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Background: Digitalisation has made digital competence a necessity for those
working in social and healthcare. A high degree of competence in digital pedagogy is
required of educators to meet the challenge of educating future professionals who
are themselves highly digitally competent.

Objectives: The aim of this study was to describe the perceptions of competence in
digital pedagogy that educators in social and healthcare have.

Design: A gualitative descriptive study.

Participants: The participants were Finnish-speaking social and healthcare
educators (n=37) working at six Finnish universities of applied sciences (UAS).
Methods: Group interviews (n=12) were conducted during spring 2018. Each group
consisted of 2-5 educators, with a total of 37 educators. The data was analysed
using an inductive content analysis.

Results: According to the interviewed educators, competence in digital pedagogy
involved pedagogical, digital, and ethical skills and awareness. The educators were
aware of the possibilities afforded by digital technology and had a positive view on
how the technology could be utilised in education. However, the educators were
concerned that technology might solely be utilised for the sake of digitalisation
instead of being pedagogically preferable.

Conclusions: In the future, the results of this study can be utilised while developing
an instrument to evaluate the level of competence in digital pedagogy. Examining the
perceptions of the educators will allows us to better understand the phenomena from

the educators’ point of view.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Digitalisation has had a major impact on working life and digital competence is a
necessity for everyone in modern society (van Laar et al., 2017), including those
working in social and healthcare (Zlatanovic et al., 2017). In order to meet the
demands of digitalisation, education must be continuously reformed and developed
(Gonen et al., 2016).

The utilisation of digital technology, the digitalisation of learning environments and
the increasing prevalence of distance learning require educators to be competent in
digital pedagogy (From, 2017). There are many advantages to the digitalisation of
learning (McDonald et al., 2018, Reis et al., 2018, Webb et al., 2017, Gonen et al.,
2016). Educators who are competent in digital pedagogy are able to integrate digital
technology into education and are able to teach the essential digital skills students
need in working life (McDonald et al., 2018, From, 2017, Redecker, 2017, WHO,
2016).

It has been acknowledged, however, that educators lack competency in digital
pedagogy (Webb et al. 2017). There is abundant research on the overall
competence of social and healthcare educators (Mikkonen et al., 2018, Zlatanovic et
al.,, 2017, Salminen et al., 2013), but there has been insufficient focus on their
competence in digital pedagogy. Previous research has mainly focused on digital
resources rather than on the competence of the educators in digital pedagogy.
Therefore, this study focuses on describing the educators’ perceptions of
competence in digital pedagogy. Examining the perceptions of the educators allows
us to better understand the phenomena from the educators’ point of view. This
knowledge can be utilised in developing an instrument for measuring competence

levels in digital pedagogy.

1.1. Background

Competence consists of knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values (Mikkonen et al.,
2018, From, 2017, Salminen et al., 2013, Le Deist and Winterton, 2005). An



educator needs knowledge of the (professional) field in question, as well as ethics
and pedagogical approaches and solutions. A healthcare educator’s skill set involves
pedagogical competence, clinical competence, problem-solving, leadership,
research competence, evaluation skills, and technological proficiency. Moreover, an
educator required good communication skills and needs to be able to motivate
students (Mikkonen et al., 2018, Zlatanovic et al., 2017, WHO, 2016). Although an
educator’s attitudes and values do not necessarily directly influence their teaching,

they may affect it to some extent (Salminen et al., 2013).

Digital competence refers to the ways in which an educator is able to use digital
technology and digital environments. Digital technology, here, refers to digital
appliances and software, for example, computers, mobile phones, and social media
applications (From, 2017). Competence in digital pedagogy combines digital and
pedagogical competence and is a requisite for the meaningful utilisation of digital

technology in teaching (Cowling and Birt, 2018, From, 2017).

In previous research, digital competence and competence in digital pedagogy have
been defined (McDonald et al., 2018, Reis et al., 2018, Redecker, 2017, van Laar et
al.,, 2017, Webb et al.,, 2017). Redecker (2017) categorises an educator’s digital
competence into six areas, which are: 1) professional engagement, 2) digital
resources, 3) teaching and learning, 4) assessment, 5) empowering learners, and 6)
facilitating the digital competence of the learners. Professional engagement means
that an educator has the ability to use digital technology in communication
(McDonald et al., 2018, Redecker, 2017, van Laar et al., 2017), collaboration and
professional development (Redecker, 2017). A digitally competent educator has the
ability to select, create, modify, manage, protect and share different digital
resources, such as digital content or data used in teaching (McDonald et al., 2018,
Reis et al.,, 2018, Redecker, 2017, van Laar et al., 2017). Additionally, digitally
competent educators are able to manage the use of technology in teaching, learning
and can also assess their students’ learning using digital technology (Redecker,
2017, van Laar et al., 2017, Webb et al., 2017). A digitally competent educator can
empower learners by utilising digital technologies to enhance their inclusion, as well
as to improve the personalisation of the learning and to encourage the active
engagement of the learners (Redecker, 2017, van Laar et al., 2017). In addition, a



