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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Acknowledging the potential of videos and other ICTs to transform HE but also 

the crucial role of teachers in any effort to bring about change and innovation, 

the EU-funded project RELOBIE: Reusable Learning Objects in Education 

(2014-1-FI01-KA200-000831) has aimed to improve adult and higher education 

through strengthening instructors’ knowledge and skills in effectively using vid-

eos and other technologies in teaching and learning.  The 2-year long project 

(Sept. 2014 – August 2016) integrated data from several sources to portray a 

comprehensive picture of the expectations and experiences of students and in-

structors in the participating institutions regarding the educational application of 

videos and other digital technologies. Partners utilized findings from the study to 

empower educators with better tools, skills and know-how on video production 

and use in particular, and technology-supported learning more generally. 

This report presents the results of a study on faculty perceptions and practices 

regarding the use of videos and other technological tools in higher education 

developed within the scope of the RELOBIE project. Through a cross-national, 

in-depth online survey of n=171 faculty members in four partner countries (Es-

tonia, Cyprus, Finland, Portugal), the study has gathered some useful insights 

into instructors’ perceptions, motivations, and experiences regarding the use of 

digital videos and other technologies for personal, professional, and instructional 

purposes.  The study has also shed some light into both facilitating and inhibit-

ing factors to the adoption and effective the use of videos and other technologies 

in the higher education classroom. 

Findings from the current study concur with those of previously conducted stud-

ies, which suggest that most higher education faculty tend to have positive atti-

tudes toward the instructional use of videos and other contemporary technolo-

gies, seeing them as a critical aspect of the modern HE learning environment. 

They consider technology to be a valuable tool that can greatly enhance the in-

structional process in both traditional brick-and-mortar classrooms and virtual 

learning environments.  At the same time, however, it became obvious in this 

study that many instructors tend to lack appreciation of the true potential of 

technology for transforming the nature of higher education, viewing technology 

as mainly a useful aid for delivering course content and/or for increasing student 

motivation, rather than as a tool for transforming teaching and learning. Most of 

the respondents, restricted their use of technology to mainly representation tools 

such as PowerPoint, and made minimal use of interactive technologies (social 

media, simulations, games, educational software, and media manipulation soft-

ware, etc.) that can promote student-centered, collaborative, and inquiry-based 

learning environments. 

Faculty in our study reported not only opportunities, but also a number of chal-

lenges in their strive to keep pace with the pervasive spread of new and innova-

tive classroom technologies. The main barriers identified are the high investment 

in time and effort required to keep up with technology advancements, and the 
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need for continuous training on the educational applications of new technolo-

gies. Nonetheless, participants were generally committed to using technology in 

more innovative ways, and were thus open to institutional-provided opportuni-

ties for professional development focused on contemporary technologies and 

their effective integration into instructional design and delivery. At the same 

time, while factors such as institutional resources, institutional support, and peer 

support appeared important in motivating instructors’ technology integration 

process, the most essential reason behind their willingness to incorporate any 

new technological tool into their teaching practices were its perceived benefits 

on student learning.  
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2. STUDY DESCRIPTION 

2.1 METHODOLOGY 

The reported study focused on investigating instructors’ perceptions, motiva-

tions, and experiences regarding the use of digital videos and other technologies 

for personal, professional, and instructional purposes. Through a cross-national, 

in-depth survey of faculty members’ attitudes and practices in the partner institu-

tions, the study was designed to address the following research questions: 

1. What are faculty members’ attitudes and levels of use of videos and other 

technological tools in daily life and in the higher education classroom 

(face-to-face, blended, or completely online)? 

2. What factors are identified by faculty members as encouraging or inhibit-

ing the adoption and effective the use of videos and other technologies in 

the higher education classroom? 

To provide responses to the research questions, the project consortium devel-

oped, pilot tested and conducted an in-depth faculty survey. The survey instru-

ment was built based on the international literature and other faculty technology 

surveys employed in previous studies (e.g. Jaschik & Lederman, 2013; Marzilli 

et al., 2014). Most of the questions were closed-ended, requesting Likert-type 

ratings or multiple-choice responses. A few open-ended questions requiring text-

based responses were also included, in order to allow respondents to express 

ideas difficult to place on a Likert-scale and to obtain more comprehensive in-

formation.  

The survey was divided into four sections as follows: 

 Demographics: Age, gender, affiliation, department, years of teaching in 

adult/higher education institution, employment status, types of students 

mainly working with (undergraduate, graduate, professional). 

 Technology Background and Experiences: Level of familiarity with 

technology, frequency of use of different technologies (e.g. email, per-

sonal website, smartphones, tablets, e-books/e-readers, MOOCs, online 

surveys, etc.) either personally or professionally, extent of technology in-

tegration into classes, frequency of instructional use of different techno-

logical tools (e.g. PowerPoint presentations, Prezi presentations, lecture 

capture, podcasts, simulations, gaming, or virtual worlds, etc.), level of 

interest and experience in course delivery styles involving a significant 

online component (completely at-distance, blended/hybrid, flipped class-

room, MOOC), stage within the technology adoption and integration into 

the teaching and learning process. 

