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Abstract. Workplace learning (WPL) and mobile learning are each major priorities for Austral-
ian universities. Yet, they rarely intersect in practice. We report on a multi-university project 
that explored how WPL can be enhanced through the use of mobile technology on placement. 
The aim was to better understand the barriers and opportunities of using mobile technology for 
WPL. A combination of surveys and in-depth interviews was used to collect data from students, 
academics and workplace educators about their practices in using mobile technology and their 
perceptions of how it could enhance their learning and teaching on placements. The findings 
show that there was a high use of mobile devices and high confidence in their use among all 
participant groups. Academics saw many opportunities to use mobile devices, and their poten-
tial to have a positive impact on students’ learning. However, data also highlighted technical 
and cultural barriers and the need for better preparation and training, responsible implementa-
tion of social media policies and guidelines, more reliable internet access, broader integration of 
mobile and WPL and a greater focus on individual and organisational perceptions of the value 
of mobile technology for WPL. 

Keywords: workplace learning, mobile devices, workplace culture, professional education 

1 Introduction 

Within the Australian university context, both workplace learning (WPL) and mobile learning have be-
come major priorities (Johnson et al. 2012; Orrell 2011; Patrick et al. 2008). We define WPL (also known as 
work integrated learning, internship, practicum, clinical experience, fieldwork, etc.) as formal and informal 
learning in an authentic workplace under formal or informal supervision. WPL is an essential element of 
vocational and professional education. It presents opportunities for students, as ‘apprentice’ professionals, to 
make connections between what they learn in university classes and the exigencies of the workplace. We use 
the term ‘mobile technology’ to refer to software tools and digital devices, including smartphones, tablets 
and laptops, whose portability means they can be carried around from site to site, and whose affordability 
means they are increasingly used as personal mobile devices (PMDs) rather than university-owned or em-
ployer-provided devices. The user-centeredness and adaptability of these devices mean they can be custom-
ised, used flexibly and can sync information and communication across educational, workplace and social 
spaces. According to Orrell (2011, p. 12) “Technological development provides new possibilities and chal-
lenges to the traditional conception of a WIL program”. 

The benefits of WPL for students include enhanced work-readiness and employability (Coll & Zegwaard 
2011), socialisation into one’s future professional role and identity (Higgs, 2012) and better integration of 
academic and professional knowledge and skills (Jackson 2014). WPL is distinguished by its situated, con-
textual, embodied, authentic, physical, relational, informal and unpredictable character. It gives students an 
opportunity to experience incidental and tacit learning, as well as opportunities to navigate new workplaces, 
master the ‘tools of the trade’ and working with others, including in multiple overlapping communities of 
practice or practice networks (Higgs 2012). 

However, these rich opportunities also come with challenges. Effectively integrating placement experi-
ences with academic learning requires adequate student preparation before, communication and support dur-
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ing, and collective reflection after placement experiences (Billett 2011b). Learning in workplaces may dis-
tance students from their personal and academic support networks and learning spaces; many students report 
feeling isolated, unsupported and stressed (Gracia 2010; Howard et al. 2014; Mackay & Harding 2009). Stu-
dents also experience difficulty in transitioning to placements and are uncertain about what to do when feel-
ing upset or anxious (Robinson et al. 2009). WPL can be perceived as disruptive, complex and risky-not 
entirely under universities’, students’ or placement hosts’ control. In addition, workplace environments are 
not necessarily conducive to supporting student learning. Workplace educators (WPEs) are primarily em-
ployees of the host organisation and, generally, only secondarily are they educators. Moreover, this role often 
goes without reward or recognition, and the training of WPEs by universities is sometimes inadequate 
(Clarke, Killeavy & Moloney 2013). In difficult work environments, such as those institutions experiencing 
staff shortages, students are perceived to be a burden or risk to productivity (Trede et al. 2014) and WPEs’ 
ability to support student learning is correspondingly limited. The consequences for students include: a lack 
of engagement and participation; reluctance to ask questions (Trede & Smith 2012); and fragmented concep-
tions of work versus learning, theory versus practice and formal versus informal learning (Ball 2000). 

