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Abstract: This qualitative study examines how faculty members and administrators in Ugandan
universities use digital technologies to support teaching, collaboration, and professional
development. A total of 34 participants were interviewed to explore their communication
practices and the extent to which digital tools facilitate or hinder academic interaction. Thematic
analysis identified five key themes. First, Digital Communication Platforms in Teaching
highlights the widespread use of informal platforms such as WhatsApp as substitutes for
official learning management systems. Second, Communication for Collaborative Learning
emphasizes the role of digital tools in promoting intra- and inter-departmental collaboration
despite inconsistent platform use. Third, Multimodal Communication Strategies illustrates
the use of video, voice notes, and text-based communication to accommodate diverse student
needs and technological limitations. Fourth, Communication for Professional Development
underscores the importance of peer-led digital resources and informal learning communities in
enhancing faculty digital literacy. Finally, Challenges of Effective Communication include digital
inequality, information overload, and platform fragmentation. The findings reveal adaptive
strategies in response to institutional and infrastructural constraints. While digital tools expand
communication opportunities, stronger institutional coordination and policy support are needed
to bridge digital divides and optimize their effectiveness in low-resource higher education

contexts.

Keywords: communication strategies; technology integration; higher education;
professional development; teaching

1. Introduction

In the evolving landscape of higher education, effective communication has become
increasingly dependent on the use of digital technologies [ 1-3]. The shift from traditional
communication modes to technology-mediated interactions has transformed how faculty
members collaborate, teach, and engage with both peers and students [4-6]. As
institutions strive to improve the quality of education, the strategic use of technology to
facilitate clear, timely, and inclusive communication has emerged as a vital component
of academic success.

In many developing contexts, such as Uganda, the integration of technology
in higher education is often shaped by infrastructural, institutional, and pedagogical
challenges [7]. Yet, faculty members continue to find innovative ways to leverage digital
tools ranging from learning management systems and video conferencing platforms
to instant messaging apps and social media to bridge communication gaps and foster
collaboration. Understanding how these technologies are used not just as instructional
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tools but as communication enablers is essential for enhancing teaching effectiveness
and institutional cohesion.

This qualitative study investigates the communication strategies employed by
faculty members and administrators in Ugandan universities to leverage digital
technologies for teaching, collaboration, and professional development through the
following research question:

How do faculty members utilize technology for strategic communications within
academic settings?

Digital communication platforms such as email, WhatsApp, Zoom, Microsoft
Teams, and learning management systems (LMSs), have significantly changed how
academic staff communicate with students and colleagues. Several studies highlight that
these platforms improve efficiency, allow asynchronous interactions, and offer multiple
formats for engagement [8—10]. In particular, synchronous tools like Zoom facilitate
real-time interaction, while asynchronous tools enable flexibility, especially during
disruptions like the COVID-19 pandemic [11,12]. However, most literature tends to
focus on the availability and use of these tools [7,13], rather than exploring how faculty
strategically use them for different communication needs, or how institutional and
contextual factors shape these decisions. This leaves a gap in understanding the nuanced,
user-driven communication practices that emerge in specific educational contexts, such
as in African universities.

Effective communication is critical to both collaborative faculty work and
student-centered teaching. Research indicates that digital tools can foster collaboration
by reducing geographical and temporal barriers [14-16]. Collaborative platforms
encourage knowledge sharing and co-teaching, especially in multidisciplinary or
team-based environments. Despite this, few studies deeply examine how communication
tools are chosen and adapted to fit collaborative academic workflows, particularly in
institutions with limited digital infrastructure [6,17]. The focus has largely been on
student outcomes or content delivery, with insufficient attention to the communication
strategies behind successful academic collaboration.

Modern communication in education often involves multimodal approaches,
combining text, audio, video, and visuals to enhance engagement and comprehen-
sion [18-20]. Faculty who integrates multimodal communication through video feed-
back, infographics, and interactive platforms tend to create more engaging learning
environments [21,22]. Nonetheless, much of this research is rooted in well-resourced
academic contexts. There is limited examination of how faculty in developing regions,
like Uganda, creatively use or adapt available technology to enable multimodal
communication. This is a critical oversight, as it underestimates the innovation required
to implement such strategies in constrained environments.

Technology also supports informal and formal professional development by
enabling access to webinars, peer networks, and virtual communities of practice. Studies
show that communication platforms play a role in fostering continuous learning among
educators [23-25]. Yet, the integration of communication strategies into professional
development is often treated as secondary in the literature. What remains unclear is how
faculty use these platforms to communicate about their growth, reflect on practices, and
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share insights across departments or institutions, particularly in resource-constrained
academic settings.

Despite the potential, challenges persist. Digital divide, lack of training, resistance
to technology, and poor infrastructure can hinder effective communication [26—28].
Some faculty may rely on outdated or inefficient methods due to institutional limitations
or digital literacy gaps. While these challenges are acknowledged, few studies interrogate
the communication-specific impacts of these constraints, such as how they affect clarity,
responsiveness, engagement, or feedback loops between faculty and students.

While the existing body of research has extensively examined technology use
in teaching, very little attention has been given to its role in enabling effective
communication among faculty members and administrators. Most studies either treat
communication as a secondary outcome or focus narrowly on student-teacher interaction.
Furthermore, there is a notable lack of research contextualized in resource-constrained
environments, where technology use is shaped by different institutional, cultural, and
infrastructural realities. This study addresses these gaps by exploring how faculty
and administrators in Ugandan universities strategically use technology to enhance
communication in teaching, collaboration, and professional growth. It contributes new
insights into how communication strategies are developed, adapted, and constrained
by local realities, offering a more grounded understanding of the intersection between

technology and communication in higher education.

