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Abstract

In this largescale study, higher education teacHgmns= 1028) descriptionsof their own
learningare examined with quantitative analyselse $tudyfollows up anearlierqualitative
studythat using gophenomenographi@pproachidentifiedfour different waysn which
teacherst Finnish universities of applied scienasscribedheir own learningThe purpose
of the presenstudywas to find out howteachergdescriptionsveredividedinto the
categories formed ithe previoustudyand to examinghetherteachergdescriptionsof
theirlearning difer according to theiposition,genderand ageTheresults show thanhost
teachers described their learning as an individual actDifferences between teacher,
gender and age groups were foulnelcturers were represented more often than senior
lecturesin the catgory of individual learning, and makeachers more often than their
female colleaguesndividualistic learning was especially typical of lecturers under 50 years
of age.
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| ntroduction

Becausef rapid changes in society, world of work, technology and pedagogical knowledge,
teDFKHUVYT OHDUQLQJ DQG $SavébeEbvhe nBr€idiar® tHan e P HQ W
purpose of th presenstudyis to examine highezducation teachefs YLHZV RQ WKHLU RZ
learning and whether there are differences between different groups of teachers in how they
describetheir learning

In many countriedfast societal changeas led to higheeducation being divided intwo

parallel sectors: traditional scientific universities and more practically oriented universities of
applied scienced.he aim oftheuniversities of applied sciences is to develop partnerships
with industry and commerce atwl offer education involving more work experiertban the
traditional universities dd-or teachers, this means they need to have the ability to



collaboratewith partners outside the academg well as the competence to utiksel
develop newvkinds ofpedagogal solutionsThus, eachelJ Yofe has changed frobeing a
transmitter of knowledgim classrooms tbeinganactorwho supportstudentdlearning
with modern technologgind collaborates inational and internatr@l networksAs a result
of these changes, the role of professional development and learning baseleecphased
LQ WHDFKHUVY ZRUN

KLOH WKHUH LV DQ LQFUHDVLQJ ERG\ RI NQRZOHGJH UHOD
conceptions of learning (e,darlinggHammond & Brandsford, 200¥an Eekelen,

Boshuizen & Vermunt, 200pand approaches to teachingy(eElen & LindblomYlanne,

2007; Hativa, 2000; LindblonYlanne & Nevgi, 201}, less is known abotiow higher
education teachers themselves ledm exception islargescalequalitativestudy on

Finnish universities of applied scienceauthor, 2016 [details removed for peer revie)]
where four different waysf how teachers described their own learnirege identified In

the present studywe use the same data to exantimedistribution of teachers into the four
categoriesand possible differences betweabe different teacher groupét Finnish

universities of applied sciencekere aresenior lecturerandlecturers The former are

required to hava Doctorate olLicentiate degreewhile the latter needt leastaODVWHU V
degree level educatioin addition,both need to have at ledsteeyears of workexperience

in their own professional fieldnd 60 points wortbf pedagogical educatiohectureU Wdrk
consigs of teaching inheirown subjects well as conductingesearch and development
(R&D) related to their field. In addition teachingand R & D the senior lecturerare
responsibldor the development of studgrogrammesin their field Senior lectureralsohave
responsibilityfor thenational and international development of their field in higher
education, research and developm@mtepurposeof our studywas to examinghether

these different educational backgrounds and workinglpsofif lecturers and senior lecturers
are reflected imow they describe their own learning.

Studies onhigher educationteachersfwork and learning

During thelastfew decadegshigher educationesearchies havebegunto pay more and more
attention tauniversitypedagogy anteacherdgwork. For exampleteachergconceptions of
learning (e.g.DarlingHammond, 2000; Darlingdammondet al, 2007;van Eekeleret al,
2005, teaching(Elen & al., 2007; Hativa, 2000Lindblom-Ylanne & al., 2011; Postareff &
Lindblom-Ylanne, 2008, andbroaderapproaches to teachiAgnvolving both conceptions
strategy and practidehave been widely studi€Kember, 1997Kember & Kwan, 2000;
Parpala, 2007)n many studiegwo basicapproacheso teaching have been ideigid: 1) the
teachercertred or contentorientedapproactemphassing oneway knowledge transission
from theteacher tahestudens, and 2)the studenicertredor learningorientedapproach
focusingon supporting studenearning(Kember, 1997; Prosser & Trigwell, 199ostaré
et al, 2008) In some studies, differences between disciplines have beenvidnamd
FRPSDULQJ WHDFKHUV {e.4y HEBHKLYEINO BigieR Névi &V
Ashwin, 2006; Stes &Petegem, 2014).



