57.



Carlson, R., Downs, E. and Repman, ]. (2002), “Faculty rewards and incentives for e-learning”,
Proceedings of the World Conference on E-Learning in Corporate, Government, Healthcare,
and Higher Education, Montreal, Canada, Association for the Advancement of Computing
wn Education (AACE), Chesapeake, VA, pp. 2080-2083.

Charon, ].M. (1979), Symbolic Interactionism: An Introduction, An Interpretation, An Integration,
Prentice-Hall, Eaglewood Cliffs.

Clarke, A. (1991), “Social worlds/arenas theory as organizational theory”, in Maines, D. (Ed.),
Social Organization and Social Process: Essays in Honour of Anselm Strauss, Aldine de
Gruyter, New York, NY, pp. 119-158.

Clarke, A.E. and Casper, M.]. (1996), “From simple technique to complex system: classification of
Pap smears, 1917-1990”, in Casper, M. and Koenig, B. (Eds), Special Issue on Medical
Technologies, Medical Anthropology Quarterly, Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 601-623.

Cook, R., Ley, K., Crawford, C. and Warner, A. (2009), “Motivators and inhibitors for university
faculty in distance and e-learning”, British Journal of Educational Technology, Vol. 40 No. 1,
pp. 149-163.

Corbin, J. and Strauss, A. (1996), “Analytic ordering for theoretical purposes”, Qualitative Inquiry,
Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 139-150.

Costigan, R.D,, Ilter, SE. and Berman, J.J. (1998), “A multi-dimensional study of trust in
organizations”, Journal of Managerial Issues, Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 303-317.

Creed, W. and Miles, R. (1996), “Trust in organizations: forms, philosophies, and costs of controls”,
in Kramer, R. and Tyler, T. (Eds), Trust in Orgamizations: Frontiers of Theory and
Research, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA, pp. 16-38.

Crossan, M.M.,, Lane, H.W. and White, R.E. (1999), “An organizational learning framework: from
intuition to institution”, Academy of Management, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 522-537.

De Vries, F., Kester, L., Sloep, P., Van Rosmalen, P., Pannekeet, K. and Koper, R. (2005),
“Identification of critical time-consuming student support activities in e-learning”, Alt-J
Research in Learning Technology, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 219-229.

Denzin, N.K. and Lincoln, Y.S. (2005), The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research, Sage, London.

Drew, S.A.W. and Smith, P.A.C. (1995), “The learning organizations: ‘change proofing’ and
strategy”, The Learning Organization, Vol. 2 No. 1, pp. 4-14.

Easterby-Smith, M. (1997), “The disciplines of organizational learning: contributions and
critiques”, Human Relations, Vol. 50 No. 9, pp. 1085-1114.

Eisenberger, R. and Aselage, J. (2009), “Incremental effects of reward on experienced performance
pressure: positive outcomes for intrinsic interest and creativity”, Journal of Organizational
Behaviour, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 95-117.

Ellonen, R., Blomqvist, K. and Puumalainen, K. (2008), “The role of trust in organisational
innovativeness”, European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 160-181.

Fairbank, J. and Williams, S. (2001), “Motivating creativity and enhancing innovation through
employee suggestion system technology”, Creativity and Innovation Management, Vol. 10
No. 2, pp. 68-74.

Farndale, E. and Paauwe, J. (2007), “Uncovering competitive and institutional drivers of HRM
practices in multinational corporations”, Human Resource Management Journal, Vol. 17
No. 4, pp. 355-375.

Feldman, M.S. and Orlikowski, W.J. (2011), “Theorizing practice and practicing theory”,
Organization Science, Vol. 22 No. 5, pp. 1240-1253.

E-learning
adoption

323




TLO
23,9

324

Ferrin, D. and Dirks, K. (2003), “The use of rewards to increase and decrease trust: mediating
processes and differential effects”, Organization Science, Vol. 14 No. 1, pp. 18-31.

Fiol, M. (1994), “Consensus, diversity, and learning in organisations”, Organisation Science, Vol. 5,
pp. 403-437.

Fiol, M. and Lyles, M. (1985), “Organisational learning”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 10
No. 4, pp. 803-813.