2. Theoretical framework

This study is grounded in Digital Pedagogy Theory, a contemporary and evolving
framework that explores how digital technologies mediate the relational, communicative,
and pedagogical practices of educators [29-31]. Unlike traditional models that focus
narrowly on tool integration or instructional design, Digital Pedagogy emphasises
the critical, affective, and socio-cultural dimensions of teaching and learning in
digital environments [29, 32,33]. It is particularly relevant for understanding how
communication unfolds in resource-constrained, digitally fragmented academic contexts,
where educators must adapt continuously to the affordances and limitations of the tools
available to them.

At its core, Digital Pedagogy is not merely about the use of digital tools, but
about how educators shape, challenge, and transform their communication practices in
ways that are responsive to students’ needs, institutional conditions, and broader social
realities. Scholars like Jesse Stommel and Sean Michael Morris have emphasized that
Digital Pedagogy resists a purely instrumental view of technology; instead, it views
pedagogy as a relational and communicative act, one that is shaped by the technologies
through which it is enacted, but not determined by them [34,35].

Key elements of Digital Pedagogy Theory include:

Critical use of technology [36,37]: Digital Pedagogy is not about using every new
tool available, but about critically evaluating which technologies serve pedagogical
goals. This includes resisting the uncritical adoption of platforms and focusing on those
that enhance communication, access, and engagement.

Contextual responsiveness [34,38]: The theory emphasizes the importance of
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context—social, cultural, institutional, and technological—in shaping pedagogical
decisions. Educators adapt communication strategies based on bandwidth availability,
digital literacy, and student preferences.

Pedagogy before tools [34,39]: One of its core principles is that pedagogical
intention should precede technological adoption. Educators are encouraged to align
their use of digital platforms (e.g., WhatsApp, Zoom, Moodle) with specific teaching
and communication outcomes rather than defaulting to what is readily available.

Inclusivity and equity [40, 41]: Digital Pedagogy Theory highlights the need
to address barriers to access and participation. This includes recognizing and
mitigating device limitations, language barriers, and digital fatigue, especially in
resource-constrained environments.

Reflexivity and ongoing adaptation [40,42]: The theory encourages educators
to be reflective and adaptable, continuously assessing the effectiveness of digital
communication strategies and modifying them as needs change.

In the context of this study, Digital Pedagogy Theory provides a compelling lens
to analyze how faculty members communicate with students and colleagues across
a variety of digital platforms, from WhatsApp and Telegram to Zoom and learning
management systems. These tools are not neutral conduits for information; they shape
the tone, rhythm, and accessibility of communication. Faculty members make strategic
decisions about what to communicate, how to communicate it, and through which
channels, based not only on the technological affordances of the medium but also on
pedagogical priorities, student realities, and relational considerations.

For example, faculty members’ preference for voice notes and short videos
reflects a sensitivity to students’ limited data access, literacy levels, and preference
for asynchronous, mobile-friendly communication. These are not random or
convenience-driven choices; they are deliberate pedagogical strategies shaped by an
ethic of care and accessibility. Likewise, the use of WhatsApp groups for both teaching
and peer collaboration reflects the recognition that informal, flexible platforms can
foster more immediate, interactive, and relationally rich communication, especially
when institutional platforms are slow, unreliable, or inaccessible.

Digital Pedagogy Theory also sheds light on how professional development and
collaborative learning occur through informal, peer-led networks rather than formal
training programs. The sharing of tips, tools, and resources via chat groups and social
media exemplifies what Digital Pedagogy scholars describe as “networked learning,”
a model of professional growth rooted in dialogue, reciprocity, and co-construction of
knowledge among practitioners [43,44]. This reframes professional development not as
a top-down, institutional activity but as an emergent, communicative practice deeply
embedded in faculty members’ everyday digital routines.

Furthermore, this theoretical lens allows for a critical understanding of the
challenges and tensions that faculty experience in navigating multiple digital platforms.
The fragmentation of communication, information overload, and platform fatigue are not
merely logistical problems, they are symptomatic of deeper structural and institutional
issues that Digital Pedagogy invites us to interrogate. By recognizing the emotional labor,
cognitive demands, and contextual constraints embedded in digital communication, the
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theory moves us beyond simplistic narratives of “technology adoption” toward a richer,
more nuanced understanding of pedagogical adaptation and communicative resilience.

Digital Pedagogy Theory offers a comprehensive, critical, and contextually
sensitive framework for examining faculty communication strategies in
technology-mediated academic environments. It foregrounds intentionality,
adaptation, and relationality, highlighting how educators actively negotiate the tensions
between technology and pedagogy to sustain meaningful communication. By framing
communication as a pedagogical act, Digital Pedagogy Theory aligns closely with the
objectives of this study: to explore not only what technologies faculty use, but how and
why they use them to foster connection, understanding, and collaboration in higher

education.

3. Methodology

This study adopted a qualitative research design to explore how faculty members
in Ugandan universities use technology to enhance effective communication in teaching
and collaboration. A qualitative approach was chosen to allow an in-depth understanding
of participants’ experiences, perceptions, and practices in their real-world institutional
contexts. In qualitative research, the researcher is a key instrument for data collection
and interpretation. The principal researcher has a background in education and
communication studies and received formal training in qualitative research methods,
including in-depth interviewing, reflexivity, and thematic analysis. The researcher
maintained a reflexive journal throughout the study to critically examine potential biases
and assumptions, and actively engaged in peer debriefing sessions to ensure consistency
and credibility in interpretations.