 Usage of Video in Instruction: Frequency of video incorporation into 

courses (face-to-face, blended/hybrid, completely online), length of video 



RELOBIE Project (2014-1-FI01-KA200-000831) 

August 2016 RELOBIE Faculty Survey Page 5 

programs or segments shown, frequency of use of supplementary guides 

or lesson plans to accompany videos, types of videos shown to students 

(e.g. captured lectures or mini-lectures, YouTube or other ready-made 

videos, guest performances/public screening of video, etc.), means of lo-

cating ready-made videos for using in the classroom (e.g. recommenda-

tions from media specialists, recommendations from other instructors, in-

ternet browsing, etc.), means of gaining access to ready-made video pro-

grams for use in the classroom (e.g. borrow from the library, purchase 

online, download for free online etc.), interest in using more video mate-

rial in courses (ready-made videos/ videos produced by themselves). 

 Incentives and Barriers to the Instructional Use of Videos and/or other 

Technologies: Reasons for using videos with students in face-to-face 

classrooms, reasons for using videos for lecture capture and/or for re-

cording mini-lectures, issues/challenges encountered in using or attempt-

ing to use videos for instructional purposes, importance of factors moti-

vating faculty to integrate videos and/or other technologies into teaching 

and curricula.  

The survey instrument was developed in English. It was posted electronically via 

Google forms, and it took about 20-25 minutes to complete. It was administered 

to faculty members in four partner institutions: Abo Akademi, Finland; Univer-

sidade de Coimbra, Portugal; European University Cyprus; and Tartu Ulikool, 

Estonia.  Invitation messages explaining the purpose of the study, and providing 

a link to the survey, were sent via email to both full-time and part-time faculty 

members in these institutions. Participation was completely voluntary and anon-

ymous. No identifying information was collected from participants. A total of 

171 faculty members responded to the survey.  

Quantitative data obtained from the survey were analysed using descriptive and 

inferential statistics. The text-based responses were coded and clustered as 

themes. Linking the depth of qualitative data with quantitative breadth provided 

complementary information and a more holistic picture of faculty members’ 

processes of adopting and implementing technology in teaching and learning.   

 

2.2 RESEARCH FINDINGS 

We next present and analyses faculty responses to the questionnaire. Findings 

have been organized into four sections, reflecting the structure of the surveys: (i) 

Demographics background; (ii) Technology background and level of instruc-

tional use; (iii) Video usage in instruction; (iv) Incentives and barriers to the use 

of videos in instruction.  
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2.2.1 Demographics Background 

Fifty-seven percent of the 171 instructors participating in the study were 

female (n=97), and 43 percent male (n=74). The distribution of the re-

spondents’ affiliation was as follows:   

 University of Coimbra, Portugal (36%, n=62) 

 European University Cyprus (29%, n=50) 

 Abo Akademi, Finland (23%, n=40) 

 Tartu University, Estonia (11%, n=19)  

Although the faculty members responding to the survey represented fair-

ly well the complete range of instructors in the participating institutions 

(in terms of gender, employment status, years of experience, etc.), the 

self-selected nature of the sample and the very low response rate in one 

of the institutions (Tartu University), made the collected data unsuitable 

for comparisons between institutions/countries. Similarly, the relatively 

small sample size did not permit comparisons among academic disci-

plines. Thus, we chose to analyse the whole sample data across as a sin-

gle cohort irrespective of affiliation and disciplines.  

As shown in Figure 1, the participants’ age distribution is tending toward 

older cohorts. Only 7 of the respondents (4%) were under 30. Two-thirds 

(68%) were older than 40, while one-third (32%) were older than 50. 

Consequently, the majority of participants were experienced educators 

who had been teaching in a higher/adult education institution for a con-

siderable number of years (see Figure 2).  

As shown in Figure 2, 77 percent of the participants had been teaching 

more than 5 years, 60 percent had more than 10 years of teaching experi-

ence, while a third (32%) had been teaching for more than 20 years.  On-

ly 9 educators (5%) had less than 1 year of teaching experience.  

Two-thirds of the instructors (66%) were full-time employees, while the 

rest worked either on a part-time (22%), or on short-term employment 

(13%) basis (see Figure 3). 