Gherardi, S. and Nicolini, D. (2001), “The sociological foundations of organizational learning”, in
Dierkes, M., Antal, A., Child, J. and Nonaka, L. (Eds), Handbook of Orgamizational Learning
and Knowledge, Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 35-60.

Giddens, A. (1984), The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory of Structuration, University
of California Press. Berkeley, CA.

Glaser, B. (1978), Theoretical Sensitivity: Advances in Grounded Theory, The Sociology Press, Mill
Valley.

Glaser, B. and Strauss, A. (1967), The Discovery of Grounded Theory, Aldine Transaction, London.

Glynn, M., Milliken, F. and Lant, T. (1992), “Learning about organisational learning theory: an
umbrella of organising processes”, paper presented at the Academy of Management
Meetings, Las Vegas, NV.

Goodyear, P. (2006), “Technology and the articulation of vocational and academic interests:
reflections on time, space and e-learning”, Studies in Continuing Education, Vol. 28 No. 2,
pp. 83-98.

Granoveter, M. (1985), “Economic action and social structure: the problem of embeddedness”,
American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 91 No 3, pp. 481-510.

Green, T., Alejandro, ]. and Brown, A. (2009), “The retention of experienced faculty in online
distance education programs: understanding factors that impact their development”,
International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, Vol. 10 No. 3, available at:
www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/80/44/be/84.
pdf (accessed 15 August 2014).

Hardaker, G. and Singh, G. (2011), “The adoption and diffusion of e-learning in UK universities: a
comparative case study using Giddens’ theory of structuration”, Campus-Wide
Information Systems, Vol. 28 No. 4, pp. 221-233.

Hildenbrand, B. (2007), “Mediating structure and interaction in grounded theory”, in Bryant, A.
and Charmaz, K. (Eds), The Sage Handbook of Grounded Theory, Sage, London,
pp. 539-564.

Honing, M.I. (2008), “District central offices as learning organizations: how sociocultural and
organizational learning theories elaborate district central office administrators’
participation in teaching and learning improvement efforts”, American Journal of
Education, Vol. 114 No. 4, pp. 627-664.

Huber, G.P. (1991), “Organisational learning: the contributing processes and the literatures”,
Organisation Science, Vol. 2 No. 1, pp. 88-115.

Kester, L. and Sloep, P. (2009), “Knowledge dating and knowledge sharing in ad-hoc transient
communities”, in Koper, R. (Ed.), Learning Network Services for Professional Development,
Springer, Berlin, pp. 30-43.

Kramer, R. (1999), “Trust and distrust in organizations: emerging perspectives, enduring
questions”, Annual Review of Psychology, Vol. 50, pp. 569-598.

Laurillard, D. (2007), “Modelling benefits-oriented costs for technology enhanced learning”,
Higher Education, Vol. 54 No. 1, pp. 21-39.


http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/80/44/be/84.pdf
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/80/44/be/84.pdf

Lehersvirta, T. (2004), “Learning process in a work organisation: from individual to collective
and/or vice-versa?”, Journal of Workplace Learning, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 92-100.

Levitt, B. and March, G. (1988), “Organisational learning”, Annual Review of Sociology, Vol. 14
No. 7, pp. 319-340.

Lewicki, R. and McAllister, D. (1998), “Trust and distrust: new relationships and realities”,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 438-458.

Loureiro-Koechlin, C. and Allan, B. (2010), “Time, space and structure in an e-learning and
e-mentoring project”, British Journal of Educational Technology, Vol. 41 No. 5, pp. 721-735.

Luhmann, N. (1979), Trust and Power, Wiley, Chichester.

Mayer, R.C,, Davis, ] H. and Schoorman, D.F. (1995), “An integrative model of organizational
trust”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 709-734.

McKnight, D.H., Cummings, LI and Chervany, NI (1998), “Initial trust formation in new
organisational relationships”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 473-490.

McPherson, M. and Nunes, M. (2004), “The role of tutors as an integral part of online learning
support”, European Journal of Open, Distance and E-Learning, available at: www.eurodl.
org/materials/contrib/2004/Maggie_MsP.html (accessed 14 August 2015).