In her phenomenographic studid&erlind (2003, 2011) has found out that academigs
experiences of their development as teachers resemble the approaches to teaching described
above She identified three different ways as to how teachereped their professional
development: 1)eacher comforttprofessional growth meant that the teachers felt more
confident and needed to put less effort into teachintgd@hing practicexdevelopment of
the teaching practice focused on diversifying teaching methods; atad@nt learning+
professional development means improving student learmirsgother studyAkerlind
(2004)examinedeachergexperiences andnderstanding of what means to be a higher
education teachegthatis WHDFKH UV | being B tddcheathét thah justngaging in
teaching The W H D Fukdekdterflingnd experienesvaried fromteacher transmissioand
teacherstudent relationso studentengagemerdndstudent learningn terms of
development theme$hese findings show that teach&enception®f teaching and student
learningas well agheir interrelatiorplay a central role in hoteachers experience their
work. Thereforethe authorsof the present studgmphaize thatit is important tanvestigate
QRW R Q O\covicepribrioHtebeHing and learning atice relationship betweethese
EXW D OV Riewelontent dndgbie{Akerlind, 2008 2007, 2004).Already inthe 1990s
Trigwell and Prosser (1996; Prosser & Trigwell, 1997) stated ¢hahergcontinuing
education shoultbcus onthe conceptual understandiind teaching and learningther than
solely onteaching method#ore recently, in many countrigeacher develapent
progranmes for university teachetsave evolvedvith this focus in mind€.g, Gibbs &
Coffey, 2004; Stes & Petegem, 2011)

Althoughhigher educatioteachergconception®f learning and teaching generahave
beenwidely studiedthere is less research bow teachergexperiencer perceivetheir own
learning.c N H U O L Q G2)0%7) studies on teachéigrowing and developing as a teacher
come close to this topibut theirfocus was onW H D RioddéMofofessional development
rather thanR Q W H Ddnhsedtiongf their own learningTo the best of our knowledge,
recent study aheFinnish universities of applied sciencéAithor,2016 [details removed
for peer review)is the onlyprevious study to have focused teachergunderstandingf
their ownways of learningThe study was exceptiahfor a qualitative study as tltata were
unusually largewith more than B0O0 participantsin that studyfour categories of teachefis
desciptionsof their own learningveredetermined1) individual learning, 2) collegial
learning, 3) team learningnd 4) innovative partnership learning.

In the first categoryindividual learnirg, theteachers described their learningradsapersonal
cognitive activity This viewreflected the traditioaindividualistic conception of learning.
Theapproach t&knowledge construain wasdescribed in terms a@fcquisition and doingnd
the nature of reflection was individual. In learning situatioeachers used written or
audiovisual material. The source of motivation for learning came from external psassure
aninternaldesire forsef-developmentThe second categargollegial learning, differed

from the first onen thatteachers described thé&arningascollegial activity. In other words,
teacherslescribedheirlearningas takingplace incollaboration withanother persqrusually

a colleague in the same fieklnowledge construain and reflectiorwere describedh terms
of interactive learningThe learning situations were interactive encountard similar to the