The study was conducted across five public and private universities in Uganda,
selected based on their diversity in institutional type, geographical location, and
integration of educational technology. Access to the research sites was facilitated
through formal permissions from university administrations. Initial contact was made
via email, and followed up with phone calls and in-person visits to clarify the study’s

purpose and procedures.

3.1. Sampling strategy and participant recruitment

A purposive sampling strategy was used to recruit participants with varied roles,
experiences, and levels of engagement with technology in their academic work. This
method was selected to ensure depth and richness of data by including information-rich
cases that could speak meaningfully about the topic. The sample consisted of 34
participants: 24 faculty members and 10 university administrators. This number was
appropriate for qualitative inquiry and was guided by the principle of data saturation,
which was achieved when no novel data emerged. Participants were recruited through
departmental heads and faculty networks. Inclusion criteria included at least one year
of teaching or administrative experience and active use of at least one form of digital
communication in their academic roles. The researcher had no prior supervisory or
hierarchical relationship with any participants, minimizing power dynamics and bias.

While the primary focus of the research was to investigate how faculty members
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utilize technology for strategic communication, the inclusion of administrators was
intentional and necessary. Faculty roles do not exist in isolation; their communication
strategies are often shaped by institutional expectations, administrative communication
policies, and the broader digital infrastructure managed by university leadership.
Administrators play a key role in shaping the technological environment, facilitating
professional development, and establishing digital communication norms and practices
within the institution. Including their perspectives provided a broader, systems-level
understanding of the institutional conditions that influence faculty communication
choices. This inclusion allowed the study to capture both bottom-up and top-down
dynamics of digital communication in academic settings, thereby enriching the analysis
of how strategic communication unfolds across multiple levels of the university

ecosystem.

3.2. Demographic characteristics of the participants

Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of the participants. 34 invitees
participated in the study. There were 20 (58.82%) males and 14 (41.18%) females with
ages ranging from 30 years and above. The majority of the participants, 23 (67.65%), are
PhD degree holders. There were 10 (29.41%) administrators and 24 (70.59%) faculty.
Participants having technological experience in academic work of fewer than 5 years
are 08 (23.53%), between 5 and 10 years are 7 (20.59%), between 11 and 15 years are
10 (29.41%), and 16 years and above are 9 (26.47%).

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants.

Variables Male frequency (%) Female frequency (%) Total frequency (%)
Gender 20 (58.82%) 14 (41.18%) 34 (100%)
Age (Years)
30-39 11 (61.11%) 7 (38.89%) 18 (52.94%)
40-49 4 (40.00%) 6 (60.00%) 10 (29.41%)
50-above 5(83.33%) 1 (16.67%) 6 (17.65%)
Educational qualification
Master 4 (36.36%) 7 (63.64%) 11 (32.35%)
PhD 16 (69.57%) 7 (30.43%) 23 (67.65%)
Designation
Administrator 3 (30.00%) 7 (70.00%) 10 (29.41%)
Faculty 17 (70.83%) 7 (29.17%) 24 (70.59%)
Technological experience in academic work (Years)
Under 5 years 4 (50.00%) 4 (50.00%) 8(23.53%)
5-10 years 5(71.43%) 2 (28.57%) 7 (20.59%)
11-15 years 6 (60.00%) 4 (40.00%) 10 (29.41%)
16 years and above 5 (55.56%) 4 (44.44%) 9 (26.47%)

3.3. Data collection procedures

Data were collected through semi-structured interviews, allowing for flexibility
while ensuring consistency across interviews. The interviews were guided by an
interview protocol developed and reviewed by two qualitative research experts for
relevance and clarity. A pilot test involving three participants was conducted to refine the

questions. Interviews were conducted face-to-face and online (via Zoom or WhatsApp
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calls), depending on participant preference and logistical feasibility. Each interview
lasted between 45 and 75 min, and took place in a quiet office or virtual environment at
a time convenient to the participant, typically during mid-morning or early afternoon.
All interviews were audio-recorded with consent and transcribed verbatim. Field notes
and observational memos were also documented.

In qualitative research, field notes and observational memos serve as vital tools
for capturing the nuances and context that are often missed through interviews or
written responses alone. In this study, which investigates how faculty members
utilize technology for strategic communication, these tools were particularly valuable
for documenting non-verbal cues, environmental factors, and informal practices that
occurred during interviews or informal interactions.

Field notes allowed the researcher to record immediate impressions, tone of voice,
hesitations, and body language that gave depth to verbal data. For example, when a
participant discussed frustration with institutional platforms, a sharp tone or shift in
posture could signal a deeper level of dissatisfaction than words alone might convey.
These observations enriched the interpretive process and contributed to a more nuanced
analysis of faculty attitudes toward technology.

Observational memos, on the other hand, were used after data collection sessions
to reflect on emerging patterns, contradictions, or contextual elements such as the digital
tools observed in use during faculty work routines. These memos helped track the
evolution of themes, note analytic hunches, and raise critical questions that informed
subsequent data collection and coding decisions. They also served to record contextual
constraints such as internet interruptions or platform-switching during interviews, which
mirrored the very communication challenges faculty described.

Together, field notes and observational memos complemented the formal data by
generating contextual, interpretive, and reflexive insights. This contributed to a richer
understanding of how technology is embedded not only in what participants say, but in
how they act, respond, and navigate their institutional environments—an understanding
central to the aims of this study.

3.4. Analytic framework and coding process

Data were analyzed using Reflexive Thematic Analysis (RTA) as developed by
Braun and Clarke [45,46]. This method was chosen for its emphasis on the researcher’s
active role in identifying and interpreting patterns of meaning across the dataset.

The analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s six-phase process:

(1) Familiarization with the data through repeated reading of transcripts and immersion
in field notes.