digitally competent educator is able to facilitate the learners’ digital competence and
should be able to guide them to use digital technology responsibly and creatively
(Redecker, 2017).

Previous research on the competence in digital pedagogy of social and healthcare
educators is scarce. The utilisation of digital technology in learning settings has,
however, been acknowledged to have many advantages and educators should,
therefore, utilise digital technology in versatile and open-minded ways (McDonald et
al., 2018, Reis et al., 2018, Webb et al., 2017, Gonen et al., 2016). In relation to
social and healthcare students, previous research has shown that students see
themselves as being less proficient in searching for information and the assessment
of sources and hence educators’ skills in these areas are essential to support and

guide students (Gonen et al., 2016).

The prerequisites for social and healthcare educators are not clearly defined in all
countries (European Commission, 2018, Salminen et al. 2010). In most European
countries, however, a university degree is required (Jackson et al. 2009). In Finland,
educators in this field are required to have a professional degree, as well as 3-5
years’ work experience in the field in question, and a higher educational degree (i.e.
a master’s and/or doctoral degree) (University of Applied Science Act and its later
amendments A1129/2014). Before the year 2015, it was also required to have taken
a course in pedagogical studies (60 ECTS), but this is no longer a requirement
(University of Applied Science Act and its later amendments A1129/2014). However,
it is recommended that healthcare educators have taken pedagogical studies.

In this study, social and healthcare educators are defined as working full- or part-

time as educators at a university of applied sciences (UAS) in Finland and as having
a relevant qualification in social and/or healthcare.

2. RESEARCH AIM

The main aim of this study was to describe social and healthcare educators’

perceptions of competence in digital pedagogy, with the ultimate goal of utilising this



knowledge while developing an instrument to evaluate the level of the educators’
digipedagogical competence. The primary research question was:

RQ: How do social and healthcare educators perceive competence in digital
pedagogy?

3. METHODS

3.1. Research design

A phenomenographic philosophical approach was employed, aiming to achieve a
descriptive study design (Marton 1986). An inductive approach was applied due to
the paucity of research data on the topic (Elo and Kyngas, 2008).

3.2. Recruitment and data collection

Nine UASs were contacted and asked to invite social and healthcare educators to
participate in this study. Six UASs responded and the educators were recruited with
the assistance of the UAS contact persons. The inclusion criteria for participation
were: 1) employment in a UAS as a part- or full-time social and healthcare educator,
2) Finnish-speaking, and 3) consenting to participate. The educators received an
invitation letter providing information about the study. The same information was also
given verbally before the interviews. Written, informed consent was collected prior to

the interviews.

Twelve semi-structured, face-to-face focus group interviews of 37 social and
healthcare educators were conducted during spring 2018 at six UASs. Each group
consisted of 2-5 educators and 1-2 interviewers. In total, 7 interviewers conducted
the multi-professional interviews. Semi-structured interviews were chosen as the
preferred interview method, and themes were formed in accordance with a
theoretical framework derived from a single systematic review (Mikkonen et al.,

2018) defining educator competence in the health sciences.

The overall focus of the interviews was on the social and healthcare educators’
competence, which was addressed through five themes in the interviews: 1)

educator competence, 2) recent changes in requirements concerning educator



competence, 3) future educator competence, 4) continuing education and
professional development for educators, and 5) the educators’ use of digital
technology. In addition, each participant completed a background information
guestionnaire. The interviews took 55-100 minutes and were audio-recorded and

transcribed verbatim.

3.3. Data analysis

The data was analysed in an inductive content analysis (Graneheim and Lundman,
2004, Sjostrom and Dahlgren, 2002). Only one of the five themes in the interviews
was directly linked to the educators’ competence in digital pedagogy, but
digitalisation also came up during the discussion of other themes in the interviews.
Therefore, the entire interview data was analysed instead of choosing only the parts

that focused on the fifth theme: the educator’s use of digital technology.