3



first categorythe motivation to learwas due t@xternal pressure @ninternalinterest in
selfdevelopmentin the third categoryteam learniig, teachergpdescriptions of their learning
focused more on sharing skills and knowlettgeughactive collaboration and teamwork
with others in their oweducation fieldand withworkplacepartnersThe knowledge
constructionvasbased on collaboration and participation in a group and the nature of
reflection was interactiyeaking placen a group.Teachers learned to solve collaborative
problemsand the motivation to learn came fréhe need téearn togetherinally, the

fourth categoryinnovative partnership learng) reflects teacherfexperiencesvhere

learning extends tthe level ofacommunityand to the activity of innovatiorhis form of
knowledgeconstructionwasdescribed aso-creational and innovate. Similarly, the nature
of reflection was collective and creatjad social network@&ere mentionedegarding
typical learning situations'he motivatiorwas based othedesire todevelopsomething new
togetherIn this cate@ry, teacherglearning was associated with tasks related to regional and
societal development. Teachers emjeaslearning in collaboration with workplace
representatives and international partners. The widenitigeafdividualistic learning

horizon toworkplaces, broader society and international colleagues repgédsehroadest
understanding of professional learnidgntified in the studyandthe authors concluddtiat
this view of learningis in line withthe mission of universities of applisdienceg Author,
2016 [details removed for peer revieWw]

While the above reviewed study &innish KLJKHU H G X F D teéscRpDon® of @K HU V
own learning and othegrevious studies on teachdcenceptions of learning have mainly

followed the qualitative approach, there arelaoge scalestudies orthe prevalence of

different conceptionsr on how different conceptions are distributed among different groups

of higher education teacheiBhese are the issues the present study tackles in ttexicoh
universities of applied sciencasing the data of the study Byithor and colleague§016)

Aim of the study

The aim of tle presenstudywas toexaminethe prevalence of differekinds ofdescriptions
of higher education teachef®vn learning Specifically thefollowing research questions
were addressed

1. How areteacherglivided into thefour categorie®f learning descriptiors

2. +tRZ GR WHDFKHUVY GHVFULSWLRQV RI WKHLU RZQ OHD
when compareds senior lecturers vs lecturers?

3. +RZ GR WHDFKHUVY GHVFULSWLRQV RI WKHLU RZQ OHD
when comparetly gender and adef

Research nethod
Data collection

The data othe studywere collected from teachensrking at Finnish universities of applied
sciencesThe Finnish system of higher education is comprised of traditional universities and



universities of applied sciences. The latter were established in the early 1990s in response to
the needs of the labor marlkatd to provide a more businessented higher education (for
more details, see Ministry of Educati@)16).

The present study was part of a larger research project in which a structured questionnaire
about teachers’ work and learningvas sent to 5,960 teachers at universities of applied
sciences in Finland.The questionnaireonsisted o5 questions. The first set of questions
focussed on teachers’ blground variables, such as sex, age, educatibackground
experience,and pedagogicataining. The second part of the questionnaineluded

guestions abouteacher’s work, competencies and professional development. The other
partsdealt with succeeding as a teacher at university of applied sciescgportteachers

had received for theiprofessionablevelopment, and ther ideas of thefuture of teacher's
profession and teaching.

The questionnaire was sent byneail and a total of 1,622 (27%) teachers responded. The
data of the present study are based on the opsrded question which was situated in the
second part of the questionnaire dealing with teachers work and competences: “How do

you learn yourself?” There were no space limits for writing the answer and no definitions

about learning. Thus, teachers themselves could determine how they defined learning and
what they understood by learning.ltdgether 1,059 response were accepted for the

study, excluding 563 blanks or omerd answers. The rangen the number of thewords

was 2133.In total, the data included 17,003 wordsQ(pages of text; written as

sentence}

Data analysis

Thedata werdirst analysed qualitativelywith the phenomenogphic method which

produced théour different categories of teachdpescriptionf their own learnings
outlinedabove ). The phenomenographic analysis is described in detail elsewhere (Authors,
2016)