(2) Generating initial codes—coding was both inductive (data-driven) and deductive
(informed by theoretical frameworks such as Media Richness Theory and TPACK).

(3) Searching for themes—codes were clustered into potential themes using mind
maps.

(4) Reviewing themes—candidate themes were refined for coherence and

distinctiveness.
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(5) Defining and naming themes—finalized themes were clearly defined and aligned
with research questions.
(6) Producing the report—themes were supported with illustrative quotes and discussed

in relation to existing literature.

NVivo 15 was used as a data management tool [16,47,48]. It facilitated the

organization and retrieval of codes and themes.

3.5. Ensuring trustworthiness

To enhance the credibility, dependability, and confirmability of the study:

*  Triangulation was employed through multiple data sources (faculty, administrators)
and modes (interviews, memos).

*  Peer debriefing was conducted with two qualitative researchers who reviewed
selected transcripts and coding patterns.

*  Member checks were performed by sharing summary findings with a subset of
participants for validation and clarification.

*  Reflexivity was maintained using a journal to monitor the researcher’s influence on

data collection and interpretation.

3.6. Ethical considerations

Ethical approval was obtained from the Kampala International University Research
Ethics Committee (KIU-2024-343). Written informed consent was obtained from all
participants prior to interviews. Participants were assured of confidentiality, and all

names and identifiers were anonymized in the reporting of results.

4. Results

Thematic analysis of the interviews yielded five core themes: Digital
communication platforms in teaching, communication for collaborative learning,
multimodal communication strategies, communication for professional development,
and challenges of technology use. Each theme reveals the practical ways faculty
use digital technologies for communication and the institutional, infrastructural, and

pedagogical complexities surrounding these practices.

4.1. Digital communication platforms in teaching

Participants widely emphasized the shift toward informal platforms, particularly
WhatsApp, for delivering announcements, sharing course materials, and coordinating
classes. 77% of the participants mentioned WhatsApp as their main teaching
communication tool. WhatsApp emerged as more than a convenience, it was described
as essential in navigating slow or inconsistent institutional platforms. One lecturer stated,
“Our LMS rarely works during peak hours, so we just upload class materials to WhatsApp.
Students respond faster there, too.” Another lecturer stated, “/ve stopped emailing
students. 1 send everything on WhatsApp, they actually read it.” In addition, another
lecturer explained, “The portal is too slow and often crashes. WhatsApp is the only
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way I'm sure my students will get the information.” These practices suggest a strategic
repurposing of social platforms to meet teaching needs and overcome technological
limitations. Email and official portals were reportedly underused, often due to low

engagement or technical unreliability.

4.2. Communication for collaborative learning

Online tools such as Zoom, Google Meet, Microsoft Teams, and WhatsApp
facilitated collaboration among colleagues across departments, especially during the
pandemic. 55% of the participants discussed online collaboration tools; 33% specifically
mentioned using WhatsApp for staff collaboration. However, collaboration was often
informal, dependent on personal initiative, and subject to platform inconsistency. “We
have a staff WhatsApp group,” one lecturer explained, “But only a few people respond.
1t works well for urgent matters but not really for planning.” In contrast, some teams
reported successful online coordination. “We meet every Friday on Zoom to plan and
debrief. It keeps us aligned, especially with part-time lecturers involved,” shared another
lecturer. These accounts illustrate that the success of digital collaboration is shaped
more by institutional culture and digital habits than by the tools themselves.

4.3. Multimodal communication strategies

Faculty embraced diverse modes of communication, combining video, voice notes,
images, and text, to meet students’ varied needs. These choices were influenced by
literacy levels, bandwidth constraints, and student preferences. 72% of the participants
described using multimodal content regularly. “Sometimes I send videos instead of long
notes, especially for abstract concepts like research methods,” one lecturer explained.
Another lecturer stated, “Most students prefer voice notes because they re cheaper
to download and listen to offline.” Similarly, another lecturer added, “I use pictures
or infographics when I think a concept needs visual aid, students find it easier to
grasp.” This shift reflects not just a pedagogical preference but a strategic response to

technological and linguistic barriers in communication.

4.4. Communication for professional development

Many faculty and administrators described how digital tools enabled ongoing
professional development through virtual trainings, online communities, and peer
resource sharing. Interestingly, WhatsApp and Telegram were cited as key platforms
for accessing micro-learning content, including recorded training videos and discussion
threads. 61% of the participants mentioned using these platforms for professional
development. “We re always sharing webinar links, PDFs, even tips on how to use
Google Forms or Moodle. It’s how we train each other informally,” said one participant.
Another participant stated, “I learned how to use Jamboard from a short voice note
shared in our Telegram group.” Similarly, another participant explained, “Theres no
formal training, but colleagues share lots of resources in the WhatsApp group. That's
how I keep learning.” This bottom-up approach contrasts with traditional top-down

training models, showing a move toward peer-led digital capacity building.
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4.5. Challenges of technology use

While digital tools enhanced communication in many ways, participants highlighted
a lot of challenges. 87% of the participants described experiencing significant
communication challenges. Key issues included poor internet access and high data
costs. One lecturer explained, “Zoom meetings often fail because of a poor network,
so we switch to voice calls or WhatsApp.” Another lecturer added, “Sometimes [
have to wait until midnight to upload lecture videos because that’s when the internet
is more stable and cheaper.” Similarly, another lecturer stated, “/ avoid using video
during meetings because my data finishes too quickly, and I can't afford to top up
frequently.” Inconsistent platform use, lack of clear institutional communication policies,
and information overload were other recurring issues. “I have four different WhatsApp
groups for my classes, and sometimes I forget where I posted what,” shared one lecturer.
Another lecturer noted, “Some staff still prefer face-to-face meetings because they
don t trust digital messages to be seen.” In addition, another lecturer explained, “It’s
exhausting juggling so many platforms, especially when none of them are officially
supported.” These comments underscore the fragmentation of communication across
platforms, revealing how technology can both solve and create communication problems.
Faculty also expressed fatigue from platform overload and a lack of clear digital

communication policies at the institutional level.