Two researchers searched for every mention of digitalisation in the overall interview
data. The educators were assigned codes, and all identity information was removed
in order to protect the participant anonymity. Next, the data analysis was initiated by
a single researcher. During the process of analysis, the results were discussed by

the research team to find consensus.

The data was entered into the NVivo 11 computer program and the interviewees’
original statements were given NVivo codes. The codes were compared for
similarities and differences, resulting in the first categories. Next, the original
statements were refined. This was done carefully to preserve the original thoughts of
the interviewees. The analysis proceeded by finding similarities and differences
between the codes in one larger category and then creating more accurate
subcategories. After this process, there were a total of 51 codes, 9 subcategories

and 3 main categories.

The analysis continued by creating new categories and modifying the already
existing ones. An example of the analysis process is described below (Table 1). The



statements have been translated from their original language and made slightly
easier to read than a verbatim word for word translation.

Table 1. Example of the analysis process.

3.4. Ethical considerations

This study was conducted in accordance with the ethical standards regarding
research involving human subjects (Declaration of Helsinki 2013; Stang 2015) and
the ethics committee of the University of Jyvaskyla granted approval (12/2017) for
the study. Permission to recruit the participants was applied for in relation to each
UAS. Written informed consent was obtained from each participant before the
interview. To protect the participants’ anonymity, all direct and indirect personal data
was removed from the transcripts, nor were these reported on. The participants were
also able to withdraw from the study at any point without giving a reason. The data
will be stored for ten years in archive folders, in line with GDPR regulations (2016)
and the Personal Data Act (523/1999).

4. RESULTS

4.1. Participants

In total, 37 educators participated in this study. The educators came from six UASs
from different regions in Finland. The majority (81%) of the educators had a master’s

degree and taught on a nursing degree programme (54%) (Table 2).

Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the educators.

4.2. Social and healthcare educators’ competence in digital pedagogy

According to the educators’ perceptions, competence in digital pedagogy of social
and healthcare educators consisted of three main categories: 1) pedagogical

competence, 2) digital competence, and 3) ethical competence. (Figure 1.)

Figure 1. Social and healthcare educators’ perceptions of competence in digital
pedagogy according to the educators themselves.



Pedagogical competence

According the educators, pedagogical competence consisted of three sub-
categories: 1) subject knowledge, 2) expertise in teaching methods and 3) expertise
in working life skills. The following sections explain these in more detail and include

some illustrative examples from the interviews.

Subject knowledge

According to the educators, it is essential to have knowledge and experience of the
profession being taught, i.e. working as a social and healthcare educator requires
one to be educated in the relevant profession. This was explained by one of the

interviewees, who stated:

“If your subject knowledge is poor, you can’t accomplish anything with

pedagogy or technology.” Group 1

Expertise in teaching methods

Expertise in teaching methods was important to the educators. They were worried
that technology might be utilised merely for the sake of digitalisation and not
because it would be a better solution pedagogically. The educators also considered
that it is essential to know when to use technology to help students learn. As one of

the interviewees noted:

“An educator needs to have digital competence, but above all—we need to

know how to utilise digital technology in teaching.” Group 8

Expertise in working life skills

According to the interviewees, working life skills consisted of being able to search for
information from online sources and adapt or modify the information found. In their

view, information seeking skills are necessitated by the need for educators to



command evidence-based knowledge and to be able to adapt and integrate this

knowledge in their work. In this respect, one of the interviewees noted:

“It’s not enough to be able to find information and knowledge. You have to be
able to adapt it in your own work and develop your work based on this

knowledge.” Group 3
Digital competence
In the view of the educators, digital competence was comprised of three sub-
categories: 1) being knowledgeable of digital technology and having the ability to use
it, 2) understanding the potential of digital technology, and 3) utilising digital

technology in teaching.

Knowledge of digital technology and the ability to use it

The educators gave extensive descriptions of digital technology. For them, digital
technology consisted of electronic devices, applications, and software. Electronic
devices referred to technology that facilitated distance teaching, and teaching
technology (e.g. simulation technology, smart boards, robotics, health technology).
Digital applications and software were associated with time and task management,
digital learning environments, presentation graphics, quizzes, communication, social
media, as well as text and information processing. As an example of, below is an
extract from one of the interviews expressing the diverse use of technology:

“It [using technology] is an everyday job for us. We're using presentation

programs and graphics and we have numerous possibilities. Then we have

the learning platform that we use on the web when we’re working.” Group 8

Nevertheless, knowledge of digital technology was not considered enough on its
own. The educators felt digital skills were also needed in order to utilise technology.
The interviewees felt that educators should be able to both use technology by
themselves and teach their students to use it. The following extracts from the

interviews illustrate these sentiments.



