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Abstract

Purpose — Various technology-enhanced learning software and tools exist where technology becomes the
main driver for these developments at the expense of pedagogy. The literature reveals the missing balance
between technology and pedagogy in the continuously evolving technology-enhanced learning domain.
Consequently, e-learners struggle to realise the pedagogical value of such e-learning artefacts. This paper aims
to understand the different pedagogical theories, models and frameworks underpinning current technology-
enhanced learning artefacts to pave the way for designing more effective e-learning artefacts.
Design/methodology/approach — To achieve this goal, a review is conducted to survey the most influential
pedagogical theories, models and frameworks. To carry out this review, five major bibliographic databases
have been searched, which has led to identifying a large number of articles. The authors selected 34 of them for
further analysis based on their relevance to our research scope. The authors critically analysed the selected
sources qualitatively to identify the most dominant learning theories, classify them and map them onto the key
characteristics, criticism, approaches, models and e-learning artefacts.

Findings — The authors highlighted the significance of pedagogies underpinning e-learning artefacts.
Furthermore, the authors presented the common and special aspects of each theory to support our claim, which
is developing a hybrid pedagogical approach. Such a hybrid approach remains a necessity to effectively guide
learners and allow them to achieve their learning outcomes using e-learning artefacts.

Originality/value — The authors found that different pedagogical approaches complement rather than
compete with each other. This affirms our recommended approach to adopt a hybrid approach for learning to
meet learners’ requirements. The authors also found that a substantive consideration for context is inevitable to
test our evolving understanding of pedagogy.

Keywords Learning theories, e-learning models, Technology-enhanced learning, Pedagogy, E-learning
pedagogy, Online learning
Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction

A recent investigation into pedagogy reveals the little consensus upon one definition because
of various reasons. First, the pedagogy as an interrelated concept should be considered within
its larger educational practices, including technology-enhanced learning (TEL) (Cox, 2018).
Second, our understanding of pedagogy has become more complex over time due to our
growing comprehension of underpinning theories (e.g. cognition and metacognition; Waring
and Evans, 2015). For this research, pedagogy is the dynamic relationship between learning,
teaching and culture (Livingston et al, 2017). This research aims at establishing a better
understanding of pedagogy in TEL contexts that is inevitable to develop effective TEL
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artefacts. Such artefacts will have the right balance between technology and pedagogy, and
consequently meet different learners’ requirements based on their contexts (e.g. formal and
informal learning). To establish a better pedagogical understanding, the following research
question needs to be answered: what are the pedagogies/learning theories and models
underpinning the existing e-learning artefacts? Answering this question requires further
analysis to understand the dynamic conceptualisation of pedagogy in various TEL scenarios
and how this might help throughout the design, development and use of TEL artefacts.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows: section 2 highlights the importance of
learning theories and reasons behind rejecting the anti-theory argument in this research.
Section 3 describes the methodology used to carry out this research, while section 4 analyses a
set of selected learning theories that are heavily used in the TEL domain. Section 5 introduces
a comparative view of learning theories and presents the framework to connect pedagogy
and TEL practices. Finally, section 6 concludes the review and provides recommendations for
developing effective TEL artefacts.

2. Pedagogy of learning

Learning environments have significantly evolved into complex, multipurpose, technology-
intensive environments (Hammad ef al., 2017a, b). For instance, they integrate course/module-
oriented capabilities with administrative, management and social tools in a complex
architecture that can be integrated with external tools. This cross-domain, rapid and
intensive development requires dismantling the underpinning pedagogical theories/models
to guide learners and understand their behaviour. During the investigation of this research
problem, the literature reveals two arguments. The first is the anti-theory argument, which
does not believe in theories because the learning phenomenon cannot be explained by simple
theories (Kolb and Kolb, 2009). The second argument, adopted in this research, considers
learning theories as an essential component of teaching and learning because they are
nevitable in any good pedagogical design (Schunk, 2012). The importance of learning
theories, in this context, stems from the fact that TEL artefacts are more than vehicles to
convey information to users. They are providing mechanisms to construct knowledge and
build new cognitive structures inside a learner’s mind. Hence, it is very essential to look into
these artefacts from this perspective.

As learning is the process by which behavioural change, knowledge, skills and attitudes
are acquired, a learning theory, or a combination of them, is needed to explain it (Singh and
Thurman, 2019). This is valid on theoretical and practical levels, e.g. information processing
theory combines the behaviourist and cognitive theories (Pratiwi ef al, 2019). In this research,
a theory refers to a comprehensive, coherent and internally consistent system of ideas about a
set of phenomena (Knowles et al, 2015). This research investigates learning theories that
influence learning and provide explanations of the ways in which that influence happen.
Delineating e-learning theories is out of scope, as they overlap with other theories, e.g.
human—computer interaction (Deshwal ef al, 2017). In the next section, the methodology of
carrying out this research is explained.

