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Abstract:   This paper reports on the use of strategies for encouraging change in higher education 
that allows for the integration of technology in course design and delivery. The research was carried 
out in six Higher Education Institutes in three French-speaking countries: Belgium, France and 
Switzerland. A qualitative benchmarking approach was taken which consisted of semi-directed 
interviews (n=13) along with site and classroom visits. The analysis was based on Henderson, Beach 
and Finkelstein’s (2011) four categories for change: disseminating, developing, enacting, and 
developing, together with the framework proposed by Hamilton (2014) on organizational readiness 
for change. The findings suggest that a multi-strategy approach has the highest rate of success with 
shared vision and tangible evidence of institute support being particularly pertinent for tipping into 
the future. 

 
 
Introduction 
 

“Tipping Point: the critical point in a situation, process, or system beyond which a significant and often 
unstoppable effect or change takes place” (Tipping Point, n.d.). Already well into the 21st century, education is, for 
the most part, still quite firmly anchored in the 20th. Yet, education is no exception to the changes that we are 
witnessing worldwide with what Schwab (2016) identified as the tsunami of the 4th industrial revolution.  Six years 
ago an Ernest & Young report (2012) stated “digital technologies will transform the way education is delivered and 
accessed, and the way value is created by higher education providers, public and private alike” (p. 4).  This still holds 
true today with educators often not ready for the challenges they face. 

 
Digital technology, already an ubiquitous part of everyday life, is here to stay. Technology which over the 

past few years has been referred to as: social media, Web technology, technology 2.0, etc... The evolution in the 
nomenclature reflects the speed at which things are changing and, due to which it is imperative that institutes of higher 
education be open to the integration of technology in course delivery. Such an evolution rarely happens quickly but 
education today does not have the luxury of time on its side as “given the rapid pace of change, business model 
disruptions are resulting in a near-simultaneous impact on employment and need for new skill sets, requiring an urgent 
and concerted effort for adjustment” (World_Economic_Forum, 2016, p. 8).  

 
 “Young people in education or entering the workforce in 2016 face the most turbulent, rapidly evolving 

labor market seen by any generation” (Infosys, 2016, p. 5) and industry today is calling for graduates with a different 
set of skills and competencies than previously.  Indeed, much of the subject knowledge that students are acquiring in 
today’s higher education classrooms is expected to be obsolete before long (Infosys, 2016) emphasizing the 
importance of developing 21st century skills.  Skills that go past the traditional ‘hard’ skills but also include complex 
problem solving, collaboration, cognitive flexibility, emotional intelligence, and an understanding of digital tools 
among others (Thomson, 2016; World_Economic_Forum, 2016). Technology Enhanced Learning (TEL) or Education 
2.0 “with the suffix 2.0 characterizing themes such as openness, personalization, collaboration, social networking, 
social presence, user-generated content, the people’s Web, and collective wisdom, and demarcating areas of higher 
education where a potentially significant transformation of practice is underway”  (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012, p. 4) 
can allow for a significant move in that direction. “Yet if today’s educators do not see that their use of technology in 
the classroom and its inclusion in course design and delivery for the promotion of digital literacy is becoming a 
necessity then students are unlikely to grasp the importance of such competencies for their future careers” 



(Charlesworth, Sarrasin, & Murphy, 2016, p. 330).  The tendency to label today’s higher education students as ‘digital 
natives’ is often a misnomer.  They may be tech savvy when it comes to the use of technology in their personal lives 
but are, more often than not, novices when it comes to using the same technologies for learning. It is, thus, in the hands 
of educators to change today’s learningscape. 

 
The question that needs to be answered then is, how to make the use of technology in the higher education 

classroom the norm and to have educators embrace change in such a manner as to add value to their courses and 
develop the skills that today’s students will need in as they enter the workforce?  In other words, how to reach the 
tipping point at which time change becomes inevitable. This paper examines best practices on making change happen 
as benchmarked in selected higher education institutes in France, Belgium, and Switzerland.  

 
 
Background to the study 

 
The background to this research was a 3-year action-research project, carried out over the period 2014-2017, 

which focussed on the use and value adding aspect of technology in the higher education classroom.  The follow-up 
to which was a project related to the dissemination of the findings throughout the home institute.  Research into 
effective strategies for change was called for subsequent to which implementation of a faculty development 
programme comprising interactive workshops (n=20) comprising a series of 5 workshops in four areas related to the 
use and integration of technology in the classroom was planned. 

