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Executiveummary

The aim of the iCamp validation trials (Trial2) was to validate how self-directed
learning (SDL) can effectively be supported with the use of social software in online
cross-cultural collaborative learning settings. In accomplishing a group project
collaboratively on a selected topic, students were required to create, reflect on and
revise their personal learning contract (PLC) under negotiation with their facilitators
and peers. One of the major aims of Trial2 was to advance students’ SDL
competencies, including their skills in deploying technological tools to collaborate,
their interaction skills with international partners in a foreign language, their abilities
to locate learning resources, and their autonomy to negotiate and make relevant
decisions.

Four academic institutions in Czech Republic, Poland, Slovenia, and Turkey were
involved in Trial2, bringing together five facilitators, one local site coordinator, and
24 students majored in computer/engineering sciences and social sciences to enact
the pedagogical scenarios designed by WP1 and to explore a set of recommended
social software tools selected and adapted by WP2 and WP3. The processes of
Trial2 were monitored and evaluated by WP4. Seven project groups with different
topics under the overarching theme “new media” were formed; the group size
ranged from two to five. Each group was supervised by one facilitator.

The main evaluation instruments employed were surveys, interviews, digital archives
(i.e. blog messages, email archives, videoconference recordings), and automatic
data logging (i.e. Weblog feeds, myDentity).

The responsiveness and SDL competencies of the students were generally low in
the early phase of Trial2, leading to delays in launching the actual project work and
thus frustration in several highly motivated students. Initial communications between
the students and facilitators were somewhat problematic, which were smoothened
out after each party had adjusted their mutual expectations. Given that most
students had still the traditional mindset of being led instead of taking the lead
themselves, direct guidance was expected from the facilitator, who, however,
assumed that the students should have been able to assume the ownership and
responsibilities of the project tasks.

Results from the two so-called Periodic Reflection surveys reveal the tool usage
patterns of the students. Amongst the list of recommended tools, Weblog was most
popular. It was attributed to the students’ familiarity with this tool and its assigned
function in Trial2 for documenting learning contract. Nonetheless, similar to Triall,
the students tended to fall back on email — a tool that is seamlessly integrated into
everyday lives of average Internet users. Consequently, we proceeded with
collecting and analysing emails to understand how the groups worked and to derive
their communication patterns. The adapted Henri analytic scheme was applied.
Some groups (Group#3, #7 and #11) demonstrated interesting evolution patterns. A
detailed case study of the most active student (p11s5) is reported.

Furthermore, the purported function of personal learning contract (PLC) for the
students to self-regulate their learning process unfortunately was not fulfilled,
because most of them were developed only towards the end of Trial2; no revision
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was possible or meaningful. It was attributed to the students’ lack of knowledge
about why PLC is deemed beneficial and how it can be realized. Presumably, a
better informed facilitator will foster a student to appreciate the value of PLC and
implement it effectively and efficiently.

In addition, meticulous analyses of online interviews with ten students in the final
phase of Trial2 were performed. In general, the interviewees acknowledged the
value of participating in Trial2 as they perceived their increase in the knowledge of
the project topic and of new tools, their social interaction and communication skills,
English proficiency, and ability to evaluate themselves as well as peers. However,
some negative experiences were reported such as difficulty in eliciting responses
from group mates, which was better explained in terms of motivational rather than
cross-cultural factors. Built upon their experiences, the interviewees proposed
improvement suggestions.

Empirical experiences of Trial2 lead to several implications: (1) Some structured and
direct guidance and instructions are necessary in the beginning phase for
generating the momentum for the groups to kick-off their work; (2) Intensive training
of the facilitators on both pedagogical and technical tools might improve the
outcomes of the trial; (3) Peer induction could even be a more effective incentive
than course grades to sustain the students’ motivation for the collaborative work; (4)
SDL competence could be fostered in a social setting, but the effectiveness hinges
apparently on the quality of social inputs; (5) Using social software tools to fulfil
learning goals seems plausible, but it may take some time for students as well as
facilitators to accept such alternative functionalities; further, it seems quite
challenging to break the habitual use of convenient and well-received tools like
email.
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10verviewBackground

The iCamp project aims to create an infrastructure for collaboration and networking
across systems, countries, and disciplines in higher education. Pedagogically it is
based on social constructivist learning theories. iCamp assumes that “adult learners
can be directed towards certain achievement and competence advancement by
introducing them to new ways of self-directing, collaborating and social networking
in technologically mediated settings, and by supporting a self-organized
restructuring of their personal environments, which include landscapes of tools and
services, activities and human as well as material resources” (Fiedler & Pata, p.5).
We aim to validate this iCamp pedagogical assumption (WP1) against its
interoperable system (WP3) and tools portfolio (WP2).

Three validation trials of different foci and scales are implemented within the lifetime
of the project. Whereas the first trial was primarily exploratory (D4.2), the second
(Trial2) was formative evaluation and aimed twalidatdnovSDlcareffectively

be supported with the use of social software inonl ine cross-cultural
collaborativéearningettings . In accomplishing a group project collaboratively on
a selected topic, students were required to create, reflect on and revise their
personalearningContract(PLC) under negotiation with their facilitators and
peers. One of the major aims of Trial2 was to advance students’ SDL competencies,
including their skills in deploying technological tools to collaborate, their interaction
skills with international partners in a foreign language, their abilities to locate
learning resources, and their autonomy to negotiate and make relevant decisions.