“Digital competence — is having the competence to use technology and to
know what it is and to have the ability to evaluate it.” Group 4

“It [digital competence] means having the ability to teach students how to use

it.” Group 7

Understanding the potential of digital technology

According to the interviewees, understanding the potential of digital technology
consisted of five sub-categories. They felt that digital technology facilitates time
saving, opens up the potential for learning and working remotely, motivates student
learning, and encourages more versatile modes of communication. The educators

discussed these things from their own perspectives and those of their students.

Time management was seen as a challenge for students and educators alike. In the
views of the interviewees, digitalisation helps to alleviate this challenge. The
educators stated that technology makes it possible to learn some things faster than
with traditional approaches. This sentiment is expressed in the extract from one of

the interviews below:

“There has been a lot of discussion on resources and time management, and
all of us—students and teachers—have problems with it. If only we were able

to integrate digitalisation more in our teaching and learning.” Group 2

According to the educators, students are more able to learn remotely as a
consequence of digitalisation. Studying is no longer bound by place or time. Indeed,
digitalisation has made studying more accessible than ever before. Students can
participate in lessons from home through a remote connection and can even take
exams at home, for example. Digitalisation also supports students studying from
home through the availability of databases that can be accessed from their desktop
computer, laptop, or other networked device. In this respect one of the interviewees

noted:

“It [digitalisation in education] gives us the option, that we don’t have to come

to the institute to find some particular paper. Probably the knowledge can be



found via some cloud services or then we can have remote access to the

institute’s electronic databases.” Group 9

The educators noted that remote working has become increasingly common as a
consequence of digitalisation. Nowadays, their work is no longer tied to the
education site and they are able to work from different locations. In addition, the
concept of working time has changed; while this gives educators more freedom, it
also raises the issue of how to separate work and free time. This was explained by

one of the interviewees who stated:

“We have iPads and laptops, which means that we can work anywhere and

anytime, which is both a good and a bad thing.” Group 9

The educators thought that digitalisation and the utilisation of technology could be
used to motivate students to study. Digitalisation has also provided new means for
students and educators to communicate. Furthermore, technology makes it possible
for everyone to participate in discussions and allows educators to follow student

conversations more closely. One of the interviewees explained:
“It [digital technology] adds interaction—students can participate discussions

using their mobile phones—even the quieter students can participate this

way.” Group 3

Utilising digital technology in teaching

According to the interviewees, the utilisation of digital technology in teaching also
includes the gamification of teaching and teaching via virtual reality/3D technology.
Educators can use simple games, such as quizzes, as well as more complicated
games that require advanced knowledge and skills in order to adapt learning

outcomes. This was explained by one of the interviewees in the short extract below:

“We have a game that reflects the changes that happen during ageing. With

the help of the game, students can be more emphatic, because they can



experience how it feels, when you no longer have control over your own
body.” Group 10

According to the educators we interviewed, the use of virtual reality (VR)
environments in teaching opens up new opportunities that were not accessible
before. VR technology enables educators to incorporate different work environments
as a part of the education. For example, with the help of VR and motion detectors,
students can experience surgery or even participate in it. This allows students to
experience the consequences of their actions and decisions in a safe environment in
ways that would not necessarily be possible in other forms of education. The

interviewees explained this by saying:

“We are able to see whether the student is guiding the customer and giving
the right instructions. With the help of digital technology, we can evaluate how

the customer is moving based on the student’s guidance.” Group 2

“You can try things that are not possible to organise in other ways.” Group 3
Ethical competence
The educators views on ethical competence were divided into three sub-categories:
1) being aware of student equality, 2) prioritising the learning experience, and 3)

emphasising digital literacy.