McPherson, M.A. and Nunes, J.M. (2008), “Critical issues for e-learning delivery: what may seem
obvious is not always put into practice”, Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, Vol. 24
No. 5, pp. 433-455.

Mansvelt, J., Sudabby, G. and O’Hara, D. (2008), “Learning how to e-teach? Staff perspectives on
formal and informal professional development activity”, Hello! Where Are You in the
Landscape of Educational Technology? Proceedings of the 2008 Ascilite Conference,
Melbourne.

Marsh, S. and Briggs, P. (2009), “Examining trust, forgiveness and regret as computational
concepts”, in Golbeck, J. (Ed.), Computing With Social Trust, Springer-Verlag, London,
pp. 943.

Marsh, S. and Dibben, M.R. (2005), “Trust, untrust, distrust and mistrust — an exploration of the
dark(er) side”, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, Vol. 3477, pp. 17-33.

Marsh, S. and Olsen, J.P. (1989), Rediscovering Institutions: The Organizational Basis of Politics,
The Free Press, New York, NY.

Martins, ]. and Baptista Nunes, M. (2016), “The temporal properties of e-learning: an exploratory
study of academics ‘ conceptions”, International Journal of Educational Management,
Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 2-19.

Martins, ]J.T. and Nunes, M. (2009), “Translucent Proclivity: cognitive catalysts of faculty’s
preference for adaptable e-learning institutional planning”, Proceedings of the World
Conference on E-Learning in Corporate, Govermment, Healthcare and Higher Education
ELEARN 2009, Vancouver, pp. 1359-1366.

Martins, J.T. and Nunes, M. (2010), “Grounded theory-based trajectories of Portuguese faculty
effort-reward imbalance in e-learning development”, Proceedings of the 9th European
Conference on Research Methodology for Business and Management Studies, Madrid,
pp. 310-319.

Mason, C. (2012), “Isomorphism, social enterprise and the pressure to maximize social benefit”,
Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 74-95.

Matlay, H. (2000), “Organizational learning in small learning organisations”, Education +
Training, Vol. 42 Nos 4/5, pp. 202-210.

E-learning
adoption

325



http://www.eurodl.org/materials/contrib/2004/Maggie_MsP.html
http://www.eurodl.org/materials/contrib/2004/Maggie_MsP.html

TLO
23,9

326

Messick, D. and Kramer, R. (2001), “Trust as a form of shallow morality”, in Cook, K. (Ed.), Trust
in Society, Russell Sage Foundation, New York, NY, pp. 89-118.

Murray, S. and Holmes, ]J. (1994), “Story-telling in close relationships”, Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, Vol. 20 No. 6, pp. 663-676.

Nagel, L. and Kotze, T. (2010), “Supersizing e-learning: what a Col survey reveals about teaching
presence in a large online class”, Internet and Higher Education, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 45-51.

Nunes, M. and McPherson, M. (2003), “Learning support in constructivist e-learning
environments”, in McPherson, M., Henderson, L. and Kinshuk, L. (Eds), Proceedings of the
Workshop on the Changing Face of HE in the 21st Century: Critical Success Factors for
Implementing E-learning, Massey University, Albany, pp. 30-35.

Orlikowski, W.J. and Scott, S.E. (2008), “Sociomateriality: challenging the separation of
technology, work and organization”, The Academy of Management Annals, Vol. 2 No. 1,
pp. 413-474.

Orr, R., Williams, M. and Pennignton, K. (2009), “Institutional efforts to support faculty in online
teaching”, Innovative Higher Education, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 257-268.

Parchoma, G. (2009), Adoption of Technology Enhanced Learning in Higher Education: Influences
of Institutional Policies and Practices, Verlag Dr. Muller, Saarbriicken.

Pearce, J., Branyiczki, I. and Bigley, G. (2000), “Insufficient bureaucracy: trust and commitment in
particularistic organizations”, Organization Science, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 148-162.

Peck, C.A., Gallucci, C., Sloan, T. and Lippincott, A. (2009), “Organizational learning and program

renewal in teacher education: a socio-cultural theory of learning, innovation and change”,
Educational Research Review, Vol. 4 No. 1, pp. 16-25.