3. Methodology

Conducting this review is quite challenging due to the interdisciplinary nature of the research
problem. Such interdisciplinarity is obvious in the previously identified research question, i.e.
what are the pedagogies/learning theories and models underpinning the existing e-learning
artefacts? To answer this question, the following method has been adopted to review the
related literature. It is composed of the three following phases: (1) planning, (2) conducting
and (3) reporting the review. In the planning phase, researchers used the following five major



scientific databases: Springer, EBSCO, Eric, ACM and SCOPUS, to extract relevant literature
resources. The key criterion for paper selection is as follows: selected papers should describe
learning theories and models that are: (1) widely used in the TEL domain and (2) their
implications on learning and teaching practices are important to this research context. The
outcome of this phase is 38 research papers that discuss learning theories and models
underpinning TEL artefacts from a technical and pedagogical point of view. The selected
papers have been analysed and reviewed in the second phase to extract lessons learnt from
these studies. In addition, this analysis has led to identifying learning theories/models’
strengths, i.e. where they perform well, and weaknesses, i.e. where practices need to be
improved. In this way, we understand the potential of using a certain theory in a certain TEL
scenario and justify the best way of combining two or more learning theories in one TEL
scenario. The final phase is to report the findings in facts, figures or other formats. The rest of
this paper is organised as follows: section 2 justifies the importance of learning theories,
section 3 analyses learning theories from individual and collective perspectives, section 4
introduces a comparative view for learning theories and section 5 concludes the review and
provides a list of recommendations to be considered in developing effective TEL artefacts. In
the next section, an analytical review of learning theories that are widely utilised in TEL
contexts is presented.

4. Learning theories

First, this section addresses the commonly used learning theories in the e-learning context
and reflects on various interrelated concerns/classification. Secondly, it concludes with a
comparative summary to present common and special features of each approach to pave the
ground for developing an innovative TEL framework.

4.1 Learning theories: individual approach

4.1.1 Behaviourism. Behaviourism was initially developed in the 1920s with its golden age in
the 1950s. Behaviourism defines learning as a sequence of stimulus and response actions in
observable cause-and-effect relationships (Mechlova and Malcik, 2012). Behaviourism
considers the learner’s mind as a black box while always focusing on the changes in the
learner’s behaviour (Kruse, 2009). It is associated with a number of theorists, e.g. Pavlov and
Watson; however, Skinner’s view is currently the most dominant (Bates, 2019). Behaviourism
is divided into classical conditioning, which refers to natural reflexes in response to various
stimuli, and operant conditioning, which refers to the reinforcement of these responses
through extrinsic rewards/punishments so that such responses become more/less probable in
the future (Usman and Ogbu, 2019). On the one hand, behaviourism is attractive because it
easily explains some learner actions (Aubrey and Riley, 2018). On the other hand, it does not
explain internal learning processes or learners’ reasoning and thinking, especially higher-
level critical thinking skills and problem-solving (Agarkar and Brock, 2017). Despite this
criticism, behaviourism forms the basis for various intelligent tutoring systems and
instructional system design models.

4.1.2 Direct instruction (DI). Direct instruction (DI) refers to the academic focus, precise
sequencing of content, high learner engagement, careful teacher monitoring and corrective
feedback to learners (Datchuk, 2017). This contradicts with exploratory models, e.g. inquiry-
based learning. DI is composed of the following activities: (1) presentation, which introduces
knowledge and concepts, and reflect upon them; (2) practice, which allows learners to practice
learnt knowledge under guided and independent practice schemes; and (3) assessment and
evaluation, which include formative and summative assessment (Stockard et al, 2018). DI
puts further emphasis on practice, close observation and feedback; however, it keeps learners
away from the centre of the learning process.
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4.1.3 Cognitivism. Cognitivism behaviourism’s failure to explain different learning
processes led to the so-called cognitivist revolution, which replaced behaviourism in the
1960s as the dominant paradigm (Watrin and Darwich, 2012). Cognitivists believe that
mental processes are essential for explaining behaviour. Hence, cognitive theories focus on
how learners make meaning out of new information and experience. Cognitive learning
theories include constructivist, developmental and social learning theories. Each of these
emphasises how meaning-making processes are affected by various factors (Kruse, 2009).
Kruse believes in using behavioural alongside cognitive theories for effective instruction,
while other educationalists see cognitive associated with different learning theories, such as
information processing theory in addition to constructivism (Usman and Ogbu, 2019). The
information processing theory considers the mind as a computer, which means that both
humans and computers accept inputs, process them using previous knowledge and long-term
memory and produce outputs (Pratiwi ef al,, 2019). Cognitivism is effective because it has led
to various inventions, including: (1) adaptive systems that analyse learner responses and
direct his/her to appropriate actions and (2) artificial intelligence (Al)-based techniques that
represent the mental processes used in human learning (Bates, 2019). However, from an
epistemological perspective, cognitivism belongs to an objectivism view, which means that
knowledge is absolute, matches reality and exists outside the human mind independently of
what an individual may or may not believe (Harasim, 2012), which is not true for all kind of
knowledge. Particularly, for this reason, we cannot see cognitivism as the opposite of
behaviourism.