Our main research question is in reality which types of social software tools are
perceived to be useful and usable by learners and which ones are actually adopted
by them to address their learning needs and goals in authentic learning situations
such as online intercultural collaborative project-based courses embedded in regular
university curricula. Another compelling concern is how to evaluate these complex
online learning environments effectively whilst minimizing the disturbance (e.g.
aggravating the cognitive load on the learners (Sweller, 1988) or disrupting the
learners’ flow experience (Csikszentmihdlyi, 1998)) engendered by data collection
processes. The high incompatibility between messy real-life group activities and
neat laboratory-based controlled settings calls forth field and long-term (or at least
medium-term) evaluations and adaptation of existing evaluation methods.

1.1Self-DirectedlearningSDL)

Self-directed learning (SDL) is a pedagogical notion with a long and rich history.
Since its inception in 1920s (Brookfield, 1986), it has become a major topic in adult
lifelong education. Numerous studies have been conducted in a variety of domains
to validate, augment and improve our understanding how SDL works for whom
under which conditions (e.g. Candy, 1991; Hiemstra, 1994; Kay, 2001; Knowles,
1975; Maehl, 2000; Merriam, 1999; Pratt, 1988). Empirical evidence has
accumulated that mature adult learners can demonstrate high SDL competencies by
specifying their own learning needs and goals, identifying learning resources,
planning the course of actions, managing the workflow, and evaluating learning
progress as well as outcomes. Besides, it is recognized that SDL, which is
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traditionally seen as individualistic, has its social aspect (e.g. Kerka, 1999; Long,
1994). Group learning processes can foster individual learners’ SDL competencies,
because feedback from collaborators can stimulate them to reflect on their own
learning activities, thereby contributing to deep information processing and thus
metacognitive skills. Reflection enables the learners to regulate their behaviors and
attitudes. In contrast, some researchers argue that collaborative learning as a task
structure, whilst valuable in terms of social and emotional gains, may not be the
most appropriate or effective means for promoting SDL among adult learners in the
absence of appropriate incentive structures (Kerlin, 1992). In fact, this issue of
incentives ties closely with the problem of intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985) —
a key factor determining the success of SDL.

Another contention in the SDL literature is that an individual's opportunity for SDL
may be thwarted if her own goals and needs conflict with those of other members of
the community to which she belongs (cf. the arguments about “selves-directed
learning”, O’'Donnell, 1999). Divergences in values are more salient in cross-cultural
collaborative settings than their single-culture counterparts. Hence, investigating
SDL in such settings is deemed intriguing. Thanks to the proliferation of social
software, the scope of cross-cultural studies becomes very flexible, ranging from a
bi-national dyad to a multi-national huge community. The Internet is seen as “one of
the most powerful and important self-directed learning tools in existence” (Gray,
1999, p.120; cf. Candy, 2004; Steffens, 2006) because of its potential to deliver
new modes of learning, to open up access to learning resources, and to enable
content aggregation and redistribution.

Presumably, SDL practices tend to mix with heavily-guided learning that occurs in
formal education with the widespread use of social software, given the
aforementioned arguments. An illustrative example is the development of personal
learning contract (PLC). In brief, a PLC provides a means for negotiating
resolutions between external needs and expectations (e.g. institutional requirements
to earn course credits) and the learner's internal needs and interests (Hiemstra,
n.d.), and it entails constant updates contingent on the learner's progress. In the
pre-digital world, a PLC was documented in the pen-and-paper format, which was
not conducive to changes. Digitalizing PLC can not only enable a learner to revise
her PLC regularly but also enable her peers as well as mentors to view and
comment on it.

In summary, social software tools are seen as potential means to promote self-
directed learning - an old concept that takes on new challenges in face of emergent
information and communication technologies (ICT).

1.2Usabilitgbocigboftware

Like other types of ICT, usabilityl is a significant quality attribute of social software
in determining user adoption and usage pattern. According to ISO 9241-110 (2006),

1 1n D1.2 the notion of affordance is addressed. However, according to our understanding of the classic (i.e. Gibson,
1979) as well as more recent literature on affordance, especially its applications in the field of human-computer
interaction (HCI) (e.g., Gaver, 1991; Hartson, 2003; Norman, 1999), we are not convinced that the notion of affordance
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usability is defined as the extent to which a user can achieve her specific goal with
the system in question effectively (i.e. task completion without help or error),
efficiently (i.e. optimal task completion time and effort) and with satisfaction (i.e.
comfort).

Recently, in view of the diversification of user groups and blurred boundaries
between work and everyday life — a trend being partly attributed to the
popularization of social software, user experience (UX) has drawn much research
attention and efforts in the field of human-computer interaction (HCI). Not only
instrumental (e.g. improved knowledge) but also hedonic (e.g. pleasure, fun) goals
are deemed important. Evaluating usability and user experience can be performed
with a variety of approaches, ranging from model-based (e.g. GOMS) through
analytic ones without involving real users (e.g. heuristic walkthrough) to empirical
ones involving representative users (e.g. think aloud, survey). Specifically, in accord
with the extensively validated Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (David, 1989;
Venkatesh et al., 2003), actualsage of a system is influenced by a user’s intention
tase , which in turn is affected by the user’s perceivedisefulness and easefise

of the system. Perceived ease-of-use also influences perceived usefulness; a
person who finds a system easy to use tends to perceive it to be useful. A number
of previous empirical studies show that TAM can be applied virtually to any
computer technology. The original TAM has been augmented to include emergent
constructs such as playability and enjoyment (Davis, Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1992). Of
particular relevance is perceive@njoyment, which is defined as “thextentwvhich
thactivitpiisingheomputeiperceivedbenjo yablait'swmigh@apart
fromanperformanceonsequenceshatmapanticipated” (Davis et al., 1992, p.
1113); it is associated with the user’s intrinsic motivation.

is an appropriate framework for evaluating the tools usage of the trial participants. In its place, we resort to Technology
Acceptance Model (TAM), which has thoroughly been validated by a number of studies.
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ZTrial-SBtructurand\ctivities

2.10verview

iCamp Trial2 commenced in April 2007 with groundwork preparations, including
facilitator recruitment, development of pedagogical scenarios and evaluation
schemes, and selection as well as adaptation of technical tools. In September 2007,
substantive preparation work was undertaken, including student recruitment,
assembling the trial tools selected, and formation of project groups. From November
2007 till end-Jan 2008, groups of students worked collaboratively on selected
project themes under the supervision of facilitators. Assessments of student
perceptions and performances were conducted on a regular basis, and outcomes of
individual projects were assessed towards the end of the trial period - Feb 2008.