For thepresent study,wery answewasnumerically codedby two researcheisto one of the
four hierarchical categorieb the classificationthe following scalevasusel. 1) Individual
learning (teacher mentioned onher/himself as an actoin learningsituatiors), 2) Collegial
learning (teacher mentioned some other person with whbeiheactedin learning

situatiors), 3) Team learningteacher acted arréflected in a team of colleagues, in a social



context, but only witm her/hisown field), and4) Innovative partnership learninfleacher
described learning assearching and developing work in interaction, in networks of
colleagues, students and stakeholders, also internatiprigdlyed on phenomenographic
principles, this systerof categorescanbe seen aierarchical, whereategory Irepresents
the narrowest description &V KH W lbwrHé&akhiddaMIcategory 4epresents thiroadest
description. Therefore, in cases where the answer represented more than one category, it was
assignedo thebroadesbf these Two researcheneadand coded albf the answes, first
alone After that, the researchers discussed tbedings andpursued consensus tre
problematic case¥Vhen a consensus on all of the codings reachedyéquencies and
percentages of the answers were coufdedvery categoryandthencompared as groupings
into senior lecturersss lecturersand also by age and gender

Results

Table 1shows the distributionf teacherscross the categorie$ learning descriptions. The
total number of answers wa®28. Over half of allrespondent§53%) belongedto category
1, individual learning Less tharone-third of the teacherdescribed theilearnng as
collegial learning,and a little over 10%steam learning5% belongedto category 4
innovative partnership learning

Table 1.Distribution of Teachers into the Four Categories of Learning Descriptions

Categories N %
Individual learning 546 53
Collegial learning 301 29
Team learning 135 13
Innovative partnership learning 46 5
Total 1028 100

The dstribution of teachers into the fooategories according to differetetacher groups,

senior lecturersandlecturers,is presented in Table 2. More than 40% of senior lecturers and
over 50% of lecturers belongedtte first categorylndividual Learning Overonethird

(35%) of senior lecturers and unaerethird (28%)of lecturers belonged the category
Collegial Learning. 16%of the senior lecturers and 12%tbe&lecturers described their
learning asa TeamActivity (category 3), whereas the InnovativePartnershipLearning
category (category % weresenior lecturers and 4% lecturefdie chisquare testhows

that the differences between the teacher graugstatistically significant¢hi-square =

13.42,df = 3; p = 0.0038).

Table 2. Distribution of Teachers into Four Categories by Teacher Group

Categories Senior Lecturers All
lecturers
N % N % N %
Individual learning 84 42 462 56 546 53




Collegial learning 71 35 230 28 301 29
Team learning 33 16 102 12 135 13
Innovative partnership learning | 13 6 33 4 46 4
Total 201 100 827 100 1028 | 100
chi-squaetest = 13,42

df=3

p = 0.0038

Table3 shows thalistribution of categories by gender in tine teacher group©ne-third of
female and over 50% of male senior lecturers desctimdlearning in terms dhdividual
Activity, thatis, category 1while almost half of the female and almastre than 70% of the
male lecturers belonged to thistegory Collegial Learning,category 2, \&s more typical to
female teachersegardingboth senior lecturers and lecturésanilarly, female teachers in
both teacher groupeported relatively more t&n that theitearning can be described as
TeamLearning Relatively more male senior lecturers and female lectiedmgedto the
category ofnnovativePartnershipLearning,category 4, buhere the frequencies were very
small in both teacher gros@nd gender3.hechi-square test shows that the differences
between the gender groups are significant.

Table 3. Distribution of Categories by Gender in Two Teacher Groups

Categories Senior lecturers Lecturers All

Female Male Female Male

N % N % N % N % N %
Individual learning 33 33 51 51 294 49 164 |74 542 | 53
Collegial learning 45 45 26 26 192 32 34 15 297 | 29
Team Learning 18 18 15 15 84 14 18 8 135 | 13
Innovative partnership | 5 5 8 8 26 4 7 3 46 5
learning
Total 101 100 | 100 | 100 | 596 100 | 223 | 100 | 1020 | 100
N =1028 chi-sguare test = 9,9 chi-square test = 39,27
Missing data = 8 df=3 df=3

p=0.0194 p = 0.0000

Thedistribution of categories by age in the two teacher groups is shown in Table 4.
Individual learningwas most typical among lecturers un86ryears old, of whom more than
60% belonged tdhis categoryOf senior lecturers of theame age38% belonged tthe
Individual Learningcategory.44% of senior lecturers older than 50 yedescribed their
learnng in terms ofndividual activity while the respective portioof lecturers was 3.
Thus,individual learningwas moreypical of senior lecturers who were older teachetsle

in lecturers it was more typical among teachers younger than 50 years.