5. Discussion

This study provides fresh insights into how faculty in Ugandan universities
leverage digital technologies to enhance communication in teaching, collaboration,
and professional development. While existing literature has broadly acknowledged the
role of technology in supporting academic processes [15, 16], this study deepens the
conversation by demonstrating how contextual adaptation, platform improvisation,
and multimodal expression shape communication strategies in under-resourced,
low-bandwidth higher education environments.

A notable finding is the institutional reliance on informal platforms, especially
WhatsApp, as a substitute for formal learning management systems. This supports
Hadi and AlShaikh-Hasan [8], who highlight how Global South educators often bypass
official platforms in favor of mobile-based solutions. However, this study adds nuance
by revealing that this choice is not merely about convenience but a strategic adaptation
to infrastructural inefficiencies, institutional framework, and pedagogical immediacy.
Faculty are not passive users of technology; they actively reshape its purpose and usage,
often blurring lines between administrative, pedagogical, and social communication.
From the perspective of Digital Pedagogy Theory, this demonstrates intentional and
contextually responsive tool selection, where faculty prioritize platforms that foster
interaction and accessibility over institutional defaults. The emphasis is not on novelty,
but on pedagogical functionality, a key tenet of the theory.

Faculty employed a range of formats, video clips, voice notes, text messages, and
images, to communicate complex ideas and accommodate students’ learning needs.

This multimodal approach was shaped by students’ digital literacy, data constraints,
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and subject complexity. These findings are consistent with studies by Li et al. [49]
and Monica et al. [50], which advocate for multimodal learning design as a means
to enhance engagement and address digital diversity. According to Digital Pedagogy
Theory, this exemplifies inclusive and equity-oriented communication, where educators
modify their practices to ensure broader participation and comprehension. The shift
to voice notes and low-bandwidth formats illustrates a pedagogical decision rooted in
learner-centered design, a core value of digital pedagogy.

Digital tools such as Zoom, Google Meet, and Microsoft Teams facilitated
collaboration, though the findings suggest that success was often dependent on
informal structures and individual initiative rather than institutional support. Some
departments used regular virtual meetings effectively, while others reported fragmented
and inconsistent participation. This mirrors earlier studies by Zhou et al. [20], which
emphasize that digital collaboration thrives in environments where organizational culture
supports open communication and shared practices. Faculty in this study navigated
institutional gaps through informal WhatsApp groups, showing adaptability. Within the
Digital Pedagogy framework, this represents pedagogical reflexivity, the ability to adapt
and refine practices to improve collaboration, even in the absence of clear institutional
infrastructure. It also highlights the need for digital leadership and policy coherence to
support sustained collaboration.

Furthermore, while previous research has emphasized professional development
through formal digital training [24,25], this study shows that peer-led micro-learning via
chat groups and recorded sessions may offer more lasting value. Participants did not just
attend webinars; they repurposed them, revisited them, and circulated them informally.
This informalization of professional learning reveals a bottom-up model of digital
capacity-building that remains underexplored in the literature. Digital Pedagogy Theory
supports this mode of development by valuing participatory, situated learning. Faculty
engagement in bottom-up professional development reflects reflexive, self-directed
pedagogy, where educators co-construct knowledge in collaborative, digitally mediated
environments.

While technology facilitates communication, it also introduces new barriers such
as platform fatigue, digital exclusion, and message fragmentation. These findings
echo concerns raised by Tembrevilla et al. [28] about the “messiness” of educational
technology in practice. However, this study contributes further by exposing how such
messiness is navigated creatively, through flexible strategies and localized innovations,
rather than by strictly adhering to institutional digital policies. From a Digital
Pedagogy standpoint, these findings underscore the importance of critical reflexivity and
context-responsive decision-making. Rather than relying on uniform digital solutions,
educators in this study adapted their communication practices to meet the diverse
needs of their students, often in environments of limited infrastructure and policy
clarity. Digital Pedagogy emphasizes that technology should not dictate pedagogy;
rather, pedagogy must shape the strategic use of technology to ensure inclusivity,
relevance, and learner-centered engagement. Yet, the persistence of fragmentation
and fatigue also points to the limits of individual ingenuity in the absence of institutional
coordination. Digital Pedagogy, while celebrating flexible and critical technology

11
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use, also demands systemic support structures that enable sustainable, coherent, and
equitable communication practices. Without such support, faculty risk burnout and
miscommunication, undermining the very goals these technologies aim to serve.

Overall, this study shifts the focus from “what tools are being used” to how, why,
and under what constraints those tools are used to construct meaningful communication
in higher education. It offers a grounded perspective that is both practically relevant
and conceptually rich, especially for educators and policy-makers working in digitally
uneven academic environments.

Limitations of the study

While this study provides valuable insights into faculty communication practices
in digitally mediated academic settings, several limitations are acknowledged.

Contextual and institutional specificity: The study was conducted within a limited
number of institutions; as such, the findings are context-specific and may not be fully
generalizable to institutions in different geographic, economic, or technological contexts.
The informal and adaptive use of platforms like WhatsApp and Telegram, for example,
may be more prevalent in settings with limited access to robust learning management
systems or institutional digital tools.