4.1.4 Social learning theory. The social learning theory links learning with its social
contexts/perspectives. For instance, Wenger recognises learning as a social process
(Farnsworth et al, 2016). Similarly, Bates explains that knowledge is either acquired
through a social process or institutions that are socially constructed (e.g. schools).
Consequently, knowledge is conceptualised as confent plus the socially constructed value
(Bates, 2019). In the social learning theory, knowledge is constructed via social interaction,
and learners learn from observing and interacting within social and cultural contexts, e.g.
social learning environments. Such environments are built by learners using a collection of
social tools, e.g. social networking, tagging, blogging, etc. But, these socially rich
environments may distract learners from achieving their goals as they lack effective
support. The social learning theory is related to cognitivism because it admits the existence of
individual intelligence and reasoning (Farnsworth ef al., 2016).

4.1.5 Constructivism. Constructivism, unlike behaviourism and cognitivism, takes a holistic
approach, where each learner, individually and socially, constructs his/her own knowledge/
meaning while he/she learns Hence, learners make sense of their external environments by a
meaning-making process that depends on previous internal experiences (Mattar, 2018).
Constructivism assimilates most of the cognitive-based theories, e.g. information processing
and social learning; constructivism is not as deterministic as behaviourism and some
cognitivism elements in terms of predictable learner’s behaviour. Constructivists focus on the
uniqueness of learners as humans are very dynamic in nature; their views and values change
over time, and this change impacts future knowledge. Moreover, the learner is at the centre of a
continuously changing rich world of facts, experiences and knowledge. Hence, every learner is
unique, his/her behaviour is not predictable/deterministic and he/she uses previous knowledge
to make meaning of his/her environment. When learners see new information, they either
assimilate: fit new information within their existing mental framework or accommodate: add
to/modify their existing mental framework. Constructivism has been criticised because
mistaken mental frameworks might be used to construct new knowledge, and it is not easy to
discover/modify mistaken mental frameworks.

4.1.6 Comnectivism. Connectivism emerged based on evolving educational technology
advancements. These advancements reveal the following drawbacks of behaviourism,



cognitivism and constructivism: their intrapersonal view of learning, their failure to address
learning located within technology/organisations and their lack of contribution to the value
judgments that need to be made in knowledgerich environments. Therefore, Siemens
introduces the main principles of connectivism as a new learning theory as follows (Siemens,
2018): (1) learning and knowledge rest in the diversity of opinions; (2) learning is a process of
connecting specialised information sources; (3) learning may reside in non-human appliances;
(4) the capacity to know more is more critical than what is currently known; (5) nurturing and
maintaining connections is needed to facilitate sustained learning; (6) the ability to see
connections between fields, ideas and concepts is a core skill; (7) accurate and up-to-date
knowledge is a must; and (8) choosing what to learn and the meaning of incoming information
is a learning process.

Connectivism is the first attempt to radically re-examine the implications of technological
advancements on learning (Bates, 2019). It creates an opportunity to understand new learning
models that emerged out of technological developments because it extends learning outside
the learner. Yet, Siemens’s description of connectivism as a successor to behaviourism,
cognitivism and constructivism can be easily challenged because it neither adds to the
principles of existing theories nor explains how learning can reside in non-human appliances.
Additionally, learners struggle in unstructured learning environments, lack control and get
overwhelmed by peer-generated contents and need explicit support (Bates, 2019).

4.1.7 Learning by doing (LBD). Learning by doing (LBD) is a broad paradigm established
to support the experiential learning theory (ELT) and situated learning and similar themes
(Feng et al., 2013) LBD requires learners to perform tasks that have to be learnt, which means
learning takes place while performing tasks. Evidence shows that LBD can achieve better
results than other learning methods (Leyer et al, 2014), significantly minimises the cost of
learning, promising for novice learners, useful for teaching motor skills, laboratory studies,
medical internships and other disciplines, a useful adjunct to traditional learning. However, it
is context-dependent, which limits its reusability in other contexts (Feng et al., 2013), and
therefore, it is not highly useful for conceptual learning. LBD is tightly coupled with ELT,
which emphasises on the process whereby knowledge is created through the transformation
of experience. Hence, knowledge results from the combination of grasping and transforming
experience. Therefore, learning is divided into cognitive, which corresponds to academic
knowledge, and experiential, which refers to applied knowledge. Nevertheless, successful
LBD requires the quality of personal involvement, the pervasive effects on the learner and
ability to extract meanings that are built into the whole experience (Johnston and Sator, 2017).