 
Although change management in education is not a theme commonly explored, work has examined the role 

of faculty developers (Dawson, Mighty, & Britnell, 2010) as well as that of faculty support centres (Diamond, 2005).  
More generally one finds Lewin’s (1958) seminal work on the three phases of change and Kotter’s 8-step model 
(1995), both later taken up by Quin, Amer and Lonie (2012) who looked specifically at change in education. This 
project, however, draws on a comprehensive review of the literature by Henderson et al. (2011), in which four 
categories of change strategies as shown in Figure 1, are put forth. Henderson et al. (2011) identified three distinct 
research communities (Disciplinary-based STEM education researchers (SER); Faculty Development Researchers 
(FDR); and Higher Education Researchers (HER)) which in turn were found to take different approaches to change 
as shown in Figure 1.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.  Overview and conceptual underpinnings of the four categories of 
change strategies (Henderson et al., 2011, p. 961) 

 
To complete the conceptual framework, reference has been made to Hamilton (2014) with his ‘typology of 

institutional supports’ (p. 15-19), and its relationship to the maturity of an institute with respect to the implementation 



of institute-wide Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) (p. 5). Three levels of maturity were identified as 
follows: 

 
1. Developing Institutional Expertise calls for setting a strong foundation for institute-wide development at all levels 

and going far past just lip service. 
2. Supporting Research in Action with clear encouragement in terms of finance, time and valorisation of faculty 

effort. 
3. Sustaining Collective Engagement which draws on all stakeholders and shows a high level of involvement far 

beyond the institutes four walls. 
 
The reason for including this definition of institutional maturity was to see what, if any, relationship might be found 
between implementation strategies, the maturity of the institute and the success of the outcomes.  The questions around 
which the interview guide was constructed were: 
 

1. What strategies / actions were put into place to encourage the integration of technology in course 
delivery? 

2. What are examples of successful / unsuccessful strategies / actions? 
3. To further the integration of technology across the institute what would be “nice to have”? 

 
Together these questions were designed to give insight into contributing factors to engage successfully in 

educational change. 
 
 

Methodology  
 

The object of this project was to gather information from institutes of higher education on their experience 
and practice of getting educators on board with the introduction of technology to add value to course delivery and in 
turn identify best practices that could be generalized for use in a specific higher education institute where the process 
was still in the early stages. A benchmarking study was carried out using qualitative methods.   
 

Qualitative analysis was particularly suited for this project as it allows for studying people’s understanding 
of the meanings in their lived world, describing their experiences and self-understanding, and clarifying and 
elaborating their own perspective on their lived world (Kvale, 1996). As the focus of the research was closely related 
to changes in the educational paradigm and the spill-over in course delivery it was important to give a voice to those 
who were experiencing it first-hand. 

 
A series of semi-structured interviews (n=13) were conducted in six different institutes in three French-

speaking European countries. Participants ranged from Vice-Rectors to Vice-President for Innovation to Director of 
Faculty Development Services and all were all involved to a certain extent with the integration of technology in course 
delivery and design at the various institutes. Participating institutes were selected based on their involvement with and 
experience of the integration of technology in course delivery in addition to which interviews were also conducted in 
the home institute. 

 
The interview guide was constructed around the framework shown in Table 1.0.  All interviews were carried 

out by a two-person research team and recorded for subsequent analysis. Concurrent to the interviews were both class 
and institute visits to showcase the use of technology as well as the physical evidence of the institute’s commitment.  
This observation phase added substance to the interviews carried out. 