These WPL challenges highlight that students cannot learn in isolation in the workplace and instead need 
to be actively engaged with and progressively integrated into professional (academic, professional and social 
support) networks (Carvalho & Goodyear 2014). Mobile technology in WPL has the potential to help cus-
tomise placement learning, communication and support to more effectively meet the needs of both the indi-
vidual and the workplace, and simultaneously catalyse a networked, collaborative, integrative learning expe-
rience. 

By providing opportunities for staying connected, establishing mentoring and peer support systems, and 
providing students with enabling, personalisable tools and resources, mobile technologies offer solutions to 
some of these challenges in WPL (George et al. 2010). 

These potential benefits do not automatically flow on; they need thoughtful planning, preparation and im-
plementation. As Ertmer, et al. (2012) found in their study of teacher’s beliefs about the integration of tech-
nologies for learning, there are two orders of barriers to the flow on effect: external barriers (e.g. access, 
support and culture) and internal (e.g. personal beliefs and attitudes). These orders of barriers also apply to 
the uptake and implementation of mobile technology for learning. Frequent users of mobile devices do not 
necessarily use them effectively for learning. Learning with technology requires much more than just sharing 
information (Lea & Callaghan 2011) or being connected. Also, there are professional, disciplinary and work-
place differences in what constitutes acceptable practice around the use of PMDs. In some workplaces, 
PMDs are prohibited while, in others, their use is widespread and expected. However, both technology and 
workplace cultures are rapidly changing, as are the general expectations and practices. Therefore, helping 
stakeholders in WPL construct richer understandings of, and capacity to, use of mobile devices to support 
WPL is an important undertaking. Unfortunately, the literature is stronger on speculative visions of the future 
than it is on well-theorised proposals for enhancing WPL through the use of mobile technology. As Lit-
tlejohn and Margaryan (2014) stated, there is a gap at the intersection of technology-enhanced learning and 
professional learning. 

With this paper, we aim to make a contribution to the emerging field of research and practice into mobile 
learning, in which WPL is under-represented, and technology use for learning is poorly understood (Pachler 
et al. 2010). We aim to improve the knowledge base that can be used to improve design for WPL, and specif-
ically to focus on how mobile technologies can be used to enhance student agency in WPL. 

Our overall approach reflects three main concerns. First, we recognise that a successful approach to help-
ing students effectively use mobile technology in WPL needs to acknowledge and enhance students’ agency 
(Billett 2011a): students need to possess the confidence, skills and knowledge required to make their own 
decisions. Secondly, we focus on a design-led approach (Goodyear & Markauskaite 2012), which places 
student activity at the centre of learning and offers a realistic way of conceiving of the scope and limits of 
teachers’ agency, especially when teachers’ work is expressed through the resources. Thirdly, we need to 
acknowledge the richly entangled relationships between learning, technology and work (Moen, Mørch & 
Paavola 2012). This is a prerequisite for identifying and cultivating a more expansive understanding of what 
takes place in technology-mediated WPL. We need sharper conceptions of learning with technology, learn-
ing to participate in technology-mediated practices, and learning to create environments in which one’s own 
learning-and the learning of one’s colleagues-can prosper. 
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2 Enhancing WPL through Mobile Technology 

Study Aims 

This study explores the underpinning problem of how students can make the best use of PMDs for learn-
ing on placement. The overall aim of the project was to help students, academics and WPEs achieve a shared 
understanding of ways in which students’ PMDs can best be used for learning on placements. There were 
two phases: phase 1 aimed to explore the practices, perceptions and self-perceived confidence of students, 
academics and WPEs in using mobile technology for WPL and phase 2 trialed a set of resources developed 
from findings in phase 1 to help students, academics and WPE achieve a shared understanding of using 
PMDs to enable richer WPL experiences. This paper reports on phase 1 only, which posed the following 
research questions: 

 What are current practices in using mobile technology for learning? 

 What are the expectations, perceived benefits and barriers of using mobile technology to enhance 
learning on placement? 

Methodology 

Rich data was gathered on students’, academics’ and WPEs’ use of mobile technology in WPL. It in-
volved the use of pre- and post-placement surveys with students, a one-off survey with WPEs and in-depth 
interviews with academics and WPEs. 