Self-reported data and subjectivity: The study relied heavily on qualitative,
self-reported data from faculty members through interviews and open-ended responses.
While these narratives offer rich, firsthand accounts of experience, they are inherently
subjective and may be influenced by recall bias, social desirability, or personal
interpretation. The absence of triangulated data (e.g., observational or student feedback)
limits the ability to fully verify or contrast these perceptions.

Focus on faculty perspectives only: This research centers exclusively on the
experiences and strategies of faculty members. While this perspective is critical, it
does not account for students’ perceptions of communication effectiveness, challenges,
or preferences. Including student voices would have added a more holistic understanding
of how digital communication strategies are received and interpreted.

Rapid technological changes: Given the constantly evolving nature of digital tools
and communication platforms, the technologies discussed in the study may change or
become obsolete in a short time. As a result, some findings may have a limited shelf
life or may not reflect future trends in digital communication or pedagogical practices.

Limited exploration of institutional policy impact: While institutional
support and platform reliability were mentioned as challenges, the study did
not comprehensively examine institutional policies or leadership practices that shape
digital communication norms. Understanding how policy frameworks support or hinder
effective communication would have provided deeper structural insights.

Language and digital literacy considerations: Although faculty reported adapting
communication styles to accommodate students’ language abilities and access levels,
the study did not systematically assess language barriers or digital literacy levels
among either faculty or students. These factors likely play a significant role in shaping

communication strategies and deserve further investigation.
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6. Conclusion

This study contributes to the growing body of literature on the role of digital
technologies in enhancing communication within higher education, particularly in
the context of Ugandan universities. By investigating the communication strategies
employed by faculty, the study highlights the adaptive and creative ways in which
digital tools are used to overcome challenges in teaching, collaboration, and professional
development. It is clear from the findings that technology is not merely an external
tool but is actively reshaped by users to meet the specific needs and constraints of their
educational environment.

One of the key contributions of this research is the emphasis on the informal
adaptation of communication platforms such as WhatsApp, despite the availability of
official learning management systems. This repurposing of technology in response
to institutional challenges such as poor internet connectivity and unreliable systems
offers important insights for other low-resource educational settings. Furthermore, the
study underscores the importance of multimodal communication strategies, not only for
enhancing learning but also for addressing barriers related to literacy and bandwidth
limitations.

This research also sheds light on the informal, peer-led professional development
facilitated by digital communication tools. Unlike formal top-down training programs,
the study reveals how faculty are building digital literacy and pedagogical capacity
through shared online resources, webinars, and peer mentorship, which is an
underexplored dimension of professional learning in the digital age.

However, the study also highlights significant challenges in implementing effective
communication strategies, particularly the fragmentation of communication platforms
and the digital divide that still exists within the academic community. These findings
call for more coordinated institutional policies to ensure the equitable and efficient use
of digital tools.

In conclusion, this study offers a context-specific understanding of how digital
communication strategies are applied in Ugandan universities, providing both theoretical
and practical insights into how technology can facilitate more inclusive, flexible, and
collaborative teaching practices in similar settings. While further research is needed to
explore how these strategies impact student learning outcomes and long-term institutional
change, this study contributes to an emerging conversation on the nuanced role of digital

tools in higher education in the Global South.

Author contributions: Conceptualization, AU; methodology, AU and KK;
software, AU; validation, AU and KK; formal analysis, AU; investigation, AU and
KK; resources, AU; data curation, AU and KK; writing—original draft preparation, AU,
writing—review and editing, AU and KK; visualization, AU and K.K.; supervision, AU;
project administration, AU and KK. Both authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work received no external funding.

Institutional review board statement: Ethical approval was obtained from the
Kampala International University Research Ethics Committee (KIU-2024-343).



Forum for Education Studies 2025, 3(4), 3169.

Informed consent statement: Written informed consent was obtained from all
participants prior to interviews. Participants were assured of confidentiality, and all
names and identifiers were anonymized in the reporting of results.

Data availability statement: The datasets generated during and/or analysed during
the current study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Conflict of interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

. Akintayo OT, Eden CA, Ayeni OO, et al. Evaluating the impact of educational technology on learning outcomes in

the higher education sector: A systematic review. Open Access Research Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies. 2024;
7(2): 52-72. doi: 10.53022/0arjms.2024.7.2.0026

. Dang TD, Phan TT, Vu TNQ, et al. Digital competence of lecturers and its impact on student learning value in higher

education. Heliyon. 2024; 10(17): €37318. doi: 10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e37318

. Mexhuani B. Adopting Digital Tools in Higher Education: Opportunities, Challenges and Theoretical Insights.

European Journal of Education. 2024; 60(1): €12819. doi: 10.1111/ejed.12819

Carabregu-Vokshi M, Ogruk-Maz G, Yildirim S, et al. 21st century digital skills of higher education students during
Covid-19—Is it possible to enhance digital skills of higher education students through E-Learning? Education and
Information Technologies. 2023; 29(1): 103—137. doi: 10.1007/s10639-023-12232-3

. Gudoniene D, Staneviciene E, Huet I, et al. Hybrid Teaching and Learning in Higher Education: A Systematic

Literature Review. Sustainability. 2025; 17(2): 756. doi: 10.3390/sul7020756

. Uzorka A. Faculty Members’ Communication Needs with Regards to Technology. Journal of Learning for Development.

2021; 8(1): 111-128. doi: 10.56059/j14d.v8i1.444

. Olaniyan AO, Fakuade OV. Level of ICT availability and user competency in post-covid era in Ugandan universities.