Other approaches, e.g. problem- and project-based learning, are classified as experiential
learning techniques (Furman and Sibthorp, 2013). Problem-based learning uses learners’
interest in a given problem to create an experiment to develop a course of actions that help in
resolving the problem. By contrast, project-based learning creates content-rich projects based
on learners’ interests to involve learners (Lima ef al, 2017). Project-based learning enables
learners to grasp subject-specific skills in addition to a wide range of skills, e.g. time
management, planning and group dynamics. However, LBD/ELT promotes an
individualised perspective of learning at the cost of social, cultural and non-cognitive
learning aspects and does not reflect on unconscious learning processes which might lead to/
or prevent learning activities (Lima et al., 2017).

4.1.8 Self-regulated learning. Self-regulated learning (SRL), despite e-learning, has the
potential to enhance learning processes, diverse difficulties, e.g. cognitive overloading and
disorientation face learners when they learn from the Web. Therefore, SRL and self-directed
learning (SDL) have gained more attention as they help in regulating learning to avoid such
difficulties. SDL tends to refer to more autonomous learning. Both SRL and SDL are used
interchangeably in the literature (Saks and Leijen, 2014); differences and similarities are
highlighted in Figure 1. A learner is selfregulated to the extent that he/she is a
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Figure 1.
Self-Regulated
Learning vs
Self-Directed Learning

Self-Regulated
Learning (SRL)

* Originates from
cognitive psychology

* Practised mainly inside
traditional school
environments

* Tasks usually set by
the teacher

* Learners are intrinsically
motivated

* Active participation of learners
* Goal-directed behaviour
* Common principal phases:
Defining tasks, setting goals and
planning, enacting strategies,

monitoring and reflecting

* Metacognition is essential

Self-Directed

Learning (SDL)

* Originates from adult
education

* Practised mainly outside
traditional school
environments, neither
facilitated by a facilitator nor
managed by an instructor

* Involves planning for a
learning trajectory and
designing a learning

environment

metacognitively, motivationally and behaviourally active participant in his/her learning
process (Wong et al, 2019). This involves taking the initiative to diagnose learning needs,
formulate learning goals, identify resources, select and implement learning strategies and
evaluate learning outcomes (Saks and Leijen, 2014). Hence, successful self-regulated learners
work on cognitive skills, e.g. analysis and reasoning, and meta-cognitive skills, e.g. reflection
and self-assessment.

SRL’s key phases are: (1) cognitive planning and activation, which includes: goal-setting,
activation of prior content knowledge and activation of metacognitive knowledge; (2)
cognitive monitoring, which involves awareness and monitoring of cognition, especially
metacognitive judgement of the learner her/himself; (3) cognitive control and regulation, which
includes cognitive and metacognitive activities that learners engage in to adapt and change
their cognition; and (4) cognitive reaction and reflection, which involves the learner’s
judgments and evaluation of their performance (Stebner et al, 2019). SRL requires skilled
learners because they should use several cognitive strategies, e.g. rehearsal, elaboration,
organisation and critical thinking to plan, monitor and regulate their learning. Moreover,
contextualisation is necessary to stimulate prior knowledge activation on the content level of
metacognitive knowledge level (Stebner et al, 2019). Nonetheless, SRL is considered as
cognitive constructivism because learners use self-regulatory skills to control and direct their
cognition, which seems a promising future research direction.

4.2 Reflections on learning theories analysis

Lessons learnt reveal the importance of analysing various learning theories, as they
complement rather than compete with each other. We argue that boundaries between
learning theories are not clear to the extent that one learning model can be mapped to one
learning theory. This is also valid on abstraction levels where these theories are originally
derived from (e.g. constructivism and cognitivism belong to different epistemological
schools). This entangled conceptualisation of learning is obvious due to the nature of learning
theories and the way they have been discovered. This is also reflected in the various
classifications of learning theories that exist in the literature. Many of these classifications
look into learning theories from one perspective such as epistemology or psychology.
Nonetheless, researchers adopt Mayes and de Freitas classification (2012), with slight
changes, due to its comprehensive and clear conceptualisation of learning and how it occurs.



According to Mayes and de Freitas (2012), learning theories are classified into three
perspectives: associationist, i.e. activity-oriented; cognitive, i.e. understanding-oriented; and
situative, ie. socially oriented. In the first perspective, knowledge is an organised
accumulation of associations and skill components, and learning is the process of
connecting the elementary mental or behavioural units through sequences of activity.
Behaviourism, DI and instructional design fall into this perspective. In the second
perspective, learning is a way to model the processes of interpreting and constructing
meaning. Knowledge acquisition is the outcome of an interaction between previous learner
structures for understanding and new experiences. In the third perspective, learning is seen
as situated within social and cultural contexts. Consequently, these contexts affect learning
outcomes, knowledge, learner’s ability to learn through participation and learner identity that
is shaped by the learner’s relationship with the community (Bates, 2019). Connectivism and
community of practice learning theories are examples of this perspective. In this perspective,
the quality of learning is the outcome of the learner’s participation in their contexts, ie.
community, artefacts, cultural and social aspects. Immersive-based, collaborative-based
learning, authentic simulations and game-enhanced learning are examples of e-learning
models underpinned by situated learning theories as long as they considerably embrace
contexts (Dawley and Dede, 2014).