Pedler, M., Burgoyne, J. and Boydell, T. (1991), The Learning Company, McGraw-Hill, London.

Popper, M. and Lipshitz, R. (2000), “Organisational learning: mechanisms, culture, and
feasibility”, Management Learning, Vol. 31 No. 2, pp. 181-196.

Potter, JW. (1996), An Analysis of Thinking and Research About Qualitative Methods, Lawrence
Earlbaum Associates, NJ.

Sako, M. (1992), Prices, Quality and Trust, Inter-firm Relations in Britain and Japan, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Schuman, M. (1995), “Managing legitimacy: strategic and institutional approaches”, Academy of
Management Review, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 571-610.

Senge, P. (1990), The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Orgamization,
Doubleday, New York, NY.

Sheppard, B. and Sherman, D. (1998), “The grammars of trust: a model and general implications”,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 422-437.

Shin, N. (2002), “Beyond interaction: the relational construct of transactional presence”, Open
Learning, Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 121-137.

Shurville, S., Brown, T. and Whitaker, M. (2008a), “Employing the new educational technologists:
a call for evidenced changed”, in Atkinson, R. and McBeath, C. (Eds), Hello! Where Are
Yours Truly, in the Landscape of Educational Technology, Deakin University, Melbourne,
pp. 917-926.

Shurville, S., Greener, S. and Rospigliosi, A. (2008b), “Educational technology: an ecumenical
stance”, in Fernstrom, K. (Ed.), Readings in Technology in Education: Proceedings of the
International Conference on Information Communication Technologies in Education,
Heraklion, pp. 82-93.



Smith, C. (2001), “Trust and confidence: possibilities for social work in ‘higher modernity’”, British
Journal of Social Work, Vol. 31 No. 2, pp. 287-305.

Snyder, I, Marginson, S. and Lewis, T. (2007), “An alignment of planets: mapping the intersections
between pedagogy, technology and management in Australian universities”, Journal of
Higher Education Policy and Management, Vol. 29 No. 2, pp. 187-202.

Spector, J. (2005), “Time demands in online instruction”, Distance Education, Vol. 26 No. 1,
pp. 5-27.

Strauss, A. (1993), Continual Permutations of Action, Aldine de Gruyter, New York, NY.

Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. (1998), Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and Procedures for
Developing Grounded Theory, Sage Publications, Thousand Oakes, CA.

Sydow, J. (1998), “Understanding the constitution of inter-organizational trust”, in Lane, C. and
Bachman, R. (Eds), Trust Within and Between Organizations, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, pp. 31-63.

Sydow, J. (2006), “How can systems trust systems? A structuration perspective on trust-building
in inter-organisational relations”, in Bachman, R. and Zaheer, A. (Eds), Handbook of Trust
Research, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, pp. 377-392.

Sydow, ]. and Windeler, A. (2003), “Knowledge, trust and control: managing tensions and
contradictions in a regional network of service firms”, International Studies of
Management and Organization, Vol. 33 No. 2, pp. 69-99.

Van Dijk, C. and Van den Ende, J. (2002), “Suggestion systems: transferring employee creativity
into practicable ideas”, R & D Management, Vol. 32, pp. 387-395.

Wang, C. and Ahmed, P.K. (2003), “Organisational learning: a critical review”, The Learning
Organisation, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 8-17.

Weber, J., Malhotra, D. and Murnighan, J. (2005), “Normal acts of irrational trust: motivated
attributions and the trust development process”, in Staw, B. and Kramer, R. (Eds), Research
wn Orgamizational Behavior, Elsevier, Oxford, pp. 75-102.

Weick, K. and Westley, F. (1996), “Organizational learning: affirming and oxymoron”, in Clegg, S.,
Hardy, C. and Nord, W. (Eds), Handbook of Organizational Studies, Sage, Thousand Oaks,
CA, pp. 440-458.

Woods, P. (1992), “Symbolic interactionism: theory and method”, in LeCompte, M., Millroy, W. and
Preissle, J. (Eds), The Handbook of Qualitative Research in Education, Academic Press,
London, pp. 337-404.