The survey design was informed by a pilot study conducted at the lead partner university which demon-
strated how technology in WPL can be used as a bridging device between different learning spaces (class-
room, workplace and virtual) and to enhance collaboration and strengthen communities of practice (Trede et 
al. 2013). 

Inclusion criteria for student participants included completion of at least one professional placement expe-
rience and enrolment in a health or education professional entry course in one of the four participating uni-
versities. Participating students were administered a pre-placement survey (Survey 1) between three and one 
weeks before they went on WPL placement. Survey 1 consisted of 27 questions grouped into four sections. 
The questions were designed to elicit general information about student participants’ demographics and 
course/program enrolment; their levels of digital literacies and existing use of PMDs for learning; their WPL 
experience; and expectations in terms of use of PMDs for learning on future placements. 

A post-placement survey (Survey 2) was administered up to one month after students completed a WPL 
placement to compare their expectations with their actual use of PMDs for learning on placements. De-
mographics and course program information was collected in both surveys to allow students to participate in 
Survey 2 without having completed Survey 1. Survey 1 and Survey 2 responses were linked using identifiers 
provided by students. 

The WPE survey contained 31 questions grouped into four sections: demographics and professional con-
text; supervision experience; levels of digital literacies; and use of PMDs for learning and supervision. 

In-depth interviews were conducted to gather detailed information about academic participants’ experi-
ences of using mobile technology for WPL. A series of semi-structured questions explored participants’ pro-
fessional involvement with WPL (context and scope); their general experiences using PMDs for work, su-
pervising and learning; and levels of interactions with students using PMDs. The questions were also used to 
frame a discussion about what motivated participants to use PMD and their pedagogical insights drawn from 
using PMDs for learning and supervising students for WPL. Only academics who were involved in teaching 
WPL components in health or education courses were eligible and all practitioners in the area of health care 
practice and teaching who supervised students in their workplace were eligible. The student and WPE survey 
data were collated and open-ended answers were analysed for themes. Interviews with academics were rec-
orded, transcribed and analysed for themes. Themes were generated by individual team members and then 
reviewed and discussed collectively. 
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Recruitment and Participants 

Academics, other university staff and WPE participants were recruited via email invitations sent through 
the project team’s networks. Student participants were recruited via an invitation posted on their institution’s 
learning management system or forwarded to them by an academic. Ethical approval was obtained from the 
lead university and endorsed by all three partner universities. 

Surveys were completed by 31 students before placement and 28 students post-placement. 6 students 
completed both surveys (pre- and post-placement). 13 WPEs completed the one-off survey and interviews 
were conducted with 8 academics. Because of this small sample size, we emphasise that the data cannot be 
seen as representative or generalisable. Rather than judging this as a limitation, we focused the analysis on 
qualitative survey responses and interviews, which provides deeper insight into experiences and practices, 
and illustrates the key issues of enhancing WPL through mobile technology. We triangulated quantitative 
and qualitative data by firstly extrapolating themes from the quantitative survey data and then comparing this 
with qualitative survey data and interview themes. All six authors were involved in this triangulated compar-
ison process. In the following section, we present and discuss survey results and interview findings under the 
following three headings: mobile technology use, barriers and challenges, and benefits of using mobile tech-
nology during placements. 

3 Mobile Technology Use for WPL 

Pre-placement student survey responses revealed a high use of mobile technology for learning in academic 
settings. Students reported that they used several types of mobile devices and technology: 93% smartphones 
(with apps, internet, email); 76% laptops; 66% tablets (iPad, Slate, etc.); 10% mobile phones (with text mes-
saging capability, no internet); and 10% eBook readers (Kindle, etc.). Post-placement survey data corrobo-
rated this result. 

Confidence in using mobile technology was high (92%), with students stating that they felt ‘very confi-
dent’ or ‘confident’ in using mobile technology. 