Figure 4 indicates the level of students that the faculty members partici-

pating in the study primarily worked with. More than half of the instruc-

tors (59%) worked primarily with undergraduate students, but a sizable 

proportion worked mainly with graduate (24%) or professional/open uni-

versity students (17%).  
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Figure 1. Participants’ age distribution 

 

Figure 2. Participants’ experience (in years) in teach-

ing in a higher/adult education institution 

 

Figure 3. Participants’ employment status 
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Figure 4. Type of students primarily working with 

 

 

 

2.2.2 Technology Background and Level of Instructional Use 

In the first question of Section 2, participants were inquired to indicate 

their level of familiarity with technology.  Their responses appear in Fig-

ure 5. More than half (n=92, 54%) rated it to be at the advanced or expert 

level.  At the same time, a considerable proportion (n=74, 43%) consid-

ered themselves to be at an intermediate level. This suggests that a sizea-

ble proportion of the instructors, while being experienced with technolo-

gy, lacked relative sophistication. Nonetheless, only 5 instructors (3%) 

considered themselves to be at the level of beginner.  

Technology usage patterns and frequency were measured by providing 

respondents with a list of 21 different technological tools and asking 

them to indicate, using a 5-level Likert scale (5=Daily, 4=Weekly, 3= 

Monthly, 2=Less often than monthly, 1=Never), the frequency with 

which they use each tool in their personal or professional lives (other 

than teaching). Figure 6 shows the percentage of respondents specifying 

that they use each technological tool on a daily or weekly basis. As 

shown in Figure 6, large majorities of the instructors report using on a 

daily or at least weekly basis the following tools: Emails (99%); Lap-

tops/PCs (99%); Smartphones (85%); Social networking tools (76%); 

Online document sharing tools (68%). 

More than half of the participants also employ on a daily or at least 

weekly basis media sharing sites such as YouTube and Vimeo (59%), as 

well as Instant Messaging (52%), and tablets (588%). Slightly less than 

half regularly use social media such as blogs, wikis, video conferencing/ 

web-conferencing tools such as Skype, and online forums.   

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Undergraduate student

Graduate student

Professional student / Open
University student

59% 

25 

17 
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Figure 5. Level of familiarity with ICT 

 

 

Figure 6. Percentage of instructors using each technological tool          

on a daily or weekly basis 
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Figure 7. Extent of technology integration into participants’ classes 

 

Thus, a significant proportion of the respondents do make active use of 

communication/collaboration tools in their daily lives. They also exten-

sively use both mobile devices and laptops/PCs.  By contrast, the vast 

majority infrequently or never use the following technologies: E-

portfolios (91%), MOOCs (Massive Open Online Courses) (90%), mul-

timedia editing software (87%), simulations, gaming, or virtual worlds 

(85%), RSS Aggregator/Readers (83%), online surveys (81%), remote 

access to PCs (79%), mp3 players (77%), personal websites (72%), and 

e-books/e-readers (72%). 

Figure 7 illustrates responses to a question requiring faculty to indicate 

the extent of technology integration into their instructional practices. We 

can see that most of the participants do utilize technology in their classes. 

Forty-one percent stated that they consider technology as essential to 

success in their classes and fully integrate it into teaching and learning, 

while an additional 49 percent that they consider it to be a useful tool and 

encourage their students to use it. Still, there were a handful of instruc-

tors in our sample (10%, n=18) who noted either that technology is op-

tional or that they have no use for technology in their class.  

Instructional use of technology was measured by asking participants to 

indicate, using a 5-level Likert scale, the frequency with which they used 

each of 21 different technological tools in their teaching. Figure 8 illus-

trates the percentage of instructors always or very often using each tool, 

while Figure 9 the percentage never or seldom using each tool.  

PowerPoint presentations are the only technology being regularly used by 

most of the instructors.  Eighty-five percent reported always or very often 

using it in their classes. By contrast, the majority of the participants never 

or seldom use most of the other listed technological tools (in parenthesis 

the percentage rarely or never using each tool): 
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Figure 8. Percentage of instructors always or often using each          

technological tool in their courses 

 

 

Figure 9. Percentage of instructors rarely or never using each     

technological tool in their courses 
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 Simulations, gaming, or virtual worlds (83%) 

 General-purpose software such as iMovie and Audacity (82%) 

 Clickers or other means such as electronic quizzes to obtain stu-

dent responses in real time (78%) 

 Synchronous Chats (77%) 

 Lecture capture anywhere  (76%) 

 Lecture capture in the classroom (76%) 

 Prezi presentations (73%) 

 Subject-specific software (e.g. dynamic software for teaching sta-

tistics) or applications (71%)  

 Standardized assessment tools to gauge student performance (70%) 

 Podcasts/audio files (69%) 

 Collaboration Tools (such as Facebook, Twitter, or other social 

media) to encourage online participation or interaction outside the 

classroom (63%)  

 Collaboration Tools (such as Skype or video) to encourage in 

class or real time interactions (63%) 

 Asynchronous discussion forums (63%) 

 Photo sharing (62%) 

 Tutorials using screen captures and voice over/ Narrated presenta-

tions (62%) 

 Online homework or virtual labs (57%) 

These results indicate instructors’ tendency to view technology as mainly 

a means for more efficiently delivering content and information. Faculty 

uniformly make low use of technologies that can promote more engag-

ing, interactive, student-centered pedagogical approaches, such as simu-

lations, gaming, virtual worlds, electronic voting systems, and media 

manipulation software. The majority also, never or seldom employ social 

media, despite being well familiar with them and broadly using them in 

their personal lives and in professional contexts outside of teaching. Most 

reported never or rarely using synchronous chats, asynchronous discus-

sion forums, or collaboration tools to encourage in class or real time in-

teractions, or online participation and interaction outside the classroom. 