2.2Participants

Four European Higher Education institutions constitute the trial sites of Trial2, viz.,
Czech Republic (TBU), Poland (AGH), Slovenia (1JS), and Turkey (ISIK). Three key
roles were played by different trial participants:

Facilitators: Five faculty members from the trial sites proposed different
project topics about which they are knowledgeable, and facilitated groups of
students to accomplish the projects selected;

Students: 27 undergraduates and postgraduates majoring in computer
science, electrical engineering, sociology, and management

Researchteam : including LocabiteCoordinator (in the Polish site); they
were responsible to coordinate and monitor the progress of the trial,
negotiate strategies and resolutions with other actors to deal with emerging
needs and problems, and provide technical and pedagogical supports.

Seven student groups, with the size ranging from two to five, have been formed.
Each group worked on a specific topic and was supervised by a facilitator.

2.3InformatioMub

A blog entitled “iCamp Trial2 Weblog” (http://blog.course.isikun.edu.tr/icamptrial2/) has
been developed to serve as an information hub with multiple functions:

disseminate important information about the trial to students and facilitators
who subscribe to it;
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provide the links to iCamp Help Centre, where tutorials of a range of tools
are provided, and to Project Wiki;

provide links to blogs of the trial participants, including students, facilitators,
and research team members;

Posts in this blog consisted of static as well as dynamic information about the trial
such as the overarching goal of the trial, a sample learning contract, student project
registrations, elaboration of tools usage, description of learning activities, etc.

Students

Projedheme

Facilitator

JSI (1), ISIK(L)

Group#1: Nuclear energy and its alternatives in
Europe

Czech (TBU)

JSI(1), ISIK(1)

Group#2: Multidimensional best cost estimators®

Czech (TBU)

AGH (1), ISIK(2)

Group#3: Open Source

Turkey (ISIK)

AGH(1), ISIK(2)

Group#7: Cybercrime in Europe

Slovenia (JSI)

(AGH(2), ISIK(2),
JsI(1)

Group#11: New media - new movements? The
role of the Internet in shaping the social
movements in the age of globalization

Poland (AGH)

JSI(1), ISIK(2)

Group#13: Selection and evaluation of P2P
tools for content delivery®

Slovenia (JSI)

JSI(1), ISIK(2)

Group#14: The future network society

Slovenia (JSI)

TBU (6)

National Group — Mixed topics of the above®

Czech (TBU)

Note:

TabldOverviewtherojects

The student from JSI withdrew from Group#2 in the midst of the trial; the group was dissembled
The two ISIK students of Group#13 were basically inactive, in spite of different means to activate

them. Consequently, no real collaborative work could be done in this group. The JSI student had

to accomplish the project on his own under the supervision of his local facilitator

3: All the six TBU students, having involved in different international groups for a short while in the
Early phase of the trial, withdrew to form a national group in which the Czech language was used
for communication, but the project topics they selected retained of which the respective scope was
defined by the Czech facilitator

2.4Executiostagefrial2

After the preparation stage, Trial2 entered the execution stage, which consisted of
the launching and thee other phases. An overview of Trial2 workflow is portrayed in

Figure 1.

iCamp Consortium
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2.4.1. LaunchinghaséOctobe?2007)

Trial2 was launched by introducing the iCamp Trial2 Weblog to the students who
were then required to accomplish several tasks prior to the actual project work:

(@) Filling in the BackgroundSurvey . The data allowed the research team to
understand the students’ characteristics that potentially influenced their
performance in Trial2 (cf. Endnotel)

(bipitiatingpersonatoolandscap e. Students were recommended to deploy a
selection of open-source applications that supported the learning activities of Trial2.
They are (cf. Section 3):

Wordpress (weblog)

xoWiki (shared work space)
Videowiki (producing videoclips)
Scuttle (social bookmarking)
Feed-on-feeds (aggregating feeds)
x-Lite (synchronous communication)
iLogue (developing learning contract)
myldentity (email forwarding)

Doodle (meeting planning)

Flickr (sharing photos)

Calender (coordinating meeting time).

Students were required to create an account or an instance of the applications of
interest, and to manage and configure them to meet specific needs;

(akingself-introduction . Students were required to create personal weblog
and to attend a videoconference where they briefly introduced themselves;

(dRegisteringogprojecointerest . Trial2 was based on cross-cultural online
group project work, which was supported by the Project Wiki. On the front page of
the Project Wiki, there were links to a set of wiki pages with each of which
containing the name of the project facilitator and a brief description of the project
(i.e. project seed). Upon creating a user account for the Project Wiki, students
could register for their preferred projects by editing the respective wiki pages where
they put their names, email addresses and links to personal weblogs. Facilitators
were required to accomplish tasks (a) and (b) as well.

iCamp Consortium Page 14
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FigurdSchematicepresentationf rialactivi tieghyKePata)

2.4.2. FirdPhaseProjedGroup-ormatioiNovemb e?2007)

Student participants were basically free to choose whichever project theme they
found relevant, but no more than two students coming from the same country was
allowed to select the same project. The minimum requirement for a project group
was two students from different countries registering for the same project.