Students used their PMDs mainly for communicating and accessing information and less for reflecting. 
The use of mobile technology to communicate with others and access information appeared to be a more 
common use for learning. Using PMDs for these can be seen to help bridge workplace and classroom set-
tings. The use of PMDs by students to engage in reflection was less common. This suggests a missed oppor-
tunity, given the importance of reflection in supporting students make deeper meaning of placement experi-
ences and integrate knowledge (Trede & Smith 2012). In relation to access e-learning resources, respondents 
stated that they preferred viewing videos of mini-lectures through their university or through other platforms, 
such as through YouTube or Google (627%) (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 4. Preferred Learning Resources 

 

A high percentage of respondents (86%) stated that they would have liked to use their PMDs on place-
ment, and only 5% stated they would not. This result matches Dahlstrom et al. (2015) findings that students 
expect to use PMDs for learning in the classroom. However, it was striking that not one respondent in our 
study expected to be asked to use PMDs on placement for learning or assessment. Our student participants’ 
low expectation regarding their use of PMDs for WPL was further supported by the fact that respondents 
mostly anticipated using their PMDs for communicating and connecting (67%) rather than reflecting and 
assessing.  

Only 39% respondents had access to internal resources, support or training to use mobile technology for 
learning in the workplace, leaving the majority (61%) without. Results from the pre-placement survey 
showed that students were confident and wanted to use mobile devices for learning on placement, but also 
that they had little to no preparation on how to use them effectively.  

Most student respondents of the pre-placement survey believed that the use of PMDs would not be permit-
ted (48%) or did not know whether it would be permitted or not (38%). Only 14% thought it would be al-
lowed. Surprisingly, the post-placement survey revealed similar findings: that most students (44%) still did 
not know their host organisation’s policy on the use of mobile devices, while the remaining responses indi-
cated that the use of PMDs was: not permitted (31%); allowed (19%); or actively encouraged (6%). 

These findings mirrored findings from the WPEs survey that only about half (54%) of WPEs’ organisa-
tions had a policy for mobile technology use in the workplace, with 23% reporting no policy, and 23% of 
WPEs who did not know whether there was a policy or not. 

Post-placement data revealed that students’ use of apps to interact with other students, WPEs, academics, 
friends and family during WPL was lower and less varied than respondents had anticipated in the pre-
placement survey. This could possibly be due to respondents regularly making use of established university 
online platforms and/or forums while on placement. 

The types of PMDs used by WPEs were similar to that of students’ use. WPEs’ responses showed that the 
types of mobile devices most frequently used with students in the workplace were laptops (62%), 
smartphones (31%) and tablets (iPad, slate, etc.; 31%) (see Figure 2). In contrast to student respondents, 
WPEs’ confidence in using mobile technology was lower and evenly distributed, ranging from very confi-
dent (31%), confident (23%), somewhat confident (23%) to neither confident or unconfident (23%). 

 
Figure 5. Type of mobile devices used with students in the workplace 

 

In relation to apps, WPEs mostly used email applications to interact with students, other WPEs, university 
staff, colleagues and/or clients. Second Life, virtual labs, Skype, Pinterest and Blogs were not used at all. 
Given a range of apps and software types to choose from (email, Skype, chat, university online platform / 
forum, Facebook, Instagram, Pinterest, Twitter, other social network, blog, wiki, virtual labs, Second Life, 
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other simulation, other specify), WPEs stated that they were used to interact with students, other WPEs and 
university staff for: 

 Communication 

 Documentation 

 Drug calculations and knowledge 

 Emailing (feedback; important information; tasks to do for the day) 

 Interactive games for student engagement 

 Multimedia texts for use when teaching 

 Photography/Filming 

 Research - to show students relevant articles, vodcasts, websites, apps, etc. 

 Social Media especially Twitter 

 Show video clips etc for education purposes 

 

However varied the types of interactions with students might have been for the 13 WPEs who participated 
in this study, their reliance on more conventional professional apps (email and university online platform / 
forum) could be explained by the kind of roles they had when working with students: 92% supervising; 85% 
giving feedback; 69% mentoring; 77% assessing; 62% inducting; and 31% coordinating placements and ori-
enting students to their workplace (see Figure 3). 