Participants were also asked questions on their experience and interests 

regarding completely online, blended/hybrid, or flipped classroom in-

structional models. As shown in Table 1, only a third of the participants 

(35%) already had experience in teaching completely online courses with 

no face-to-face component. About the same percentage (34%) had expe-

rience with blended/hybrid courses, while only 16 percent had used the 

pedagogical model of the flipped classroom. Nonetheless, despite in-

structors’ moderate level of online/blended learning teaching experience, 

their level of interest in adopting such a pedagogical models/course mod-

els is high.  
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Table 1. Instructors’ level of experience and interest regarding dif-

ferent models of online learning 

Technological Tool Level of Interest 

 4 

Already 

doing it 

3 

Very  

interested 

2 

Slightly 

interested 

1 

Not 

 interested 

Completely Online Course: 
No face-to-face component. 

All content and activities 

delivered online 

34.5% 28.1% 22.2% 14.6% 

Blended/Hybrid Course: The 

number of hours of face-to-

face time is formally reduced 

and supplemented with online 

and out of class activities 

33.9% 39.2% 22.2% 4.1% 

Flipped Classroom: Peda-

gogical model in which typical 

lecture and homework ele-

ments of a course are reversed 

16.4% 50.3% 21.6% 10.5% 

 

Figure 10. Participants’ technology adoption stage 

 

Instructors were also asked to indicate the stage that they think best de-

scribes where they are within the technology adoption and integration 

into the teaching and learning process. As seen in Figure 10, slightly 

more than half of the instructors (53%) rated themselves at the beginning 

stages of the technology adoption process – i.e. either at the Awareness 

or Learning the Process Stage. Participants at the Awareness stage (17%) 

are aware of technology and have some basic skills, but not sufficient 

expertise to use technology without assistance. They rarely require the 

use of technology (other than standard tools like Word and Excel) by 

students to complete assignments. Participants at the Learning the Pro-

cess Stage (34%), can use basic software and some standard hardware 
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comfortably, and ask their students to use basic technology resources to 

occasionally complete assignments.  

Only four in ten instructors seem to make extensive use of technology in 

their classroom. Of these, 30 percent consider themselves to be at the 

Understanding & Applying the Process stage, since they use a variety of 

technology resources/tools in course preparation, instructional delivery, 

and evaluation, while at the same time also requiring their students to use 

a variety of technology resources/tools in the construction of curriculum-

based products. Only a small percentage (13%), rate themselves as being 

at the Creative Application to New Contexts stage. These instructors feel 

comfortable experimenting with various uses of technology for teaching. 

They involve students in using a variety of technology resources/tools for 

analyzing and synthesizing information. 

 

2.2.3 Video Usage in Instruction 

Section 3 of the questionnaire sought information on preferences and 

trends in the instructional use of video content.  Figure 11 summarizes 

participants’ responses to a question inquiring them about the frequency 

with which they incorporated videos in their courses. As shown in Figure 

11, a third of the participants make occasional use of videos (33% some-

times), while almost half (43%) make frequent use (29% very often, 14% 

always). However, a quarter of the respondents either use videos rarely 

(18%), or never use them in instruction (6%).  

Instructors indicated that they incorporate videos mainly to supplement a 

face-to-face course (see Figure 12). A relatively small percentage of the 

participants (19%) use videos to support blended/hybrid courses, and an 

even smaller percentage (8%) to support fully online courses. Instructors 

also indicated that they often use supplementary materials (e.g. program 

guides or lesson plans) that accompany videos. Two-thirds (68%) make 

at least occasional use of such material, while a quarter very often or al-

ways use them.  

Regarding the duration of videos shown in class, most instructors stated 

that they tend to display videos of a short length (see Table 2). They rare-

ly or never show videos exceeding 10 minutes.  