African Multidisciplinary Journal of Development. 2023; 12(2): 146—152. doi: 10.59568/amjd-2023-12-2-14

. Hadi W, AlShaikh-Hasan MN. AI-Driven Curriculum Transformation and Faculty Development in Developing

Universities. In: Revolutionizing Urban Development and Governance with Emerging Technologies. IGI Global
Scientific Publishing; 2025. pp. 289-322. doi: 10.4018/979-8-3373-1375-7.ch010

. Hlazunova OH, Korolchuk VI, Voloshyna TV. Digitalization of Education in a School on the Basis of Microsoft

Teams Platform: Effectiveness of Synchronous and Asynchronous Learning. In: Leading and Managing Change for
School Improvement. IGI Global; 2024. pp. 198-234. doi: 10.4018/978-1-7998-3940-8.ch009

Roberts LN. Utilising Digital Tools to Enhance Teamwork Among Adult Learners in a Postgraduate Course. In:
Developing Effective and High-Performing Teams in Higher Education. IGI Global; 2025. pp. 251-284. doi:
10.4018/979-8-3693-3852-0.ch009

Adeoye MA, Widiana IW, Baharun H, et al. Optimising Video Conferencing Tools for Educational Leadership:
Enhancing Virtual Collaboration and Leadership Skills Development Theoretically. An-Najmu: Jurnal Manajemen
Pendidikan Islam. 2025; 2(1): 37-52.

Sroyprapai P, Songsriwittaya A, Kaewrattanapat N, et al. The Cloud-Based Remote Learning via Digital Media
Ecosystem to Enhance Learning Engagement among Undergraduate Students in Engineering Education. Studies in
Media and Communication. 2025; 13(2): 96. doi: 10.11114/smc.v13i2.7524

Uzorka A, Namara S, Olaniyan AO. Modern technology adoption and professional development of lecturers. Education
and Information Technologies. 2023; 28(11): 14693-14719. doi: 10.1007/s10639-023-11790-w

Casadomet AG, El Imadi I, Radid M. An Interactive Study of International Online Collaboration between Spanish and
Moroccan Universities. In: Emerging Technologies Transforming Higher Education. IGI Global; 2024. pp. 257-274.
doi: 10.4018/979-8-3693-3904-6.ch011

Choube PR, Mhamane SC. The Role of Technology in Education: Exploring Al, VR, AR, and Gamification. Educator
Insights: Journal of Teaching Theory and Practice. 2025; 1(1): 8-14.

Uzorka A, Odebiyi OA, Makumbi D. Exploring Key Factors in Faculty Professional Development Programs
for Seamless Integration of Modern Technology. Social Education Research. 2025; 6(1): 112-124. doi:
10.37256/ser.6120255893

Omodan BI. Redefining university infrastructure for the 21st century: An interplay between physical assets and digital

14



Forum for Education Studies 2025, 3(4), 3169.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

evolution. Journal of Infrastructure, Policy and Development. 2024; 8(4): 3468. doi: 10.24294/jipd.v8i4.3468
Al-Muttairi FZS, Al-Alusi AHSH. Multimodal Communication in ESL Learning: Examining the Integration of Visual,
Auditory, and Textual Elements in Digital Media with a Focus On Quality Education (SDG 4). Journal of Lifestyle
and SDGs Review. 2025; 5(3): €04773. doi: 10.47172/2965-730x.sdgsreview.v5.n03.pe04773

Harun RNSR, Singh AKJ. A Systematic Review of Multimodal Learning in Higher Education. In: Innovative
Pedagogical Practices for Higher Education 4.0. CRC Press; 2024. pp. 288—-303. doi: 10.1201/9781003400691-18
Zhou Y, Wu H, Cao G. Does community of inquiry really matter in understanding online learning? A confirmed
perspective using mixed method. British Journal of Educational Technology. 2024; 56(3): 1248-1272. doi:
10.1111/bjet. 13516

Lu B, Hanim RN. Enhancing Learning Experiences through Interactive Visual Communication Design in Online
Education. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research (EJER). 2024; 109: 134-157.

Troussas C, Krouska A, Sgouropoulou C. The Role of Communication Styles in the Learning Process. In:
Human-Computer Interaction and Augmented Intelligence: The Paradigm of Interactive Machine Learning in
Educational Software. Springer Nature Switzerland; 2025. pp. 235-303.

Manoharan G, Razak A, Rajchandar K, et al. Digital Learning for Professional Development in Varied Fields of
Service Sectors: Embracing Technological Advancements. In: Embracing Technological Advancements for Lifelong
Learning. IGI Global; 2024. pp. 111-137. doi: 10.4018/979-8-3693-1410-4.ch006

Olaniyan AO, Uzorka A. Impact of faculty professional development programs on the adoption of modern technology.
SN Social Sciences. 2024; 4(11): 191. doi: 10.1007/s43545-024-00991-w

Stutchbury K, Ebubedike M, Amos S, et al. Professional development in the digital age: Supporting improvements in
teacher education through MOOCs. Open Learning: The Journal of Open, Distance and e-Learning. 2025; 40(1):
67-90. doi: 10.1080/02680513.2023.2195875

Han SP, Kumwenda B. Bridging the digital divide: Promoting equal access to online learning for health professions
in an unequal world. Medical Education. 2025; 59(1): 56-64. doi: 10.1111/medu.15455

Musungwini S, Dhliwayo J. Bridging the Digital Divide by Advancing Education 5.0 Through E-Learning
Innovations in Resource-Constrained Environments. In: Proceedings of the 2024 3rd Zimbabwe Conference of
Information and Communication Technologies (ZCICT); 28-29 November 2024; Bulawayo, Zimbabwe. pp. 1-9. doi:
10.1109/zcict63770.2024.10958257

Tembrevilla G, Milner-Bolotin M, Gomez K. Examining public rural science high school teachers’ use of
technology: Portraiture in educational action research. Educational Action Research. 2025; 33(5): 739-755. doi:
10.1080/09650792.2025.2493687

Huang R, Adarkwah MA, Liu M, et al. Digital Pedagogy for Sustainable Education Transformation: Enhancing
Learner-Centred Learning in the Digital Era. Frontiers of Digital Education. 2024; 1(4): 279-294. doi:
10.1007/s44366-024-0031-x

Kellsey D, Taylor-Beswick A. The LearningWheel: A Model of Digital Pedagogy. Routledge; 2025.