 

 
Figure 6: WPEs’ roles with students 

4 Barriers and Challenges in Using Mobile Technology while on Placement 

The challenges of using PMDs to support learning on placement fell into four closely interrelated catego-
ries: technical, financial, pedagogical and cultural. Most often, technical challenges related to internet access: 
“[not] having Wi-Fi in the hospital” or “internet ability in rural [areas]”. In Australia, rural access to the in-
ternet remains an issue, “When the internet was not accessible technology was not viable”, but cost is also a 
barrier: “As students we sometimes have to fork out at least $1000 just for accommodation, therefore, Wi-Fi 
(dongle) is just another added cost”. Placements often incur costs for students and the additional cost to con-
nect to the internet can be a financial burden that students are unable to carry. Academics also reported they 
experienced these technical barriers of internet access and cost. 

Students reported barriers that highlighted the complex entanglement between organisational, professional 
and individual practices and preferences. Some students felt that WPEs might have believed that PMDs were 
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not for learning and interpreted students’ use of PMDs as a sign of not being engaged in WPL as this quote 
highlighted: “Other members of staff believe I wasn't interested in my job because I was studying while on 
placement during times when there were no patients. I had to explain that I didn't like sitting around and do-
ing nothing and that by studying during breaks between patients I was learning something valuable”. Also, 
according to post-placement student respondents, the workplace’s policy on the use of mobile devices was 
not explained to all students (explained in only 44% of cases). 

Half of the WPE respondents found the use of PMDs to be a challenge. Some of the challenges associated 
with students’ use of PMDs pointed to some of the WPEs’ lack of experience or confidence in using the de-
vice: “It frustrates me just because I am not as knowledgeable as the students in using all the devices”. This 
was often compounded by WPEs limited understanding of the potential benefits of using devices in practice, 
seen as “Not useful for a clinical role”. Some believed the use of PMDs to be a distraction: “students are 
sidetracked by personal communication”. Others felt they were less in control of a situation whenever PMDs 
were involved: “the student may learn in other ways”. 

WPEs also reported that students needed to understand that learning in professional settings is different to 
learning at university and, hence, should abide by workplace policy and guidelines: “NSW Health is policy 
driven, students need to work within their scope” and/or management preferences: “Upper management ac-
ceptance of mobile devices [is a challenge]”). Further, for those organisations that had a policy, they broadly 
aimed to restrict the use of mobile technologies, as one respondent explained: “Generally, we don't have 
many mobile devices available apart from personal smartphones which aren't meant to be carried around and 
accessed at the patient bedside. It is accepted that smartphones may be used for work purposes away from 
the bedside.” Finally, WPEs found the prospect of making changes to accommodate the use of PMDs to en-
hance WPL as overwhelming: “We would need to develop and introduce a policy. We also would need to 
assist current staff with this”. 

Academics also raised professional conduct challenges, especially around privacy and confidentiality is-
sues. One academic interviewee recommended her students not to use them at all because she was concerned 
that patients may perceive the use of PMDs in hospital settings as unprofessional or unhygienic. Other pro-
fessional and cultural barriers included conservative workplaces that sought to protect internal practices from 
the outside eye, as this quote illustrates well: “[there are] legitimate concerns within institutions about leak-
age. Classrooms are quite protected spaces and having a device that creates a gap, an opening, to the outside 
world in that space can be quite threatening”. Other control issues were raised, such as the lack of under-
standing of what students actually used their PMDs for while on placement and a suspicion that the use 
might not be work- or learning-related. The difficulty of not knowing what students were using their PMDs 
for often led to an outright ‘no use’ policy for PMDs. This issue was closely related to a generational issue as 
another academic interviewee stated: “a generational gap and that older WPEs do not use mobile technolo-
gy”. 

Some academics reported that the internet could be an impediment to students’ engagement and learning 
during placement on several accounts. First, they saw it as a potential ‘escape’ mechanism for students who 
encounter difficulties engaging with practitioners on placement. Though access to the internet can provide 
students with the means to connect with the outside world it may also distance the student from the physical 
context of their placement organisation, and disengage them from practice and practitioners. Second, aca-
demics saw mobile technology as a potential distraction from learning, for example when used as a central 
rather peripheral element of the work ecology. 