Of younger senior lecturerd3% belongdto the categoryof Collegial Learning,while there
were less younger lecturers (27%) belonging to this category. Abedhiod (31%) of older



senior lecturers described their learnasgollegial and therevasalmost the same
proportion(29%) of older lecturers in this category.

Team learningvasa little more typical amongplder lecturersthan among young onesl5%
of the olcerlecturersand9% ofthe youngonesdescribed their learning in termstem
learning In the InnovativePartnershipLearningcategory there were five percent of
lecturers older than 50 years and two peroégybunger lecturersThe chisquare test
showedthat the differences between the age grav@®significantonly in the lecturer
group.When the four categories were recoded into two categomi¢ise basis ahdividual
vs socialforms of learningg¢ategory 1 belonging to individual, archtegries2 # to social
forms), the age differencdsecamaen little clearer, that is, ahesenior lecturersinder50
yearsof agemore teacherg61%) described their learning sacial activitycompared tdahose
who were older than 50 years (56%jmongthelecturers the proportions were th@pposite,
that is,social forms of learningvere mentioned more oftdry older teachers (49%) than by
youngerones (38%).

Table 4. Distribution of Categories by Age in Two Teacher Groups

Categories Senior lecturers Lecturers All
Under 50 50 or more Under 50 50 or more
years of age | years of age | years of age years of age
N % N % N % N % N %

Individual learning 23 38 61 44 239 62 221 |50 544 53

Collegial learning 26 43 44 31 102 27 127 | 29 299 29

Team learning 8 13 25 18 34 9 67 15 134 13
Innovative partnershif] 3 5 10 7 9 2 24 5 46 5
learning
Total 60 100 | 140 | 100 | 384 100 | 223 | 100 | 1023 | 100
N =1028 chi-square test = 2,79 chi-square test = 17,44
Missing data =5 df=3 df=3
p=0.4247 p = 0.0006
Discussion

The main result of thistudyis thatmostteacherst Finnish universities of applied sciences
described their own learning asiadividual activity. This finding is quite unexpected since
according to some recent stud{d#iki, 2012;Savonmaki, 207), theseteachergtaks and
role shouldhave changed fronthat ofan individual transmitter of knowledge @tassrooms

to anactorwho supportstudentglearningalsoin workplaces anavhose work involves
regional development activities and collaboratigthin national and international networks.
About 13 percentf all teachers describeleir learning as taking place in tegraadfive
percentmentionedpartnerships and networksthis regardThus, only a very small group of
teachers saw their learigas an innovative activity with partners outside the university. As
the main point of universities of applied sciences @eelop work and regional
collaborationaround their universityit is alarming that teachers seldom mentioned these
tasks asnvolving learning.The reason for this discrepancy nigyin the traditional



concepibnsof learning.lt may be thateachers are widely involved in different kinds of
collaborativeactivities but only a few of them associate those activities with learfimg, in
turn, may be due to the fact that mwfhhelearning taking place at work is informal and
unintentional in nature (e,geraut 2004; "Author,2008 [details removed for peer review]
"Author, 2013 [details removed for peer review]

There weralifferences between different teacher groups in how they described their learning.
Lecturerswvererepresented more often than semémturersin the category ofndividual
Learning,and maldeachers more often than their female colleagues. In the datego

referring to more sophisticated or diverse forms of learriergale teachersvere more often
represented thatheir malecolleagues. The findings show thdhe experience of learning as
interaction and knowledge sharing is more common among teacheshigtiner

educational baadkoundand anong female teachers.