Being aware of student equality

The educators expressed concerns about student equality regarding digitalisation.
They speculated whether their students would have equal access to education
provided through digitalisation. The educators also noted that students have different
baselines regarding their digital competence, which can make it hard to plan courses
accordingly. In addition, not all devices are compatible with each other or different
apps and programmes, which can cause problems. The following extracts from the

interviewees illustrate these views:

“You can’t make assumptions, that a student can do this or that, because

every student has their own baseline.” Group 10



“Sometimes we think that students can [use digital technology] really well
because of their generation, but actually their competence area may be quite
narrow—they can use chatting software and Instagram but it is different when

it comes to using Word or making a presentation.” Group 7

“All students should have same kinds of devices, because not all devices are

compatible with every programme.” Group 3

Prioritising the learning experience

The student learning experience was considered to be the main priority by the
interviewed educators in the current study. The educators’ own attitudes towards
digital technology and their opinions of it should not be a barrier to the utilisation of
good practices in digital pedagogy. On the other hand, the educators expressed
concerns about digital technology being a must instead of a means to enhance
student learning. This view is illustrated in the extract from one of the interviews

below:

“It [utilisation of digital technology] should not be the purpose or goal, it

should only be a method to reach the goal.” Group 2

The educators also noted that they should always remember and consider the
students’ future profession while planning and making decisions about teaching
methods. The aim of education is for students to learn the skills they need in their

future profession. This was explained by the interviewees:

“‘Digitalisation can’t be the major vision, the care of the patient is the major

vision.” Group 9

“Practice isn’t so digitalised, and to a certain degree, it never will be, after all,

we are teaching practical professional here.” Group 9

Emphasising digital literacy




The educators considered digital literacy essential to teaching and reminding
students to critically evaluate and appropriately use information collected via digital
technology, including the Internet. Another important issue raised was to teach what
is appropriate to publish on social media. On this topic, one of the interviewees

noted:
“Students are familiar with using social media and digital technology. It is a

challenge to teach them what you can share on social media and what you

can't legally and because of professional confidentiality.” Group 4

5. DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to describe social and healthcare educators’ perceptions
of competence in digital pedagogy. According to the educators interviewed,
competence in digital pedagogy included three main areas of competence:
pedagogical, digital, and ethical competence. The study participants were on
average, typical Finnish social and healthcare educators (Salminen et al. 2013). The
participants were mostly (95%) women with a mean age of 49.7 years. They had
extensive work experience (mean 14.9 years) and the majority (54%) of the
educators were involved in educating nursing students. Despite their wealth of
knowledge of digital technology and its potential, the educators responded with
concern about the utilisation of digital technology in education. They were worried
that the digital technology might be utilised for its own sake alone and not because it
would be a better solution for the students’ learning. Another concern was student
equality when it comes to utilising digital technology—whether everyone would have

access to the required devices or have the competence to use them.

In the eyes of the educators, pedagogical competence is a precondition for
competence in digital pedagogy. Pedagogical competence is the factor that
separates digital competence from competence in digital pedagogy (Redecker
2017). In line with previous research (Mikkonen et al., 2018, Koivula et al., 2011), the
educators in the present study thought that knowledge and management of the

subject matter in question was especially important. For them, expertise in the



specific area of social and healthcare is essential and forms the basis for the
teaching. Moreover, in relation to pedagogical competence, knowledge of teaching
methods was also considered to be important. Based on the interviews it seems that

utilising technology in a pedagogically efficient way was challenging.

The educators described digital technology extensively and appeared to be highly
knowledgeable about digital technology and had many ideas on how to utilise it.
Digital learning environments and digital technology have been a part of teaching
since the beginning of the 21% century. However, it seems that educators are still
little unsure of how to best integrate digital technology into their teaching. It is
important to note, here, that while competence in digital pedagogy is currently
included in the education of social and healthcare educators in Finland, most of the
participants had been working as educators for over 15 years. Their initial education
was very different, and it is possible that competence in digital pedagogy was not
included in their education at all. It would, then, appear to be necessary to develop
accessible, continuous education on digital pedagogy for educators. The content of
this education should focus on how and when to utilise digital technology instead of

how to use a particular application or piece of software.

The difference between previous research (McDonald et al., 2018, O’Connor et al.,
2018, Redecker, 2017, Webb et al., 2017) and this study, was that the educators in
this study emphasised distance learning and teaching in their responses. This is
understandable considering the changes in education globally. Indeed, the utilisation
of digital technology has made studying more accessible and digital technology

facilitates tailored, personalised educational content (Redecker, 2017).