5 Benefits of Using Mobile Technology for WPL 

The most common type of benefits students associated with the use of PMDs for WPL pertained to any-
where, anytime access to resources: “I don't need to walk to a computer lab or a library where there probably 
won't be a computer left for me to use. I can just use my own device and sit anywhere”. “I was able to study 
a lot while at work (when there were no patients) and was able to do more assignment work. Was able to 
look up resources if I was unsure”). Students valued on-time access: “When on placement, I always keep my 
phone in my pocket so I can look up unfamiliar things or refresh on stuff. It's far easier than trying to access 
a fixed computer, especially when they're in demand, slow or difficult to access as a student”. Students also 
valued repeated access: “Technology has allowed me to revisit course content as many times as I like (e.g. 
watching lectures a second time to further my understanding)”. 
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The other types of benefits related to the management of time and activities: “Having my smartphone 
makes life a lot easier as I receive emails to notify me when the university site has had any changes.”; or the 
capacity to stay connected: “I used my smartphone to keep in contact with family and friends. Things would 
have been very difficult without them!”. One student enjoyed the use of PMDs because “It is a good change 
from looking up books etc while on placement”. Most of these findings are commensurate with Gikas and 
Grant’s (2013) findings around rapid access, the variety of ways to learn and flexible access that allows con-
trol over when and how often to learn. 

Though WPEs did not necessarily make extensive use of PMDs in their interactions with students, a great 
majority believed in their usefulness in the workplace and enjoyed using mobile devices for work (85%). 
WPEs who used mobile technology as part of their regular work activities (46%) used it in a range of ways: 
to communicate with colleagues, to work with patients: “I use apps on my iPad for patient education”, to 
access information when needed, to manage the day: “Refer to my iPad for my to-do list, calendar, resources 
for the wards etc.” or to record actions for future recall: “photography, filming, voice recording”. Most of the 
13 WPEs thought that change was required to encourage and better integrate their use in practice: “It is the 
way forward and certainly the future. We just need to manage the change”. The change required also includ-
ed the need for more support and training, as most had no access to these in the general course of their work 
(77%). 

The few WPEs who used PMDs with students reported positive experiences. The following quote de-
scribes mobile technology use as a way of better engaging with students: “I think as an old person and work-
ing with young students, who just love their devices, it is great when they can show me things and teach me 
things and leads to great interaction between us because they then know that I am human”. This last point is 
also highlighted in Williams et al.’s (2014) study on undergraduate students’ perception of technology at a 
large Midwestern research institution in the USA. Citing Wankel and Blessinger, the authors argued that the 
use of technology had the capacity to encourage students “to positively express their individuality and build 
student-to-student, and student-to-educator relationships”. 

Some WPEs also found that the use of PMDs in WPL had a positive impact on learning because it helped 
students access relevant information quickly: “[students are] usually guaranteed to find the answer they are 
looking for and within reasonable time” and because it allowed students to use a tool most familiar to them. 

Academics discussed practical and pedagogical benefits in using mobile technology in WPL. Practical 
reasons for using mobile devices in WPL included the fact that they are light, portable and cost-effective. In 
relation to pedagogical benefits, PMDs enable on-time access to information, documentation, immediate 
feedback and interaction. Our study also showed that academic interviewees believed this to be a benefit and 
encouraged students to locate quality information for a rapid response while on placement, record themselves 
in practice for later recall and reflection, and to use apps for patient education. Benefits of using mobile de-
vices for students’ learning during placements also included the capacity to connect different elements, to 
research for information on the internet, and to help students do things they could not do before. 

For academics, another impact and benefit of using mobile devices during placements are around main-
taining contact with students. This allows a better understanding of what is happening with students during 
their placement, more timely contact and flexible ways of communicating with students and the possibility of 
conducting collective reflection as mobile technology “becomes an extension of your ability to communi-
cate”. It was also seen as useful to send announcements. 