Zucker, L.G. (1986), “Production of trust: institutional sources of economic structure 1840-1920”, in
Staw, B.M. and Cummings, L.L. (Eds), Research in Organisational Behaviour, JAI Press,
Greenwich, CT, Vol. 8 pp. 53-111.

Further reading

Baker, C. (2010), “The impact of instructor immediacy and presence for online student affective
learning, cognition and motivation”, The Journal of Educators Online, Vol. 7 No. 1, available
at: www.thejeo.com/Archives/Volume7Numberl/BakerPaper.pdf, (accessed 15 August
2015).

Tsebelis, G. (1990), Nested Games: Rational Choice in Comparative Politics, University of
California Press, Berkeley, CA.

E-learning
adoption

327



http://www.thejeo.com/Archives/Volume7Number1/BakerPaper.pdf,

TLO
23,9

328

Appendix 1. Interview guide
Stage 1, Interview guide

Q1.
Q2.

Q3.
Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Can you describe your personal experience as a user of e-learning?

As a teacher, what would you define as the major benefits associated with the
implementation of e-learning systems in higher education institutions?

Which factors determined your decision to adopt e-learning systems?

Do you feel your institution encouraged you and supported you in the decision to adopt
e-learning? How?

Have you felt any resistance or do you sense any barriers to e-learning adoption? What in
your opinion are the most significant barriers to a more generalised mainstreaming of
e-learning at institutional level?

Do you feel you had to adapt or change your teaching style and teaching philosophy as a
consequence of adopting e-learning? How would you describe this process?

How do you describe the level of support available at your institution? Is there adequate
technological support, training and content development support?

How do you think universities can stimulate the adoption of e-learning by academics?

Questions introduced in Stage 2 interview guide

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q5.

Q6.

Reflecting on your personal and professional practice, and also in your identity as an
academic, what do you think are the most fundamental barriers and enablers to
successful e-learning adoption?

Why do you think e-learning was adopted in this university?

Can you describe any institutional initiative that you feel has influenced your decision to
adopt e-learning?

Were there any changes in your institution with a view to preparing the implementation
of e-learning?

From the point of view of academics, what do you think are the greatest challenges and
opportunities related to an effective use of e-learning in universities?

In your opinion, should e-learning be considered as an indicator or as requirement in the
recruitment, performance appraisal and promotion of academics?

Do you feel personally and professionally fulfilled and adequately rewarded for your
choice to adopt e-learning? Do you feel your investment is adequately acknowledged and
compensated?



Appendix 2

SELECTIVE CODING

AXIAL CODING

OPEN CODING

TRUST THROUGH
ORGANISATIONAL
LEARNING
DIALECTICS

Trust to change

Actional-
personal confidence

Insufficient intrinsic motivation
Definitional profusion

Perceived lack of relative advantage
Unrealised managerial and delivery efficiency
Unrealised pedagogical value
Epistemological disagreement
Technological determinism

Occupational mindsets

Student-centred learning paradigm
Diverse knowledge bases

Ownership and control of knowledge
Defensive routines

Risk avoidance culture

Resistance to innovation

Prejudice

Erosion of high status professional identity
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Monolithic academic culture

Outdated management-held core values
Cost-cutting driven policy
Governmental patronage
Market-driven adoption

Structural- Strategic
organisational
assurance

Operational

Bureaucratic overload and internal fragmentation
Measurable goals and performance feedback

Trust to
integrate

Actional-personal confidence

Lack of functional and technical expertise
Extended teaching presence

Temporal frames of work

Unprepared students

Self-interest and opportunistic behaviour

Structural- Strategic
organisational
assurance

Pervasive research culture

Low learning and teaching-oriented values
Lack of recognition

Low levels of participation and communication
Power structures and relations

Operational

Perceived incompatibility with work rules and regulations
Forced top-down change
Insufficient incrementalism

Trust to
institutionalise

Actional-personal confidence

Unfulfilled autonomy to design learning experiences
Misconceptions of successful adoption