Unlike Mayes and de Freitas (2012), we argue that constructivism assimilates cognitivism
because constructivism is not deterministic like some aspects of cognitivism. Constructivism
considers individuals are unique, and one’s experience is continuously evolving, which leads
to different mechanisms for information processing and understanding the underlying
meanings. Figure 2 reflects our view on the tangled boundaries between the two main
learning theories. It shows how behaviourism tends towards individualistic, instructor-
centred, determinism, objectivism and DI. By contrast, Constructivism tends towards the
opposite qualities, e.g. learner-centred. Constructivism also covers a wide spectrum of
theories ranging from cognitive constructivism, derived from Piagetian constructivism, to
social constructivism, derived from Vygotskian constructivism, which includes collaborative
constructivism. If the two-main-opposite-extremes classification needs to be adopted, then
constructivism and behaviourism are the two opposite extremes. In addition, it alludes to the
dynamic nature of pedagogy because behaviourism can be learner-centred, despite the
mistaken view that it is instructor-centred only (de Freitas and Jameson, 2012).

Similarly, constructivism can lean towards behaviourism if the focus shifts towards
feedback; cognitivism because it assimilates most of the cognitive-based learning theories or
situative if the focus shifts towards authentic learning activities. Other e-learning models,

Behaviourism Constructivism

Instruction view: Directed instruction Non-directed instruction

ical view: Objectivi: Constructivist

Focus oriented view: Individualistic Group work emphasis
Centralisation view: Instructor-centred Learner-centred
World view: Element approach Holistic approach
Internal Mechanism: Behavioural observation Cognitive operation

Overall Perspective: Deterministic Non-Deterministic

Cognitive Constructivism Social Constructivism

Individual centric Socially oriented
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e.g. simulation-based, can be situative as long as the acquired meaning and knowledge are
personally and socially constructed through interpersonal participation, e.g. creating,
sharing and reflecting, interpersonal relationships and social participation within
communities. Despite cognitivism potential to explain how humans make sense of new
experiences, further research is needed to explore how to advance human capabilities, e.g.
critical thinking and adaptivity, can be explained.

5. Learning perspectives: comparative view

Table 1 shows a comparative summary of the learning perspectives, theories and
pedagogical models and frameworks used in e-learning contexts. It provides answers for
the previously identified research question by explaining the common learning theories along
with their strengths and weaknesses. It extends the information presented earlier by linking
them up with epistemological, world and applications views. Most of the literature cited
above is used to combine the content of this table especially (Agarkar and Brock, 2017),
(Mayes and de Freitas, 2012), (Hammad ef «l, 2017a, b) and (Stevens-Fulbrook, 2020).
Figure 2, provides further information about learning theories. For instance, the world view
refers to (i) an elemental model that represents the universe as a machine composed of discrete
pieces operating in a spatiotemporal field or (ii) a holistic model that represents the world as a
unitary, interactive, developing organism (Knowles et al, 2015). Furthermore, considering the
epistemological point of view can be useful in such analysis, as epistemology deals with the
study of the origin, nature, limits and methods of knowledge (Schunk, 2012). The table also
shows key figures, including propounders and interpreters, because some key figures from
the same perspective represent different views, which consequently has led to the evolvement
of different e-learning models.

The above comparative view answers the research question by explaining learning
theories that underpin a wide range of TEL artefacts. It is obvious that each learning theory
has its ideal context to deliver value to practitioners. To build effective TEL artefacts, the
following recommendations have been suggested, as summarised in Figure 3. First, context
matters. The context embraces numerous information from learning settings (i.e. formal or
informal), topics taught (e.g. medicine and engineering), learner preferences, skills to be learnt
and activities. Second, the importance of building a coherent pedagogy that helps learners to
achieve their learning objectives. This pedagogy should be based on a combination of
learning theories and educational practices. This is crucial for the successful application of
innovative technologies in education. For instance, applying blockchain technology in
education significantly increased over the past few years. Micro-credential learning is one of
the blockchain applications in education where students are allowed to combine their degrees
from different programmes/universities (Chen et al, 2018). Such combination requires
coherent application and tacking of learning processes provided by different partners, which
needs to be built based on well-articulated pedagogical models.

Third, current learning environments are increasingly becoming more complicated. This
includes the use of up-to-date technical platforms/tools such as educational chatbots, where
learners are expected to chat, via text or voice, with machines to get the required support for
their learning and teaching. Unlike traditional educational systems, e.g. learning
management systems (LMS), where educational data are structured and stored in
documents, data here are structured differently and various Al technologies are employed
to allow machines to intervene and act on behalf of lecturers. Integrating chatbots with
existing learning environments, e.g. LMS, necessitates the use of proper guidelines such as
Talk2Learn Framework to consider various related factors, including pedagogy, processes,
policies, etc. (Bahja et al,, 2019). Consequently, learners will have access to the guidance they
need to achieve their goals. Hence, chatbots need to respond differently to those who are
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Technology-Enhanced Learning Artefact

Pedagogy

Feedback Guidance

learning in self-regulated approaches than learners following instructor-led approaches. In
the former, learners are more independent and have more control over their learning
processes, so they are looking for help in setting up their learning goals, comments on their
higher-order thinking skills such as reflections and so on. In the latter, learners are after
finding more direct information regarding how to proceed in certain learning processes or
how to submit a project, to mention but a few. In addition, it has been found that using well-
structured pedagogical understandings is aligned with good software engineering principles
such as user-centric development for TEL artefacts (Bahja et al.,, 2020).