 
 
Findings 

 
The findings presented here identify the strategies used by the participating institutes within the framework 

previously proposed.  Both a level of maturity as well as a degree of success relative to the integration of technology 
is attributed to each institute.  As can be seen from Figure 2, the participating institutes, identified as A,B,C,D,E,F,  
were all active in several of the categories but with varying degrees of participation. For example, in the category 



disseminating, all the institutes offered faculty development courses but the manner in which this was done varied 
considerably from posting on a web-site with a follow up e-mail to faculty to what could be qualified as a real 
marketing effort with roll-up banner displays to promote the “learning lab” and its courses, to posters and even tweets 
in addition to more basic website and e-mail actions. The category developing was also quite diverse going from an 
institute-wide requirement on teaching portfolios to one faculty alone having such a requirement, the reason why 
institute F is shown in brackets. The enacting category was rather straightforward although the top down directives 
varied from one institute to another, they were all prescribed and allowed little room for development.  In the final 
category developing only two institutes were active. 
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s I. Disseminating: 

CURRICULUM & PEDAGOGY 
 
Examples of:  
Best practice type “show & tell” 
Digital tools & physical equipment 
available 
Faculty development courses 
 
Institutes practising: 
A, B, C, D, E, F 
 

II. Developing 
REFLECTIVE TEACHERS 
 
Examples of:  
Reflective teaching portfolio 
requirement 
Encouragement of action research 
Communities of practice 
 
Institutes practising: 
A, B, C, D, E, (F) 
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s III.  Enacting: 
POLICY 
 
Examples of:  
Top down approach 
Importance of “good” evaluations  
Manner in which hours are counted 
 
Institutes practising: 
A, B, C, D, E, F 
 

IV.  Developing: 
SHARED VISION 
 
Examples of:  
Shared curriculum development 
Hack-a-thon for education 
Taking all stakeholders into account 
 
Institutes practising: 
A, B, C, D, E, F 
 

  Prescribed Emergent 
  Intended Outcome 

 
Figure 2.  Participating Institute Activity in each Category of Change 

 
Hamilton’s typology (2014), referred to earlier, looks at the readiness of an institute to engage in SoTL 

practices and, indirectly with the integration of technology.  In terms of this typology, both institutes A and C, the 
only two seen as highly successful in the integration of technology, could be classified at the highest level of maturity 
labelled sustaining collective engagement.  It is of interest to note that these were the only institutes where shared 
vision had real meaning.  This was clear not only through the interviews but also through the passion for 
experimentation that was expressed in meetings with faculty and class observations, as well seen in the physical 
evidence which included new generation classrooms designed specifically for the use of technology for both the 
educators and the students. 

 
The other four institutes were much closer to the first level in Hamilton’s typology (2014), developing 

institutional expertise although with different degrees of success. Two other institutes, D and E were seen to have a 
medium level of success.  Here it seemed that the emphasis on enacting was higher than that on developing and 
disseminating and this carte-blanche approach which one participant summed up as “we’ve equipped you, you mean 
we have to tell you how to use it as well” did not seem to sufficiently outweigh the emphasis on evaluations, lack of 
additional time, lack of curriculum overview.  The result being that faculty seem to be getting on board slowly and 
often only at an individual level. 

 



The remaining two institutes, B and F, active essentially in categories I and III had a rather low rate of success 
with the integration of technology.  This is not surprising, however, as these categories correspond to prescribed 
outcomes and thus leave little room for individual development.   

 
In terms of ‘nice to have’, the responses were clustered around increased recognition for innovative practice 

and the desire to see a change in the system allowing for the increased integration of all stakeholders from students to 
industry partners for the re-inventing of education. 

 
Discussion 

 
In their review of instructional practices Henderson et al.  (2011) suggest that there is evidence that multi-

category strategies may be stronger than those with a single category focus.  Our findings also suggest that a multi-
category focus leads to a higher rate of success.  Institutes A, C and E were present in multiple segments and both 
could boast of having success with the integration of technology across the institute as well as across disciplines. 

How then can these findings help institutes move closer to the tipping point? It would seem clear that no 
matter whether a singe or multi-category approach be taken, what is called for is the total support and involvement of 
the institute.  The areas in which all institutes were active, I and III are the two that Henderson et al (2011) identified 
as strategies that did not work, at least not on their own.  Clearly if enacting policy e.g. the number of teaching hours 
required without allowing for additional development hours for innovation, then change will not be encouraged. 
Likewise offering workshops on collaborative uses of technology in the classroom whilst having classrooms with 
desks linked by cables and that cannot be moved for group work not only somewhat defeats the purpose of proning 
collaboration but also does not convey commitment on the part of the institute. 

 
In conclusion, shared vision and tangible commitment on the part of the institute have the most to contribute 

to tipping our institutes of higher education into the future. Welcome to tomorrow. 
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