Zhou H. Exploring the dynamic teaching-learning relationship in interactive learning environments. Interactive
Learning Environments. 2025; 33(7): 4363-4393. doi: 10.1080/10494820.2025.2462149

Avissar N, Yondler Y. Polyphonic education in teacher training: Constructing a new paradigm through
professional learning communities. Journal of Digital Learning in Teacher Education. 2025; 41(2-3): 116-128.
doi: 10.1080/21532974.2025.2483207

Fitriyah A. Inclusive Policy Design for Transformative Education: A Global Synthesis of Teacher Identity
Formation in Resource-Constrained Contexts. Sinergi International Journal of Education. 2025; 3(2): 94—106. doi:
10.61194/education.v3i2.703

Davis RF, Gold MK, Harris KD. Curating Digital Pedagogy in the Humanities. Modern Language Association; 2020.
doi: 10.17613/55A0-AM43

Stommel J. Ungrading: An introduction. Pedagogy. 2024; 24(3): 327-340. doi: 10.1215/15314200-11246255
Becirovi¢ S. What Is Digital Pedagogy? In: Digital Pedagogy: The Use of Digital Technologies in Contemporary
Education. Springer Nature Singapore; 2023. pp. 1-13. doi: 10.1007/978-981-99-0444-0 1

Lunevich L. Critical Digital Pedagogy: Alternative Ways of Being and Educating, Connected Knowledge and
Connective Learning. Creative Education. 2022; 13(6): 1884-1896. doi: 10.4236/ce.2022.136118

Touloukian C, Price D, Eller KH. Listening to and Learning from Teachers: An Ecological Perspective of Culturally
Responsive Digital Pedagogies during a Historic Moment. Teachers College Record: The Voice of Scholarship in
Education. 2024; 126(9): 3—46. doi: 10.1177/01614681241298809

15


10.4018/979-8-3693-1410-4.ch006

Forum for Education Studies 2025, 3(4), 3169.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Tan SC, Voogt J, Tan L. Introduction to digital pedagogy: A proposed framework for design and enactment. Pedagogies:
An International Journal. 2024; 19(3): 327-336. doi: 10.1080/1554480x.2024.2396944

Gutiérrez-Ujaque D. Towards a critical digital literacy and consciousness in higher education: The emancipatory
role of critical digital pedagogy. Pedagogies: An International Journal. 2024; 19(3): 337-371. doi:
10.1080/1554480x.2024.2379787

Olawale BE. Inclusive Innovations: Promoting Digital Equity and Inclusion through Technological Solutions. In:
Innovation and Evolution in Higher Education. IntechOpen; 2024. doi: 10.5772/intechopen.1005532

Koh JHL, Kan RYP. Students’ use of learning management systems and desired e-learning experiences: Are they
ready for next generation digital learning environments? Higher Education Research & Development. 2020; 40(5):
995-1010. doi: 10.1080/07294360.2020.1799949

Pareigis J, Kvarnstrom M, Cefa B, et al. Open networked learning—A course, a community, an approach. International
Journal for Academic Development. 2024; 29(2): 169—184. doi: 10.1080/1360144x.2024.2350652

Sziegat H. Impacts of Digital Transformation and Innovation on Chinese Higher Education. In: Digital Transformation
and Innovation in Chinese Higher Education: Governance, Policy, and Strategy. Springer Nature Singapore; 2025. pp.
93-108. doi: 10.1007/978-981-96-2650-2_6

Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology. 2006; 3(2): 77-101.
doi: 10.1191/1478088706qp0630a

Braun V, Clarke V. Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis. Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health.
2019; 11(4): 589-597. doi: 10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806

Nurjanah R, Sari DE. Becoming a Financially Smart Generation: Strategies for Improving Financial Literacy
in Senior High Schools in Surakarta City. Ideguru: Jurnal Karya Ilmiah Guru. 2025; 10(1): 853-862. doi:
10.51169/ideguru.v10il.1741

Venter IM, Blignaut RJ, Cranfield DJ, et al. Al versus tradition: Shaping the future of higher education. Journal of
Applied Research in Higher Education. 2025; 17(7): 151-167. doi: 10.1108/jarhe-12-2024-0702

Li C, Weng X, Li Y, et al. Multimodal Learning Engagement Assessment System: An Innovative Approach to
Optimizing Learning Engagement. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction. 2025; 41(5): 3474-3490.
doi: 10.1080/10447318.2024.2338616

Monica JA, Malar JH, Arun C, et al. Leveraging technology and universal design for inclusive and engaging learning
in Indian higher education. In: Educational Philosophy and Sociological Foundation of Education. IGI Global; 2024.
pp- 177-212. doi: 10.4018/979-8-3693-3587-1.ch008



	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Methodology
	Sampling strategy and participant recruitment
	Demographic characteristics of the participants
	Data collection procedures
	Analytic framework and coding process
	Ensuring trustworthiness
	Ethical considerations

	Results
	Digital communication platforms in teaching
	Communication for collaborative learning
	Multimodal communication strategies
	Communication for professional development
	Challenges of technology use

	Discussion
	Conclusion