Fourth, the need for getting effective feedback from users. This feedback includes results
of various pedagogical applications, learners’ achievements, etc. Fifth, the need for a hybrid
framework to syndicate the previous recommendations in one artefact. Such artefact will
allow authentic testing for our understanding of pedagogy and whether we have achieved a
reasonable balance between technology and pedagogy. Despite the central importance of this
topic, it has not been addressed to the sufficient level and hence requires further
investigations. The above framework summarises the key considerations to be addressed by
TEL artefacts designers and developers. Underneath each of the highlighted considerations,
Le. context, pedagogy, guidance and feedback, a complete set of questions need to be
answered by TEL artefacts designers. For instance, before designing a specific TEL artefact,
designers need to ask themselves what kind of contexts can accommodate the proposed
artefact/software and why? Answering these questions will allow to inquire the pedagogical
models that need to be in place for students; this mainly answers the questions of how
students are going to use the proposed artefact. On top of that, what guidance is needed for
successful use of this artefact. This is mainly about the precise specification of the process of
using the artefact in different scenarios. And finally, what feedback is expected to be
generated out of this use. It is also important to pay attention to the bidirectional arrows
between factors, e.g. context influences feedback, and also feedback generated from
stakeholders enforces stakeholders to adapt the context of learning or some of its aspects. To
summarise the above discussion, early conversations need to be established with the users of
any proposed TEL artefact based on its pedagogical value, e.g. collaborative learning. Then,
discussion should clarify the best technical options to achieve these values in an inclusive
way, e.g. sharing documents, creating collaborative spaces, to mention but few.

6. Conclusions and future work

This review answered the early-identified research question by discussing the most
dominant learning theories that underpin various TEL artefacts. Consequently, it presented
five key recommendations to build effective TEL artefacts. In addition, this conclusion
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Figure 3.
TEL artefact
considerations




WJSTSD
174

352

confirms the following points. First, TEL pedagogy should be thoroughly considered because
technology evolves, and consequently, more complicated technological environments appear,
which require more explicit pedagogical consideration. For instance, the innovative use of
natural language processing (NLP) might be extremely useful to analyse a learner’s
responses and consequently align them with certain pedagogical approaches such as social
constructivism. Hence, sufficient directions on how to use NLP for education are needed (e.g.
Bahja, 2020). Second, learning theories explain how different learners learn, yet they do not
tell them how to learn. Therefore, pedagogy might help to design a process that guides
learners to learn effectively. Tracking a learner’s behaviour is useful in this context. For
instance, adopting learning analytics algorithms and techniques paves the ground to
understand a learner’s actions over time, which is known as the temporality of learning.
Third, because pedagogy is dynamic, we need to test our understandings of pedagogy in the
context of TEL through incorporating pedagogical components in newly developed artefacts.
Fourth, as learners combine learning theories to learn different skills, the developed artefacts
should adopt hybrid pedagogical models. Fifth, context matters, and the pedagogy definition
adopted in this research illustrates the wide range of factors that impact learning and
consequently contribute to building effective TEL artefacts.

Finally, the discussion highlighted the need to specify different pedagogical processes
that could guide learners to achieve their learning goals, which will be the future direction of
this research. This is part of an ongoing research to specify various learning processes and
potential ways to decouple technical issues from learning activities. The presented
framework explains, briefly, the relations between key considerations needed for effective
TEL artefacts design and development, but this needs further clarifications in terms of
instantiation processes for this framework. In addition, specifying neutral pedagogical e-
learning processes will take us to the next stage of future directions, which is developing
effective TEL artefacts to test our understanding for e-learning pedagogies. Both future
research directions will be investigated in an interdisciplinary approach to create the required
balance between pedagogy and technology, so TEL artefacts become driven by pedagogy
and facilitated by technology, and not the other way around.

References

Agarkar, S. and Brock, R. (2017), “Learning theories in science education”, in Taber, K. and Akpan, B.
(Eds), Science Education, Brill Sense, Boston, pp. 91-103, doi: 10.1007/978-94-6300-749-8_7.

Aubrey, K. and Riley, A. (2018), Understanding and Using Educational Theories, 2nd ed., SAGE
Publication, London.

Bahja, M. (2020), “Natural language processing applications in business”, E-Business. IntechOpen. doi:
10.5772/intechopen.92203.