Digital technology also makes it possible to support individualised learning and
enhances the interaction between students, which can promote learning (McDonald
et al., 2018). Digital technology can also be used to help students’ stress
management and study skills (O’Connor et al., 2018) and offers educators a way of
modifying teaching and assessment methods to meet student needs (Redecker,
2017). The educators participating in this study also recognised this, and thought
that a student-centred approach to teaching should be included in digital pedagogy.
Despite the educators having ideas about how they could benefit from digital



technology, they still had concerns about whether their students would learn via
digital technology and whether all students have equal opportunities when it comes
to using digital devices. It is clear that further discussion is needed when it comes to
an approach to digital pedagogy in social and healthcare education.

This study was a part of a larger qualitative study and competence in digital
pedagogy was one part of the research (Mikkonen et al. 2019). Because there is a
lack of research concerning social and healthcare educators’ competence in digital

pedagogy, more research is required.

5.1. Limitations and reliability

This study has some limitations. Competence in digital pedagogy was one theme out
of the five themes included in the interviews and this might have had an impact on
the educators’ statements. Because there were five different themes and each
theme was discussed in each interview, it is possible that there was not enough time

to discuss competence in digital pedagogy as fully as possible.

The aim of this study was to describe healthcare educators’ perceptions of
competence in digital pedagogy, but it is also possible that the educators sometimes
discussed different topics because they may not have had a unified understanding of
the concept of competence in digital pedagogy. During the interviews, the
interviewers did not control or steer the interviews too much because we wanted to

find out what the educators thought about digital competence.

To increase the reliability of this study, the data analysis and reporting have been
described as accurately as possible with the help of examples from the original data
(Graneheim and Lundman, 2004). In addition, the research group discussed the
results during the analysis process and the findings are the result of the consensus
reached. This study was conducted as part of the wider TerOpe-project (Mikkonen et
al, 2019) and drew strength from the involvement of a group of experienced

researchers.



5.2. Conclusions

According to the educators’ perceptions, social and healthcare educators’
competence in digital pedagogy consists of pedagogical, digital, and ethical
competence. The educators should be able to use digital technology in
pedagogically meaningful ways to support student learning and should teach
essential digital skills for future professionals and this should include education
regarding the ethical aspects. In the future, more research is needed concerning the
level of social and healthcare educators’ competence in digital pedagogy. The
results of this study can be utilised while developing an instrument to evaluate the

competence levels in digital pedagogy of educators in the healthcare sector.
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Table 1. Example of the analysis process.

ORIGINAL STATEMENT REFINED STATEMENTS SUB- MAIN
CATEGORY | CATEGORY

“But it must be that a physiotherapy “Educators must have a basic Subject Pedagogical

educator must have a basic education | education in the field” Group 1 knowledge competence

in the field and that there has to be a
professional degree as a background.”
Group 1

“Educators must have a
professional degree” Group 1

“Yes — | was just learning to use a new
e-learning platform and | was thinking
that | should have more competence
regarding picture editing and in
everything related to visualising the
teaching, like the competence to use
technology to present subject matters,
for example, if | produce a video, how
can | cut and modify it and how can |
create different kinds of quizzes, that
could be checked automatically, that |
did not have to do it myself. So the
technological competence beside the
subject knowledge is important, but the
subject knowledge is the main thing. If
your subject knowledge is not strong
you cannot achieve anything, even
though you may have pedagogical
competence or digital competence.”
Group 4

“The subject knowledge is the
main thing” Group 4

“If your subject knowledge is not
strong you cannot achieve
anything with pedagogical
competence or digital
competence.” Group 4

“But then also it is the subject
knowledge that | would almost see as
more important. Because if you do not
have the subject knowledge, it does
not matter how you try to teach, you do
not have anything to teach. You need
to manage the content.” Group 10

“I would almost see the subject
knowledge as more important.”
Group 10

“If you do not have subject
knowledge, it does not matter
how you try to teach, you do not
have anything to teach.” Group
10

“You must possess subject knowledge
and also all the equipment.” Group 7

“You must possess subject
knowledge.” Group 7

“What is our [pedagogic] competence?
During these 10 years that | have been
working it has probably changed quite
a bit or expanded. Of course it
includes, or at least | have
experienced...that it is important to
possess subject knowledge.” Group 5

“It is important to possess
subject knowledge.” Group 5




Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the educators.

Age Average 497 years
Range 31-66 years
Gender Female 35
Male 2
Work experience as an educator  Average 14,9 years
Range 1-38 years
Educational degree Doctoral degree 6
Master's degree 27
Did not tell 4
Education field Nursing 20
Physiotherapy 9
Social work 3
Midwifery 1
Radiographic 2
Bioanalytics 1
Did not tell 1
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