Past experiences of failure and conflict

Bounded rationality

Reputation risk

Increased visibility

Leakage of confidential information

Fear of administrative control and disciplining
Lack of clear mandate for implementation
Inconsistent organisational strategy
Misalignment with educational strategy
Turfism

Lack of organisational homophily

Structural- Strategic
organisational
assurance

Operational

Lack of a responsive normative system

Insufficient reward

Intellectual property rights

Inconsistency between adoption goals and success criteria
to evaluate them

Inadequate specialised services

Underestimated organic development

Figure Al.
Coding stages and
the emergence of
codes, categories,
near-core categories
and core category
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Figure A2.
The conditional/
consequential matrix
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Appendix 3
The three-layered model of trust, integrating codes, categories, near core categories, and core

TRUSTTO
CHANGE

STRUCTURAL-
RGANISATIONAL
ASSURANCE

TRUST through
ORGANISATIONAL
LEARNING
DIALECTICS

TRUSTTO
INTEGRATE

- MONOLITHIC ACADEMIC CULTURE
- COST-CUTTING DRIVEN POLICY

- GOVERNMENTAL PATRONAGE

- MARKET-DRIVEN ADOPTION

- OUTDATED MANAGEMENT-HELD CORE VALUES

- PERVASIVE RESEARCH CULTURE

- LOW LEARNING AND TEACHING-ORIENTED VALUES

- LACK OF RECOGNITION

- LOW LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION AND COMMUNICATION
- POWER STRUCTURES AND RELATIONS

- LACK OF A CLEAR MANDATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION

- LACK OF ORGANISATIONAL HOMOPHILY

- TURFISM

- FEAR OF ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL AND DISCIPLINING
- INCONSISTENT ORGANIZATIONAL STRATEGY

- AUGNMENT WITH EDUCATIONAL STRATEGY

- BUREAUCRATIC OVERLOAD AND INTERNAL

PERATIONAL

NTATION

- MEASURABLE GOALS AND PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK
- FORCED TOP-DOWN CHANGE

- PERCEIVED INCOMPATIBILITY WITH WORK RULES AND
REGULATIONS

- INSUFFICIENT INCREMENTALISM

- INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS

- INSUFFICIENT REWARD

- SPECIALISED SERVICES

- UNDERESTIMATED ORGANIC DEVELOPMENT

- INCONSISTENCY BETWEEN ADOPTION GOALS AND
SUCCESS CRITERIA TO EVALUATE THEM

- LACK OF A RESPONSIVE NORMATIVE SYSTEM

TRUSTTO
INSTITUTIONALISE

ACTIONAL-
PERSONAL
CONFIDENCE

- PERCEIVED LACK OF RELATIVE ADVANTAGE

- STUDENT-CENTRED LEARNING PARADIGM

- UNREALISED PEDAGOGICAL VALUE

- UNREALISED MANAGERIAL AND DELIVERY EFFICIENCY
- INSUFFICIENT INTRINSIC MOTIVATION

- EPISTEMOLOGICAL DISAGREEMENT

- TECHNOLOGICAL DETERMINISM

- RISK AVOIDANCE CULTURE

- DEFENSIVE ROUTINES

- DIVERSE KNOWLEDGE BASES

- OWNERSHIP AND CONTROL OF KNOWLEDGE

- OCCUPATIONAL MINDSETS

- DEFINITIONAL PROFUSION

- RESISTANCE TO INNOVATION

- EROSION OF HIGH STATUS PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY
- PREJUDICE

- LACK OF FUNCTIONAL AND TECHNICAL EXPERTISE
- EXTENDED TEACHING PRESENCE

- TEMPORAL FRAMES OF WORK

- UNPREPARED STUDENTS

- SELF INTEREST AND OPPORTUNISTIC BEHAVIOUR
- BOUNDED RATIONALITY

- PAST EXPERIENCES OF FAILURE AND CONFLICT

- INCREASED VISIBILITY

- REPUTATION RISK

- LEAKAGE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

- UNFULFILLED AUTONOMY TO DESIGN LEARNING
EXPERIENCES

- MISCONCEPTIONS OF SUCCESSFUL ADOPTION
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