With the contact information accessible on the project seed page, the student
participants, who then formed a project group, could view each other’'s personal
blog. Preliminary discussions on contents of the weblogs and the project theme
could take place. The project facilitator was involved in these activities as well.
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To ease information search and data analysis, the so-called cross-application
feedingnechanism was introduced. Student participants were instructed to activate
the iCamp developed “feed-reader plug-in” in their personal weblogs and to
subscribe to their group members’ feeds, to the feeds from the iCamp Trial2 Weblog
as well as from their project facilitator. Students should also tag their blog-posts with
corresponding unique identifiers indicating the group belongingness and personal
contract ownership.

Figur@onceptuachemetonteraggregation bjeedingbKdPata)

In summary, two milestones to be achieved in the First Phase of Trial2 were: (i)
Formation of student groups on the basis of selected projects from a given pool,
and (ii) Assemblingpersonalandgrouplandscapes being populated by tools,
people, project tasks, and learning strategies. Towards the end of the First Phase
the facilitators and students were asked to evaluate these landscapes from the
usability perspective by filling in the 1°ReflectiorSurvey . Specifically, individual
students were required to fill in the Survey how they perceived the trial context
(including people, tools, the project topic, resources, etc). The rationale was to
encourage the students to reflect on their learning environment from a holistic
perspective and to understand how their perceptions changed in the course of the
trial development.

2.4.3. Second Phase: Project Specifications and Lea rning
Contract§Decembe?007)

This Phase started with discussions about the project work. Each student group
needed to develop activity strategies for realizing their project. With the help of the
project facilitator, students had to decide clearly the content and context of their
project, identify goals and objectives to be achieved, specify tasks and who was
responsible for which tasks, and select criteria against which they were evaluated.
These discussions could take place asynchronously in a distributed group weblog
area as well as in wiki, and additionally with the use of synchronous communication
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tools. When agreements on project specifications were reached, the students
needed to document their personal learning contracts (PLC) in their personal
weblogs or with the specific tool iLogue. Students used the contract template and
filled in their own aims, tasks, tools and resources and evaluation criteria. After the
students had drafted their contracts, the project facilitators negotiated the contract
elements with individual students. In the course of the project development, each
member of the group should share the responsibility to review and provide
improvement suggestions for their peers’ contracts.

The Second Phase of Trial2 ended when the first version of the learning contract
had been revised, and the second version of the contract was developed.
Presumably, when the project progressed the students had a better understanding
about the learning activities, resources, personal goals and evaluation criteria. The
contracts were again reviewed by one of the group members and the project
facilitator. The facilitator gave feedback to each group, how they had been working,
which problems were identified, and what should be improved on the project wiki
page. By the end of the Second Phase, the students and the facilitators were asked
to fill in the 2nd Reflection Survey in order to get information about their perceptions
of the usability of the tools, and how their personal and group landscapes had
changed.

2.4.4. Third Phase: Project Attainment and Evaluati on
(Januar008)

The third phase focused on achieving project goals and evaluating project
outcomes. Students continued to communicate and interacted with different tools,
including distributed weblogs, x-Lite, Doodle, Scuttle, etc., for teamwork
coordination, activities regulation and resolution of social issues. To realize the
actual project work, the group wiki and other appropriate tools would be deployed.
At the end of the project, the students reflected on their personal learning contracts
and evaluated themselves to what extent and how their learning goals were
achieved.
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3EvaluatioiMethoddnstruments

3.10verview

We employ mixed-method evaluation approach to capture qualitative and
guantitative data from different sources with different techniques (for an overview
see Table 2). To recapitulate, the common tasks that all the participants should
achieve are: completing three surveys, developing a learning contract, completing
their group project, and attending two interviews. The artefacts produced in the
processes of accomplishing these tasks (e.g. blogs, emails) are significant sources
of data.

3.2ContenAnalysisviodifietHenri’&ramework

As shown in Table 2, we have assembled a large volume of qualitative data,
including open-end questions in the surveys, blog messages, emails, and
interviews. Based on our related experiences of the data analysis of Triall, emails
are the richest source of data, allowing us to investigate the communicative and
interactive patterns at both the group and individual levels. Specifically, we have
adapted the analytical model proposed by France Henri (1992), which could provide
a useful conceptual lens for understanding different dimensions of the learning
process in an online collaborative environment (McKenzie & Murphy, 2000). Indeed,
Henri’'s model has been adopted as well as adapted by a number of researchers for
analysing computer-mediated communications (CMC) (see the review in Bourke et
al., 2001). Henri applied her original model to asynchronous text-based CMC (i.e.
computer conference) that allow learners to reflect deeply on the issue of interest.
However, the scoping of Henri's model is disputable (e.g. Gunawardena, Lowe &
Anderson, 1998).

While some researchers employed Henri's model for analysing synchronous
videoconference messages, others criticise that it is not appropriate for an online
debate as it cannot reflect a holistic view of such an event. We tend to endorse the
contention that Henri's model is more suited for asynchronous than synchronous
CMC, because generally the former can better support in-depth cognitive processes
than the latter. Specifically, we modified Henri’'s model by merging the participative
and social dimension into “participatory activity” with four values: coordination (e.g.
negotiating a meeting date), technical (e.g. resolving issues about tool uses), social
(e.g. sharing personal problems), and task (e.g. discussing the design of the joint
artefact) (Table 3). We have applied the scheme to analyse the contents of email
archives collected in Trial2.