The findings about sex differences ameresting While two thirdsof women with higher
educatioal backgroundare collegiain their learninghalf of men with same level of
educatiorshow preference for individualistic learningn interpretation of thisight bethat

it is more typical for womethan for meno share things together amith more education

they get courage to do thatowever, it should be noticed that both for male and female
respondents, the portion of those expressing collaborative forms of learning was bigger in the
group of senior lecture than among lecturer§hus, educational background makes a

difference in both sexes.

The resultgelated to the differences between the age gratgss little more difficult to
interpret but in general it can be said that especially lectjaswell assenior lectures 50

or more years oldvere charactesed by individualisticlearningmorethanother teachers
Amongthelecturersthere was also a clear difference between younger andte&tdrers in
regard taeam learningwhich was more common among the older teac¢lam the same
trendcould also be seen with regard to sefeoturers Altogether, individuaktic learning

was especially typical of lecturensder50 yearsof age Thus, itseemghat WHDFKHU V |
position and their educational levelif this case, senior lecturers with a Doctoral degree
explain better than does their agew teachers describe their learning

Altogether, he results profilabig portion ofteachers atinnishuniversities of applied
sciencesasbeingindividualistic learnersHowever,female senior lectureproved to be an
exceptionalgroup,sincealmost70% of these teachedgscribed their learning in terms of
collegial, team and innovative partnership l&@gnThe mosturprising finding washe
small numbepf teachers belonging tbe innovative partnership learning categdirgeems
thatmanyteacherslonf use networks$or their own learningor they do notecognze
learning taking place in informakttingsand collaborative partnerships

Methodologicaly, this research isnique To the best of our knowledgtnere are no other
studieswhere large qualitative questionnaire datse first analysedwith the
phenomenographimethod and then quantified for statistical analgigisan example with
small datasee Paakkarirynjala, Torppa, Villberg& Kannas2015). Usually,



phenomenographitudies are based on interview dataichlimits the number of
participants.

A limitation of this study is that the participating teacherstefairly shortanswers to the
survey questions concernittgeir own learning. Despite this, the principles of
phenomenographidata analysis could l@pliedsincemost of the written answers were
lucid and variation among thresponses was easily discernill@other limitationconcerns
thegenerakationof the findings.This studywas conductedt Finnish universities of applied
sciencesand it can be speculatedhetherthe resultan begenerabkedto other countries.
Thereforeit would be of interest tetudy teacher§experiencesf their own learning irother
countries witha similar dual systenof highereducation as in Finland, that i8hat equates to
traditionaluniversities and universities of applied sciences

The practicalmplicationsof the presenstudyaretwofold. First, it shows thatnore than half

of the teacherbada traditional concepn of learningas anndividualistic @gnitive activity
Thereforejt is important that teachefsontinuing education focusesso RQ WHDFKHUV |
conceptual understanding of teaching and learning rather thamjiestching methodsée,

e.g, Trigwell & Prosser, 1996; Prosser & TrigwellQ97).Developingteacherglearning
conceptionsn the direction ofocial activity would probably promotkeir working with

students, colleaguestakeholders or othapecialistoutsidetheir university.Diverse, multi
directional interaction ialsolikely to diversify the ways of handling knowledge, yielding

new ways to understand the versatility of phenomena and improving the quality of learning

Secondthe findings ofour studyraise the question about the alignment of teactheasning,
work practicesand the tasks, strategies and goals of universities of applied sciences.
Teachergdescriptionof their learning atheir workplaceor rather lack of itdo not appear

to align withthesuggesteaew profile of teaching in higher educatigtémalainen &De
Wever, 2013. Networking and prtnershig between education and work are nowadays seen
asimportantcontributing factors to innovaticend competence developmeng(eBillett,

Ovens, Clemas, & Seddon, 2007 Author,2013[details removed for peer reviewRAuthor,
2014 [details removed for peer reviewT his kind of thinking was preseint the fourth
category. However, only fewf theteachers in this studyescribed their learningiong these
lines Thus,it seemghatthere is a neefbr augmenting teacher development programmes at
universities of applied sciences with modern developmental.work
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