Bahja, M., Hammad, R. and Hassouna, M. (2019), “Talk2Learn: a framework for chatbot learning”,
European Conference on Technology Enhanced Learning, Springer, Cham, pp. 582-586.

Bahja, M., Hammad, R. and Hassouna, M. (2020), “A user-centric framework for educational chatbots
design and development”, International Conference on Human Computer Interaction, Springer,
Cham, Copenhagen.

Bates, AW. (2019), Teaching in a Digital Age, 2nd ed., Tony Bates Associates, Vancouver, Creative
Commons Attributions Non-Commercial International License, available at: https:/pressbooks.
bccampus.ca/teachinginadigitalagev?/ (accessed 2 February 2020).

Chen, G., Xu, B,, Lu, M. and Chen, N.S. (2018), “Exploring blockchain technology and its potential
applications for education”, Smart Learning Environments, Vol. 5 No. 1, p. 1.

Cox, M. (2018), “Researching information technology in education: meeting the challenges of an
everchanging environment”, in Voogt, J., Knezek, G., Christensen, R. and Lai, K. (Eds), Second


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6300-749-8_7
https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.92203
https://pressbooks.bccampus.ca/teachinginadigitalagev2/
https://pressbooks.bccampus.ca/teachinginadigitalagev2/

Handbook of Information Technology in Primary and Secondary Education, Springer
International Handbooks of Education. Springer, Cham, pp. 1105-1124.

de Freitas, S. and Jameson, ]. (Eds) (2012), The E-Learming Reader, Continuum International
Publishing Group, London.

Datchuk, S. (2017), “A direct instruction and precision teaching intervention to improve the sentence
construction of middle school students with writing difficulties”, The Journal of Special
Education, Vol. 51 No. 2, pp. 62-71.

Dawley, L. and Dede, C. (2014), “Situated learning in virtual worlds and immersive simulations”, in
Spector, J.M., Merrill, M., Elen, ]. and Bishop, M. (Eds), Handbook of Research on Educational
Communications and Technology, Springer, New York, NY, pp. 723-734.

Deshwal, P., Trivedi, A. and Himanshi, H. (2017), “Online learning experience scale validation and its
impact on learners’ satisfaction”, Procedia Computer Science, Vol. 112, pp. 2455-2462.

Farnsworth, V., Kleanthous, I. and Wenger-Trayner, E. (2016), “Communities of practice as a social
theory of learning: a conversation with Etienne Wenger”, British Journal of Educational Studies,
Vol. 64 No. 2, pp. 139-160.

Feng, ].Y., Chang, Y.T. Chang, HY., Erdley, W.S,, Lin, CH. and Chang, YJ. (2013), “Systematic review
of effectiveness of situated e-learning on medical and nursing education”, Worldviews on
Evidence-Based Nursing, Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 174-183, doi: 10.1111/wvn.12005.

Furman, N. and Sibthorp, ]J. (2013), “Leveraging experiential learning techniques for transfer”, New
Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, No. 137, pp. 17-26.

Hammad, R., Odeh, M. and Khan, Z. (2017a), “Towards a generalised e-learning business process
model”, The Seventh International Conference on Business Intelligence and Technology -
BUSTECH, Athens, pp. 20-28.

Hammad, R, Odeh, RM. and Khan, Z. (2017b), “eLEM: a novel e-learner experience model”,
International Arab Journal of Information Technology, Vol. 14 No. 4A, pp. 586-597.

Harasim, L. (2012), Learning Theory and Online Technologies, Routledge, London.

Johnston, N. and Sator, AJ. (2017), “Experiential education in BC post-secondary institutions:
challenges and opportunities”, British Columbia Council on Admissions and Transfer (BCCAT),
Canada, available at: https:/eric.ed.gov/?id=ED586098 (accessed 5 May 2019).

Knowles, M., Holton, E. Il and Swanson, R. (2015), The Adult Learner: The Definitive Classic in Adult
Education and Human Resource Development, 8th ed., Routledge, London.

Kolb, A. and Kolb, D. (2009), “Experiential learning theory: a dynamic, holistic approach to management
learning, education and development”, in Armstrong, S. and Fukami, C. (Eds), The SAGE Handbook
of Management Learning, Education and Development, SAGE Publication, London, pp. 42-68.

Kruse, J. (2009), “Learning theories: pillars of teacher decision-making”, lowa Science Teachers Journal,
Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 2-7, available at: https://scholarworks.uni.edu/istj/vol36/iss2/2 (accessed 3
June 2019).

Leyer, M., Moormann, J. and Wang, M. (2014), “Is learning-by-doing via E-learning helpful to gain
generic process knowledge?”, IEEE 14th International Conference on Advanced Learning
Technologies, ICALT), Athens, pp. 711-723.

Lima, R.M,, Dinis-Carvalho, J., Sousa, RM.,, Alves, A.C., Moreira, F., Fernandes, S. and Mesquita, D.
(2017), “Ten years of project-based learning (PBL) in industrial engineering and management at
the university of minho”, PBL in Engineering Education, Brill Sense, pp. 33-51.