Section 3 also inquired about access to various technologies and equip-

ment for managing and making videos media available in courses (see 

Figure 13). It turned out that the most significant means of making videos 

available online was through use of free web video services such as 

YouTube and Vimeo (86%). Around 20 percent of the respondents also 

use a campus supported streaming video (22%) or upload their videos to 

a Learning Management System (17%).  
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Figure 11. Level of instructional usage of videos 

 

Figure 12. Class format(s) in which videos are being incorporated 

 
Table 2. Frequency with which videos of different length are shown 

in class 

Video Length 

Frequency of Use 

5 

Always 

4 

Very often 

3 

Sometimes 

2 

Rarely 

1 

Never 

About 2 minutes 7.4% 28.4% 23.5% 17.9% 22.8% 

About 5 minutes 4.3% 14.8% 26.5% 24.7% 29.6% 

About 10-15 minutes 0% 8.1% 10.6% 28% 52.8% 

About 20-30 minutes 0.9% 11% 12.8% 26.8% 48.6% 

About 45-60 minutes 1.8% 2.8% 5.5% 25.7% 64.2% 
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Figure 13. Main means of making videos available online 

 

 

Figure 14. Main means of displaying videos in class 

 

 

Figure 15. How ready-made videos are located 
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Figure 16. How instructors gain access to ready-made video 

programs for use in their classroom 

 

 

The main means of displaying videos in class is again through use of 

streaming video such as YouTube or Vimeo, which is used by 95 percent 

of the instructors. Only a fourth employ DVDs (see Figure 14).  

As shown in Figure 15, the vast majority of participants (95%) indicated 

that they locate ready-made videos for use in their classroom mainly 

through searching on the web (e.g. YouTube). However, a sizeable pro-

portion (32%) select videos based on recommendations from other in-

structors, while a few use resource catalogues (7%), recommendations 

from media specialists (5%), or some other means.  

Figure 16 illustrates the means through which instructors acquire the 

ready-made video programs they use with their students: An overwhelm-

ing majority (95%) acquire the videos mainly by downloading them for 

free online from YouTube or other resources. Fifteen percent, however, 

also purchase videos online from a commercial distributor, while smaller 

percentages borrow videos from their university’s library (8%) or from 

other video lending programs (7%), purchase them at a video store or 

other retail store (6%), or record videos from television (5%).  

Figure 17 shows the percentage of instructors that have shown each type 

of video to their students during the last two academic years. Obviously, 

what the majority of instructors employ, are YouTube or other ready-

made videos, in either face-to-face (78%) or online/hybrid (53%) cours-

es. There are, however, several instructors who have incorporated guest 

performances/public screening of video (24%). A sizeable proportion 

also record their lectures or mini-lectures and embed the recordings in 

either face-to-face (23%) or online/hybrid courses (20%).  
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Figure 17. Percentage of instructors showing each type of video  

 

In a question inquiring them as to whether they would like to use more 

video material in their courses or not, around two-thirds (63%) responded 

positively, pointing out that use of videos is nowadays “essential for the 

quality of education”. With regards to the type of videos they would like 

to use with higher frequency, instructors mentioned the following:  

 Captured lectures or mini-lectures (own or co-workers') 

 Lectures or mini-lectures available online 

 Educational video material made for instructional purposes 

 Live guest lectures 

 Case presentations, exact descriptions of different processes 

 Examples from movies or TV shows 

 Videos that describe and show standard procedures or explain 

concepts visually 

 Program demos 

 Videos of professional / technical examples 

 Case studies/ real scenarios on selected topics (e.g. of real com-

panies. real teaching situations etc.) 

 Short documentaries, animations 

 Short explanations and guides made by myself or other specialist 

in native language  

 Video captures of students' presentations and work 

 Author biographies, interviews, and BBC series that are not al-

ways available through commercial distributors. 

 

Some instructors noted that they would like to use more videos, “as a 

discussion ground in class”. Others would like to ask their students to use 

more videos at home: “Use more videos only as a supplement for the 
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YouTube or other ready-made
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students to view at home”; “Different course assignments where the stu-

dents would be asked to view video material and analyze the content.” 

Several instructors noted that, while wishing to use more videos, they 

faced various barriers to doing so including time constraints, out-dated 

equipment, technical problems, difficulty in locating high quality materi-

al, copyright issues, and lack of relevant material in the students’ native 

language: “Yes. I would. Unfortunately the time available for course de-

velopment is limited”; “Would like to use more but extremely difficult to 

find good ones”; “If I had easy access to relevant material, and not only 

in English I might use more”. Several other participants (25%) stated that 

they are content with the amount of videos they currently use:  “I already 

use a fair amount”; “I have found the right balance”.  There were, how-

ever, a few instructors (10%) who noted that they would not like to use 

more videos simply because they do not see much educational value to 

their use in their discipline: “No because my lessons are practical and I 

teach technics on body”; “Videos do not replace the process of a proving 

a theorem.” Three instructors (2%) pointed out that the decision to inte-

grate more videos into their courses or not would depend on whether 

these provide added value to the teaching and learning process: “It is not 

a means in itself to use videos. They should be used when it gives an add-

ed value from a pedagogical point of view”; “No, because I have no 

need to. I show videos if and only if I find that it enhances student learn-

ing.” Only one instructor expressed truly negative attitudes towards the 

instructional integration of videos: “In most cases that I have seen, usage 

of video and multimedia is used to hide bad teaching skills. An excellent 

lecturer is/will be able to integrate video/multimedia material very suc-

cessful - but DOES NOT NEED IT. I find this whole discussion a com-

plete bogus.” 