6 Implications and Conclusions 

The increasing trend of mobile technology use for academic learning (Chen, et al. 2015) is slowly finding 
its way into WPL as well. Despite persisting concerns about blurring private, public, professional and learn-
ing spheres and professional misconduct on the internet, PMDs have the capacity to add value to student 
learning on placements with purposeful designs that emphasise good preparation, integrated learning and 
support to overcome barriers. 

Our findings point to existing cultural barriers and varying degrees of uptake of mobile technology in 
workplaces. Expectations and perceptions of the value of PMDs range from strong advocacy to resistance 
and to PMDs’ ban in some workplaces. The power of workplace policies and professional relationships be-
tween students and WPEs plays an important role. It is important to acknowledge that the evidence regarding 
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the value of using PMDs for learning remains limited and contested especially in the area of WPL and per-
sistent technical obstacles are not helping the advancement of PMDs use. 

An implication of our findings is the need to develop a greater awareness of the tensions that pervades dis-
ciplines, workplaces and individuals around the use of PMDs. For example, hospitals are a highly regulated 
workplace and provide a very different context for the use of PMDs than, that of an advertising company. 

This exploratory study of current practices also highlighted the obvious lack of explicit attention to the in-
tegration of PMD into WPL curriculum and potential lack of pedagogical “know how” for doing this. This 
will be addressed in stage 2 of our project, which aims to develop a set of pedagogical design patterns to help 
academics and WPEs design diverse (appropriate for specific contexts) student learning experiences and 
develop their understanding and skills for productive use of PMDs in their work and learning. 

To advance effective pedagogical ways of using PMDs for learning, it is important to steer clear of un-
helpful mobile technology practices that do not enhance learning or support work practices. Enabling access 
to devices and tools as part of work practices will help transition to their use for learning as well. The more 
mobile technology is entangled with learning and working, the more integrated the use of PMDs in WPL will 
become. In workplaces where the use of PMDs for WPL is in its infancy, it is paramount that students, 
WPEs and academics are involved in negotiating a shared understanding of its value and use for learning. 
Preparation before placements and agreed protocols for placements is a sound starting point. Students should 
not be made solely responsible for brokering the use of mobile technology, just as WPEs cannot be expected 
to lead the way. Academics cannot prescribe the use of PMDs in WPL without agreement from the industry 
just as they cannot control the learning environments of placements. 

Possible solutions need to include designs for learning that make good pedagogical use of the affordances 
of mobile technology and help plan learning experiences. All WPL stakeholders need to be able to initiate a 
dialogue to clarify expectations and articulate planned use of PMDs for learning. Practical solutions are most 
promising when all stakeholders benefit from them, such as collaborative explorations of innovative ways of 
using PMDs. During placements, students can create online resources that enhance and provide evidence of 
their learning and at the same time are useful products for the workplace. Such activities contextualise the 
development of students’ digital literacy and professional online presence. These activities also provide evi-
dence of successful use of PMDs in WPL. Information and Technology departments could be involved in 
adding a secure layer to the design solutions put forward in future research. 

A good start to enhancing WPL through mobile technology is to help students understand the complexity 
of learning in professional settings. For this purpose, we have already developed an online resource that 
named the ‘GPS for WPL’, a type of global positioning system to help students navigate their way around 
the use of PMDs through the WPL landscape. There are multiple cultural layers that shape the use of mobile 
technology as barriers or opportunities. These layers include occupation-specific cultures, workplace cultures 
and individual preferences. Further research could explore the occupation-specific use of mobile technology 
for work. Occupations with rapid and widespread uptake of technology, such a medical imaging and para-
medicine, might experience a smoother transition to using PMDs for learning. Our next research project 
could investigate what information students access and what they communicate about and if/how they pro-
mote reflection. Further research could also critically explore the affordance of PMDs to enhance or hinder 
students’ agentic learning on placement. Finally, research could explore how the use of online communica-
tion potentially changes the student-WPE professional relationship and how it impacts on students’ develop-
ing interpersonal communication skills. 

Adopting a critical perspective to selectively harness opportunities afforded by PMDs in WPL, connect 
and bridge different learning spaces and generate resources and activities relevant to students' discipline 
and/or context, will not only enhance their WPL experience but, ultimately, increase their agency and profes-
sional identity development for future practice. 
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