Instrument Source Brieflescriptions
Backaround Students Administered prior to the start of Trial2; pre-trial
surveg knowledge and experience about SDL, tools and
y collaboration; both open- and close-end questions (Likert
(Appendix A) scale, e.g., on motivation level)
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Instrument Source Brieflescriptions
| 15" Reflection | Students Administered in the mid-phase of Trial2; tools usage

survey pattern, user experience, and tool acceptance (ease of

(Appendix B) use, usefulness, intention to use); both open- and close-
end questions (e.g. Likert scale for tool acceptance)

2" Reflection | Students Administered in the end-phase of Trial2; tools usage

survey pattern, tools acceptance, perceived value of PLC, self-

(Appendix C) rated SDL abilities; both open- and close-end questions
(e.g. Likert scale for tools acceptance)

Emails Students, Archives collected in batches after the completion of

Facilitators Trial2 to Qerive communication patterns; students shared

their emails on a voluntary basis;

Weblogs Students, Archives of PLC and other blog messages (NB: A few

Facilitators students developed their first PLC with iLogue for testing
the tool, but then copied-and-pasted the PLC back to
their blog).
| 15 Online Students, Conducted in the mid-phase of Trial2 with a

Interview Facilitators videoconference tool (Flashmeeting); semi-structured,;
reflection on different aspects of Trial2; 5 students took
part.

2" Online Students, Conducted in the end-phase of Trial2 with a

Interview Facilitators, videoconference tool (Flashmeeting); semi-structured;

Research team

reflection and evaluation of all aspects of Trial2; 10
students, 3 facilitators and the local site coordinator took
part

Weblog feeds | Students, Automatic logging; students’ data management skills to
(Appendix D) Facilitators, aggregate the contents of others’ blogs.

Research team
myDentity Students, Automatic logging of email transactions, but capturing
(Appendix E) Facilitators, only those emails sent with the specific account:

Research team

name@icamp.eu

Assessment
(Appendix F)

Facilitators

Grades given to individual students based on their
contributions to the joint artefact produced and on
whether they fulfilled certain requirements (e.g. the
development of a PLC, but not the quality of the PLC per
se)

Tabl€Evaluatiomstrumentandources

Participative Interactive Cognitive Meta-cognitive
Reasonin@kills Information
Processing
- Coordination - Direct Response | - Elementary - Surface (PS) - Person (KP)
(TO) (DR) Clarification (RE) | - In-depth (PI) - Task (KT)
- Technical - Direct - In-depth - Un-classified - Strategy (KS)
(TE) commentary Clarification (RI) (UN) . Evaluation
- Social (SO) (DC) - Inference (RF) (SE)
- Task (TA) - Indirect - Judgement (RJ) - Planning (SP)
response (IR) - Strategy (RS) - Regulation
- Indirect - Un-classified (SR)
commentary (UN)* . Self-
(1C) awareness
- Independent (SS)
Statement (IS) - Un-classified
(UN)
Note: 1 - our adaptation
Tabl@odifietHenri’'scheméoconteranalys is
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4Results

A pool of 15 project themes was offered to 27 students; this high project/student
ratio led to a highly uneven distribution, e.g. some projects attracted several
students from the same country and some were not appealing to any student.
Consequently, some students were advised to take their second or even third
choice to balance the student/facilitator and country/group ratio. These group
reshuffles inevitably undermined the motivation of some students, though the exact
extent could not be estimated. Eventually, seven groups with the size of two to five
students with different project themes were formed, but the original group numbers
were retained. We monitored the activities of the groups by regularly visiting the
blogs of individual students and holding videoconferences with the facilitators. Two
groups - Group 3 and Group 11 - were identified to be relatively more active than
the others. However, the general activity levels of all the seven groups were
unexpectedly low, as indicated by the total count of blog messages posted by the
members of individual groups (Table 4).

Group#1 Group#2 Group#3 Group#7 Group#11 | Group#13 | Group#14

No. blog 9 3 29 21 25 12 15
messages

TabldNumbedblognessagepegroup

It is the only data source that we could access for all the student participants (e.g.
some students did not share their email archives; some students did not volunteer to
be interviewed). Nonetheless, we are well aware of the limitation of this indicator,
because some groups relied on some other communication media, though blog was
highlighted as the primary tool for this trial. Empirical data of Group#11 are reported
subsequently: first at the group (or macro) level with the use of sociograms and then
at the individual (or micro) level with the use of content analysis of email contents
(Section 4.2).

4.1Surveys

Survey is one of the most popular instruments for evaluating a learning
environment. We conducted 3 different surveys; each of them was documented as
a Word file and uploaded to the iCamp Weblog at a different time. Students were
required to download the file, fill it in and send it back to the evaluator as an email
attachment.

The Backgroundurvey was administered shortly before the beginning of Trial2. It
gauged the students’ demographic data, ICT competence, cross-cultural
collaboration experience, self-directed learning knowledge, and expectation as well
as motivation for participating in Trial2. Eighteen students (12 male) returned this
survey. The data showed that most of the respondents majored in computer science
or other engineering domains and only four of them majored in social sciences.
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In general, 67% of them have used online communication tools frequently.
Surprisingly, 39% and 28% had never used blog or wiki, respectively. Further, 15
out of 18 students had involved in group projects and only 3 had experience in
online courses before they took part in Trial2.