When asked what they believe is the ideal cost effective way (in all as-

pects: financial cost, time etc.) for production of videos (other than 

ready-made) used in classroom and why, opinions varied. Half of the 

instructors (51%) argued that it would be best for videos to be produced 

by a professional team, citing reasons such as the following:  “I believe a 

professional team would be more cost and time efficient”; “Production 

should be made by a professional team to guarantee the quality”; 

“Standard videos developed by professional team for economies of scale. 

They could be produced for shared use within cooperating universities.” 

Some of the instructors that expressed preference for professional pro-

duction nonetheless pointed out the need for “collaborating with an ex-

pert on the topic (e.g. planning the content with the expert, interviewing 

him/her for the product, checking graphics with him/her etc.)”.  

Thirty-seven percent of the participants stated that they would rather pro-

duce videos themselves (or together with their co-workers), pointing out  
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Figure 18. Percentage of instructors considering each factor as an 

important or very important reason for using videos in f2f teaching  

 

that this enables them to develop/adjust videos based on their individual 

course needs:  “Producing them myself to be tailor made according to 

what I what to present or teach”. Some other respondents indicated that 

they would like to produce videos themselves, “with professional help”, 

while others (12%) noted that “a mix of both” is preferable, and that the 

choice would depend on the content and the aim of the video: “Profes-

sional team would obviously make a more professional video, doing it 

myself is faster”; “Videos on specific topics - producing myself. Videos 

on general topics that can be used many years - professional team”. A 

couple of instructors noted that there is no need for producing videos, 

since there already is plenty of high quality video material available 
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online. Finally, one instructor suggested having “a university-network 

based pool of short (10-30 min) educational videos that can be accessed 

& integrated easily without worries about non-cleared copyright issues.” 

 

2.2.4 Incentives and Barriers to the Use of Videos in Instruc-

tion 

In Section 4, which inquired about main incentives and barriers to the 

instructional use of videos and other technological tools, participants first 

had to indicate using a 5-point Likert scale, how important they consid-

ered each of a number of reasons for using videos in instruction (5=Very 

Important, 4=Important, 3=Neutral, 2= Not very Important, 1=Not at all 

Important). The percentage of instructors rating each of the stated factors 

as an important or very important reason for using videos in face-to-face 

teaching is shown in Figure 18. 

The majority of instructors consider all of the listed factors as important 

reasons for incorporating videos into the classroom. It is interesting to 

note however the considerably lower percentage of respondents rating as 

important or very important the following factors: (i) videos are a good 

tool for teaching new concepts; (ii) use of videos stimulates the critical 

thinking ability of students;  (iii) videos can help provide instruction 

when I am out of the classroom. It seems that, the most important reasons 

for which the study participants use videos in the classroom are to moti-

vate students and to better illustrate or clarify concepts introduced in 

class, rather than to introduce new concepts or to stimulate learners’ crit-

ical thinking.  

In a related question, which asked instructors to rate the level of im-

portance of each of a number of factors for using videos for lecture cap-

ture and/or for recording mini-lectures, the percentage of respondents 

rating each factor as important or very important was as follows:  

 Captured lectures and/or mini-lectures can be watched over and 

over again (82%) 

 Captured lectures and/or mini-lectures can be available online, 

and thus accessible at anytime, any place (81%) 

 Captured lectures and/or mini-lectures can be viewed by students 

who missed a class session (77%) 

 Captured lectures and/or mini-lectures make the course content 

easier to understand than just reading PowerPoint presentations 

(64%) 

 Captured lectures and/or mini-lectures make instruction more en-

gaging by providing the immediacy of a lecture (59%)  
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 The instructor can provide more extensive comments in captured 

lectures and mini-lectures than in PowerPoint presentations (57%) 

 The instructor can use intonation to highlight key points (56%) 

 Captured lectures and/or mini-lectures are useful in preparing for 

tests and exams (50%)  

 Students take more notice of captured lectures and/or mini-

lectures than other forms of instruction (35%).   