Livingston, K., Schweisfurth, M., Brace, G. and Nash, M. (2017), Why Pedagogy Matters: The Role of
Pedagogy in Education 2030, UNESCO, available at: http://www.iiep.unesco.org/en/
publications-en/why-pedagogy-matters-the-role-of-pedagogy2030 (accessed 20 January 2020).

Mattar, J. (2018), “Constructivism and connectivism in education technology: active, situated,
authentic, experiential, and anchored learning”, RIED Revista Iberoamericana De Educacion a
Distancia, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 201-217.

Technology-
enhanced
learning
artefacts

353



https://doi.org/10.1111/wvn.12005
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED586098
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED586098
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/istj/vol36/iss2/2
http://www.iiep.unesco.org/en/publications-en/why-pedagogy-matters-the-role-of-pedagogy2030
http://www.iiep.unesco.org/en/publications-en/why-pedagogy-matters-the-role-of-pedagogy2030

WJSTSD
174

354

Mayes, T. and de Freitas, S. (2012), “An Overview of e-Learning”, in de Freitas, S. and Jameson, ].
(Eds), The E-Learning Reader, Continuum International Publishing Group, London.

Mechlova, E. and Malcik, M. (2012), “ICT in changes of learning theories”, The 10th IEEE
International Conference on Emerging eLearning Technologies and Applications, Stara Lesna,
pp. 253-262, doi: 10.1109/ICETA.2012.6418326.

Pratiwi, E., Nusantara, T., Susiswo, S., Muksar, M. and Subanji, S. (2019), “Characteristics of students’
cognitive conflict in solving a problem based on information processing theory”, International
Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational Research, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 76-88, doi: 10.26803/
jjlter.18.2.6.

Saks, K. and Leijen, A. (2014), “Distinguishing self-directed and self-regulated learning and measuring
them in the E-learning context”, Procedia - Social and Behavioural Sciences, Vol. 112,
pp. 190-198.

Schunk, D.H. (2012), Learning Theories: An Educational Perspective, 6th ed., Pearson, Massachusetts.

Siemens, G. (2018), “Connectivism”, in West, R. (Ed.), Foundations of Learning and Instructional Design
Technology: The Past, Present, and Future of Learning and Instructional Design Technology,
EdTech Books, pp. 236-247, available at: https://edtechbooks.org/lidtfoundations/connectivism
(accessed 7 August 2019).

Singh, V. and Thurman, A. (2019), “How many ways can we define online learning? A systematic
literature review of definitions of online learning (1988-2018)”, American Journal of Distance
Education, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp. 289-306.

Stebner, F., Schuster, C,, Dicke, T., Karlen, Y., Wirth, J. and Leutner, D. (2019), “The effects of self-
regulation training on self-regulated learning competencies and cognitive load”, Advances in
Cognitive Load Theory: Rethinking Teaching, Routledge, pp. 194-208.

Stevens-Fulbrook, P. (2020), An Introduction to Learning Theories: 15 of the Most Influential Learning
Theories, Simplified and Explained, London, ISBN-13: 979-8613005253.

Stockard, J., Timothy, W., Cristy, C. and Caitlin, K. (2018), “The effectiveness of direct instruction
curricula: a meta-analysis of a half century of research”, Review of Educational Research, Vol. 88
No. 4, pp. 479-507, doi: 10.3102/0034654317751919.

Usman, U. and Ogbu, J. (2019), “Application of classical and operant conditioning theories of learning
in cooperative member education and staff training”, Global Journal of Applied, Management
and Social Sciences, Vol. 16, pp. 1-6.

Waring, M. and Evans, C. (2015), Understanding Pedagogy: Developing a Critical Approach to Teaching
and Learning, Routledge, London.

Watrin, ]J. and Darwich, R. (2012), “On behaviorism in the cognitive revolution: myth and reactions”,
Review of General Psychology, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp. 269-282, doi: 10.1037/a0026766.

Wong, J., Khalil, M., Baars, M., de Koning, B.B. and Paas, F. (2019), “Exploring sequences of learner

activities in relation to self-regulated learning in a massive open online course”, Computer and
Education, Vol. 140, p. 103595, doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103595.

Corresponding author
Rawad Hammad can be contacted at: rhammad@uel.ac.uk

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com


https://doi.org/10.1109/ICETA.2012.6418326
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.18.2.6
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.18.2.6
https://edtechbooks.org/lidtfoundations/connectivism
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317751919
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026766
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103595
mailto:r.hammad@uel.ac.uk

	A review of learning theories and models underpinning technology-enhanced learning artefacts
	Introduction
	Pedagogy of learning
	Methodology
	Learning theories
	Learning theories: individual approach
	Behaviourism
	Direct instruction (DI)
	Cognitivism
	Social learning theory
	Constructivism
	Connectivism
	Learning by doing (LBD)
	Self-regulated learning

	Reflections on learning theories analysis

	Learning perspectives: comparative view
	Conclusions and future work
	References