The students' motivation at the time of joining Trial2 was relatively high with 15
students rated 3 or above on a 5-point scale. The students' expectations were
analyzed; the most frequent category (25%) was “to make new friends” followed by
the category “to learn new skills and acquire new experience” (21%)

Note : For further details of the results of the Background Survey, see Endnotel

The 1* and 2™ ReflectiorBurveys were distributed in the middle and at the end of
Trial2, respectively. In the 1* Reflection Survey, students were required to report
their perception and usage of all the eleven tools provided. They were also asked
about the use of the feeding mechanism (Section 2.4.2).

The last part of the 1% Reflection Survey consisted of some open questions, asking
students about their purposes and activities when using the tools. The 2™ Reflection
Survey was similar to the 1% one, and additionally contained some open questions
to collect students’ comments on their personal learning contract and self-directed
learning. We aimed at tracking how the perceived usability, user experience and
acceptance of the selection of social software tools for Trial2 have changed over
time.

Table 5 displays the twelve statements (S) and their associated constructs. In both
Reflection Surveys, students were required to rate each statement with a 5-point
Likert scale, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 “strongly agree”. An option of
“Not Applicable” designated as 6 was given as well. It was not compulsory for the
students to complete the two surveys, though they were strongly encouraged to do
so and would earn some bonus points for the final score by filling them in.

Thirteen students returned the first survey, and another batch of 13 students
returned the second one; there were nine overlaps from the two batches. Hence,
one should bear in mind that comparisons between these two surveys could only be
done on those nine students who returned both surveys. Other analyses were
carried out independently for each of the surveys.

Statement* Associate€onstruct

S1. Ilearned how to use X on my own (e.g., tools tutorial,

website) Usability: Learnability

S2. |learned how to use X with the help of facilitators and

peers Usability: Learnability

S3. My group-mates used X in a way different from | did Usabilty:

Understandability

S4. | frequently use X, at least once per day TAM: Actual usage

S5. It was easy to use X TAM: Ease-of-use
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S6. | had problems of using X TAM: Ease-of-use

S7. 1 needed help to solve the problems of using X TAM: Ease-of-use

S8. Using X could increase the quality of my project work Usability/TAM:

Effectiveness

S9. | could accomplish my project work in less time with the

use of X Usability: Efficiency

S10. | was satisfied with using X Usability: Satisfaction

S11. It was fun to use X Extended TAM and UX:

Enjoyment

S12. | would continue using X after the project is over TAM: Intention to use

NB: X stands for the tool evaluated (e.g. weblog, wiki, iLogue, etc.)

TabléT oalsagstatementantheiassociated constructs

Ease-of-use: Ratings for S1 were considered an appropriate measure for this
construct. As the majority of students were from some technical domains, it was
easy for them to learn how to use the given tools without asking for help. As shown
in Figure 3, all the tools except xLite (open-source IP telephony) had the rating of
above 3.5. For all the tools, the ratings in 2" Reflection Survey were equal to and
higher than those of the first one. Presumably, the gained experience in deploying
the tools over the time has influenced the students’ perception of their ease-of-use.

4
35
3
25
2
15
1
0

Weblog iLogue Video-wiki  Feed-on-feeds xLite Scuttle Doodle Calendar Object-spot Flickr

o
3

Legendillethafirsturveydottethasec ondurvey
Figur@Ratingfoease-of-us¢S1);

Actualisage:  Ratings for S4 approximated the actual usage of the tools. Figure 4
shows that the students only agreed with this statement on Weblog, which can be
attributed to the fact that Weblog was singled out as an important tool for Trial2.
Except for iLogue, the ratings for the tools slightly increased in the second survey.
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4.5

2
15
1
0.5
o I— I— I— — I— I— I—

Weblog iLogue Wiki Video-w iki Feed-on- xLite Scuttle Doodle Calendar Object-spot Flickr
feeds

Legendillethafirssurveydottethasec ondurvey
FigurdRatingfoactualsagéS4);

Effectiveness: Ratings for S8 measured this construct. Figure 5 shows that the
students strongly agreed on wiki and agreed on Doodle. The interviews also showed
that many students appreciated Doodle for its simplicity and effectiveness in
arranging meetings. The students almost agreed on Weblog (the rating was nearly
4). The rating for Scuttle increased from “almost agreed” to “agreed”. The ratings for
iLogue decreased in the second survey.

| # $ |
Legendillethafirssurveydottethasec ondurvey
Figuré&Ratingfoeffectiveness;
Satisfactiorand~un: Ratings for the perceived satisfaction and fun (Figure 6)

were measured by S10 and S11, respectively. The average satisfaction ratings over
the two surveys were all above 3.0 except Objectspot (2.9) — learning object
repository, and Weblog had the highest value of 4.2. In contrast, the average fun
ratings for three of the tools were below 3.0, namely iLogue (2.8), xLite (2.8) and
Objectspot (2.7), and Weblog again had the highest rating of 4.1. In studying the
differences between the two surveys, we notice some interesting observations. The
ratings of fun remained the same for two of the tools (iLogue and Videowiki) and
increased for the rest, whereas the ratings of satisfaction dropped for five of the
tools (the largest drop was for Flickr) and improved for the others (Figure 6).
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The largest increase was for Weblog, 0.8 and 0.4, for the fun and satisfaction
rating, respectively.These results seem to suggest that the students perceived
satisfaction differently from fun. It somewhat supports the current debate in HCI that
usability and UX address different quality attributes.