Obviously, faculty members realize the power of lecture capture to 

broaden reach, enhance independent student study, and meet individual 

student needs (Elliott & Neal, 2016). Their responses are in accord with 

the research literature, which highlights numerous advantages to captured 

technology, including the ability for students to access lecture/mini-

lectures at a time and place of their convenience  (Panther et al., 2011), 

and to easily rewind, pause and review recording as many times as they 

wish (e.g. Panther et al., 2011; Al Nashash and Gunn, 2013), thus acting 

as a particularly helpful aid for better understanding and/or revising the 

course material (Panther et al., 2011; Taplin et al., 2011; Elliott & Neal, 

2016). Instructors however do not consider video lectures to be a substi-

tute for lecture attendance (unless a student misses a class session), with 

only 35 percent seeming to agree that students take more notice of cap-

tured lectures and/or mini-lectures than other forms of instruction. 

Despite videos’ potential educational value, there are also some chal-

lenges to their instructional use. Table 3 shows the percentage of instruc-

tors that have encountered each of a number of stated issues/challenges in 

using or attempting to use videos for instructional purposes. It seems that 

time constraints are a major obstacle for instructors wishing to integrate 

videos into teaching and learning. A considerable proportion of the par-

ticipants indicated that the production of new videos, but also the appro-

priate selection of existing videos to integrate into instruction, takes too 

much of class preparation time. Inclusion of videos within the course 

delivery also requires too much of class time. Another issue encountered 

by a sizeable proportion of the participants is the fact that the majority of 

high quality videos found online are in English, with no subtitles availa-

ble. The lack of readily available administrative/technical support at their 

institution for the integration of videos or other educational tools into 

teaching and learning was also mentioned by a quarter of the participants. 

An almost equally high percentage considered the lack of provision of 

professional development opportunities by their institution on the instruc-

tional use of videos as a challenge. By contrast, only 8 percent agreed 

that they have experienced difficulty in getting their students to watch the 

captured lectures or other videos they post online was very small. Simi-

larly, only 11 percent agreed that the courses they teach do not lend 

themselves to technology integration. 
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Table 3. Percentage of instructors having experienced each is-

sue/challenge in using or attempting to use videos in instruction 

Issue/Challenge % of  

instructors  

 

While designing my course(s), I feel that the development of new videos 

to integrate into teaching and learning requires too much of my class prep-

aration time 42.1% 

The majority of high quality videos found on the internet are in English 

with no subtitles 40.0% 

While designing my course(s), I feel that the selection of appropriate vide-

os to integrate into teaching and learning requires too much of my class 

preparation time  27.4% 

I cannot depend upon readily-available tech support 26.3% 

There is little or no administrative/technical support at my institution for 

the integration of videos or other educational tools into teaching and learn-

ing 26.3% 

Inclusion of videos within my course delivery requires too much class time 

(e.g. long videos, slow video downloading, buffering problems etc.) 25.3% 

My institution does not provide any professional development opportuni-

ties that target the use of videos in instruction 21.1% 

Most of the video material that I find available online has low aesthetic 

value, and/or poor video or sound quality 17.9% 

I do not have enough personal technology skills to integrate videos into 

teaching and learning.  13.7% 

There are limited institutional professional development opportunities at 

my university 12.6% 

I lack essential pedagogical knowledge of how to effectively integrate 

videos into instruction to benefit student learning 11.6% 

The courses I teach do not lend themselves to technology integration 10.5% 

Technology integration efforts are not important for my tenure and promo-

tion process 9.5% 

I have difficulty in getting students to watch the captured lectures, or other 

videos I post online 8.4% 

 

Table 4. Percentage of instructors having ranked the importance of 

each area between 1-3 (1=highest importance…10=lowest importance) 

Area                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               % of 

instructors 

Clear indication/evidence that students would benefit 70.1% 

Direct assistance from IT staff to support technology integration 63.2% 

Working in a faculty cohort or community that is adopting the same types 

of practices/Support and encouragement from peers 

57.5% 

Readily available IT support when technical issues arise on-campus or at-

distance 

55.0% 

High quality technology-oriented professional development opportunities 53.9% 

Confidence that use of videos (or other technologies) would work the way 

planned 

52.6% 

Release time to design/redesign courses 49.7% 

Direct assistance from instructional design expert(s) to design/redesign 

courses 

47.4% 

Consideration of teaching innovation within tenure or promotion decisions 41.9% 

Monetary or other value-oriented incentives 32.3% 
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The final question in the survey aimed at investigating how to motivate 

faculty to integrate more or better technology into their teaching practic-

es. Instructors had to rank the areas listed in Table 4 in priority order as 

to the importance of factors that motivate faculty to integrate videos 

and/or other technologies into teaching and curricula (with 1 being the 

factor with the highest importance and 10 the factor with the lowest im-

portance). Table 4 indicates the percentage of instructors who gave a 

ranking between 1-3 to each factor: 