1.0+
0.8
0.6 -
0.4 -

0.2

0.0

iki Feed-on- x Scuttle Doodle Calendar

feeds

Weblog iL

-0.2
-0.4 -
LegendFillebaFunatingsStripethaBat isfactionating
FiguréDifferencéuandatisfactionating svethévsurvey$S10511)
IntentiondJse: Ratings of S12 measured this construct. The students agreed that

they tended to continue using Calendar after the project was over. Such a tendency
increased for Weblog, Wiki and Doodle, as shown by their higher ratings in the
second survey. In contrast, the ratings dropped for xLite, Feed-on-feeds, Objectspot
and Flickr (Figure 7).

45

35

25
2
15
1
0.5
0

Weblog iLogue Wiki Video-w iki Feed-on- xLite Scuttle Doodle Calendar Object-spot Flickr
feeds

LegendFillebafirsturveyDottethasec ondurvey
Figur@Ratingfointention-to-uséS12)
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4.2Persondlearnin@ontractéPLC)

4.2.1. ToolsWeblogslLogue

Two tools — iLogue and Weblog- support the development of PLC. Figure 8
illustrates the distribution of ratings for these tools, when only the positive
statements are considered (i.e. S1, S4, S5, S8, S9, S10, S11 and S12). To
recapitulate, the rating 1 denoted strongly disagreed, 5 strong agreed, and “NA” Not
Applicable. The NA rating suggests that the students have not bothered to try that
tool.

Figur8@Logueatingghévsurveys

Results show that NA was the most frequent rating for iLogue in both surveys. Most
students also rated 3 for iLogue (Figure 8). An interesting point to notice is that the
difference between the number of students who rated 5 in the first and second
surveys, 15 in the first survey and 10 in the second, respectively. It implies that the
acceptance of this tool has lowered over time. In contrast, students mostly rated
Weblog with 3 or above (Figure 9). It implies that they appreciated this tool. This
high acceptance can be attributed to the fact that 61% of the students have already
used some blogs before Trial2.

Figur&\eblogatingg&hévsurveys

In fact, iLogue (Figure 10a) has especially been designed to support the
development of PLC. It is built on the concept and technique of wiki and thus
enables easy editing, versioning and feeding. The four basic elements of a PLC (i.e.
goals, actions, resources and self-evaluation criteria) are given in iLogue as a
template, whereas students needed to type these elements manually in Weblog
(Figure 10b). As Weblog does not support versioning, for each revision of PLC
students had to copy-and-paste the older entry to a new message; some students
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creatively used different font styles and sizes to indicate the changes made. In
contrast, iLogue tracks changes automatically and allows users to view all the
changes of individual elements along a timeline with the function “Birdview”. In
principle, iLogue should be the preferred tool for the development of PLC. In reality,
the students showed stronger preference for Weblog. This observation can be
explained by several factors:

i. Most of the students had used blogs before the trial; the role of familiarity in the tool
selection was important.

ii. The design of Trial2 emphasized using Weblog as an information hub both at the
group level as well as individual level; it might then pre-empt the students from
adopting the other option.

iii. The students preferred having all things in one place. Though feeding the content
of iLogue to their personal weblog was possible, they did not bother to implement
this mechanism, as shown by the low number of feeding instances.

iv. Most of the students developed only one version of PLC because of the relatively
simple project tasks they needed to deal with and the short duration of Trial2, the
changes tracking function enabled by Birdview could thus be deemed excessive or
non-useful.

Figuré@Oal oguevitiearningontract

Figur@ObLoguevitiearningontract
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In summary, the results showed that the changes in the perceived usability, user
experience and acceptance were insignificant, though in general they were on the
increasing trend. As these constructs are underpinned by certain psychological
attitudes such as intrinsic motivation, they may not be changed easily within the
relatively short duration of the trial (3 months in total).

4.2.2. QualitgPLC

A template consisting of four major elements of a PLC (Appendix G) and a sample
completed PLC based on this template were posted in the iCamp Trial2 Weblog to
enable the students to develop their own ones. Most students followed suit by filling
in the required elements. Unfortunately, quite a number of the students simply
adopted the proposed assessment scheme (Appendix F(b)) as their evaluation
criteria, which should, however, be personalized based on the particularities of their
own project work and their assessment of their personal competencies. This
“mistake”, however, was not corrected by the facilitators. Besides, some students
failed to develop any PLC or a few even just modified slightly their group-mates’
learning contract to become their “personal’ one. The fact that most of the PLCs
were created only in the end phase of the project (Jan 2008) suggests that PLCs
could not serve their function to support the students to plan and manage their
work. In the series of 2" Online Interviews, all the interviewees claimed that they
found PLC useful and intended to use it in their future work, but this intention
seemed incompatible with their actual behaviour in Trial2. This discrepancy may be
attributed to the short duration of Trial2 and relatively low complexity of the project
tasks, undermining the necessity and utility of PLC. Nonetheless, the students still
saw the value of PLC. The missing guidance from the facilitators in some cases
might have contributed to this low involvement in the learning contract activities. We
will especially take care of this in the next trial setting.

4.3ContenAnalysisiEmailé&rchives

To validate whether the involvement in the collaborative activities supported by
social software can enhance individual learners’ SDL competence, we applied
content analysis to the group’s email archives with the modified Henri's scheme
(Table 3). All the emails that had been sent to us from the students, facilitators and
local site coordinator were sorted based on the date sent. Then each message was
divided into 'message unit', which represented one relatively separate idea, and
coded using unique identifiers. Each message unit was then classified according to
the categories defined in the coding scheme.