In analyzing the results of Table 4, we see that factors such as institution-

al resources and support (e.g. technical support, release time to de-

sign/redesign courses), pedagogical support (professional development 

opportunities, assistance from instructional design experts, etc.), and peer 

collaboration and support appeared important in motivating instructors’ 

technology integration process. Nonetheless, the most essential reason 

behind instructors’ willingness to incorporate any new technological tool 

into their teaching practices were its perceived benefits on student learn-

ing. Thus, the primary motivation for faculty to integrate technology is a 

clear indication/evidence that students would benefit from its introduc-

tion. Financial rewards or other value-oriented incentives, and tenure 

decisions were the two factors ranked last by instructors in terms of im-

portance.  
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3. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Through a cross-national, in-depth survey of faculty attitudes and prac-

tices, the current study has provided some useful insights into higher ed-

ucation instructors’ perceptions, motivations, and experiences regarding 

the employment of digital videos and other technological tools for per-

sonal, professional, and instructional purposes. The study has also pro-

vided useful information regarding perceived barriers to the effective 

integration of ICT into instructional settings.  

Findings from this study concur with those of previously conducted stud-

ies, which suggest that most higher education faculty tend to have posi-

tive attitudes toward the instructional use of videos and other contempo-

rary technologies, considering them to be a critical aspect of the modern 

HE learning environment (Herrero et al., 2015; Dahlstrom & Brooks, 

2014; Marzilli et al., 2014). They consider technology to be a valuable 

tool that can greatly enhance the instructional process in both traditional 

brick-and-mortar classrooms and virtual learning environments.  Our 

study participants pointed out numerous benefits of technology that are 

well cited in the research literature: increased student motivation and 

engagement, more efficient delivery of course content, improved 

knowledge retention, personalization and differentiation of learning.  

At the same time, however, it became obvious in this study also that 

many instructors tend to lack appreciation of the true potential of tech-

nology for transforming the nature of higher education. Although there 

was considerable agreement among our participants regarding the posi-

tive impact that technology might have on student engagement and learn-

ing, the reported levels of use of different technological tools for instruc-

tional purposes lagged behind their levels of use in daily life or in profes-

sional contexts outside of teaching. Similarly to other researchers, we 

have also found that instructors tend to view technology as mainly a use-

ful aid for delivering course content and/or for increasing student motiva-

tion, rather than as a tool for transforming teaching and learning (e.g. Lei, 

Finley Pitts, & Rong, 2010; Marzilli et al., 2014). Most of our respond-

ents restricted their use of technology to mainly representation tools such 

as PowerPoint, and made minimal use of interactive technologies (social 

media, simulations, games, educational software, and media manipula-

tion software, etc.) that can promote student-centered, collaborative, and 

inquiry-based learning environments. 

Faculty in our study reported not only opportunities, but also a number of 

challenges in their strive to keep pace with the pervasive spread of new 

and innovative classroom technologies (Marzilli et al., 2014). The main 

barriers identified are the high investment in time and effort required to 

keep up with technology advancements, and the need for continuous 
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training on the educational applications of new technologies. Nonethe-

less, participants were generally committed to using technology in more 

innovative ways, and were thus open to institutional-provided opportuni-

ties for professional development focused on contemporary technologies 

and their effective integration into instructional design and delivery. At 

the same time, while factors such as institutional resources, institutional 

support, and peer support appeared important in motivating instructors’ 

technology integration process, the most essential reason behind their 

willingness to incorporate any new technological tool into their teaching 

practices were its perceived benefits on student learning.  

To further facilitate the proliferation of technology in HE establishments, 

institutions should promote a more supportive culture that brings innova-

tive technologies to the forefront of faculty consciousness and facilitates 

their integration into instructional practices in effective ways that can 

help students to learn better, more efficiently and creatively, to innovate, 

to solve complex problems and to access wider and more up-to-date 

knowledge, both inside and outside the classroom. HE institutions should 

support their faculty with appropriate technical and administrative re-

sources that will promote the effective infusion of emerging technologies 

into teaching and learning.  The provision of high quality professional 

development, in particular, is vital for generating the necessary changes 

in teaching cultures that will enable HE to reap the full benefits of ICT 

advances. 

Despite the rich insights gained from the current study, more research is 

needed to further advance our understanding of faculty members’ atti-

tudes and levels of use of videos and other technological tools in instruc-

tion. A drawback of this study is the limited generalizability of its find-

ings due to the self-selected nature and relative small size of the survey 

sample. To enable generalizations beyond the specific research setting, 

future iterations of the survey study ought to employ more rigorous sam-

ple selection procedures.  

Future effect studies taking place in actual classroom settings (face-to-

face, blended, or online) are also essential to help shed light into both 

facilitating and inhibiting factors to the successful implementation of 

videos and other technologies in formal learning settings. Research fo-

cusing on the actual integration of various technological tools, can pro-

vide a more holistic picture of faculty members’ processes of adopting 

and implementing technology in teaching and learning.  It can also offer 

faculty with valuable information on how to best utilize the affordances 

provided by ICT to motivate their students, and to scaffold and extend 

their learning.  
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