4.3.1. AnalysisProjecGroup#11

Since the launch of Trial2, the evaluation team has monitored the progress of the
students whilst eschewing any unnecessary intervention, by regularly visiting the
students’ blogs and holding weekly Flashmeeting with the facilitators who reported
the development of their group. We were then aware that three of the seven groups
— Group#3, Group#7 and Group#11l — were relatively active in the sense that at
least one student participant in the group performed very well and that the facilitator
(and local site coordinator) concerned was very responsive. In the ensuing text, we
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report our detailed analyses of Group#11; similar analyses have been applied to
Group#3 and Group#7 as well.

4.3.1.1. Grougevel

Group#11 consisted of five students. One was studying in an academic institute in
Slovenia (pl11s5), two in Turkey (plls4p11s5 ), and the other two in Poland
(p11s1, pl1s2) where the facilitator fall and local site coordinator (Ic) were working
as well. Based on the batches of emails we received from this group, we can
analyse its communication patterns with the use of sociograms — an important
technique in Social Network Analysis (SNA) (Scott, 1991). This approach focuses
on the study of patterns of relationships between actors in communities. The SNA
issues are located in the intersection of the sociometry, group dynamics, graph
theory, and anthropology domains. The sociogram is generated from the actor-by-
actor matrix NxN (N=total number of actors), where xij represents the fact that there
is an email sent from an actor at the ith row to the actor at the jth column.

Here the term ‘actor’ is used to refer to all the three groups involved: students,
facilitators and local coordinators. We use different shapes and colours to refer to
different types of actors, e.g., students (p11s1..5) are represented as red circles, the
facilitator (fall) as the blue diamond and the local site coordinator (Ic) the yellow
rectangle. The size of a link between 2 nodes represents the frequency of the
communications, while the size of a node represents its activeness. Sociograms in
Figure 11 can well illustrate the communication patterns of Group#11. Specifically,
we divided the message units into 3 consecutive one-month periods. The number of
message units falling in each period was 7, 34 and 63, respectively.

Totalnos. Dateothe

of  blog first PLC

Back- 1st _ 2nd _ 2nd. messages posted

ground Reflection Reflection Online [Nos. of

1%Online PLC

Survey Survey Interview Survey Interview versions]
no es no no no 5 06.01.2008

plisl | AGH y [
no no no no no 2 07.01.2008

plls2 AGH [1]
plls3 ISIK yes no no no no 1 n/a
plls4 ISIK yes yes no yes no 1 n/a
04.01.2008

plis5 s yes yes yes yes yes 16 3]

TabléDbjectiveneasuresthactivenessih dividuahembersGroup’11
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Figuré@1Sociogramfothemagéxchangesea riyamidoanénghaséathérial

In the Early phase (Figure 1la), emails exchanges occurred only between the
facilitator fall and the local site coordinator Ic. The students did not send any
emails at all. It seemed that the students only started working in the Mid-phase
(Figure 11b) when the number of students participating in the group activities, the
number of email exchanges and also the frequency of communication increased.
Actually, the number of message units doubled in the End phase (Figure 11c). In
the Mid phase, only pl1sl and plls5 sent some emails, but in the End phase,
emails were exchanged and circulated among all the students except p11s3. The
sociograms clearly show that the facilitator has played a crucial role in the group
communication.

Furthermore, we segmented the emails exchanged by the Group#11 members over
a three-month period (Oct 2007 to Jan 2008) into 105 message units and found that
32.7% of the message units were coordination (CO). These CO units were about
organizing meetngs. 12.5% were technical-related (TE), only 16.4% were social
(SO), task-related unites constituted 38.46% of the message units. Most of the
social units were from pl11s5 and related to the greetings such as “Have a nice
Monday morning” or “I wish you a greet week start”. Concerning the interactivity
dimension, 71.15% of message units were classified as independent statement (IS).
The very high percentage of independent statements showed that there were not
many interactions by emails among the students. The number of interactive units
(both implicit and explicit) was 28.85%. Among the interactive units, 4.81% were
implicit and 24.04% were explicit. These interactions were mostly started by the
active actors, i.e. fall, Ic, and p11s5. Those active actors appeared to respond to
every message directed to them.

The message units that were categorized as task-oriented (TA) were further
analysed according to cognitive and metacognitive dimensions. Concerning the sub-
category of Reasoning Skills, 40% were Elementary Clarification (RE), 2.50% were
Judgement (RJ), Strategy (RS) made up 12.50% and the rest 45% were
unclassified (UN). None of the messages was classified as In-depth Clarification
(RI). 45% were classified as Surface (PS), only 10% were In-depth (PI) according to
the sub-category of Information Process, and 45% were unclassified (UN).
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4.3.1.2. Individudkvel

The sociograms shows that pl1ls5 and pl1ls3 were the most and least active
students, respectively. Whereas the former initiated and responded to a number of
emails, the latter just received emails from the others and did not send any email at
all. In the interview, p11s5 confirmed that p11s3 did not participate in any group
learning activities. To identify the trajectory of p11s5’s communication patterns over
time, we observed how the distribution of the types of her email message units has
changed over two periods of time, namely Nov-Dec and Dec-Jan. Figure 12a
shows how her major types of participation have evolved. Interestingly, the number
of coordination (CO) message units increased whereas the number of social (SO)
and task (TA) dropped. This may imply that p11s5 has assumed the leadership role
in Group#11 to orchestrate the activities in the group, e.g. arranging group
meetings, assigning subtasks to fellow group-mates, and interfacing different parts
of the project.

P11S5

70.00%

60.00% 4

50.00% =co
40.00% ~ % SO
30.00% TA
20.00% = E
10.00%

0.00% A— A
22/11/07 - 22/12/07 -

21/12/07 28/01/08
Figuré2aParticipatiotrajectorpf pl1s5
P11S5

100.00%
80.00%
—&— Direct
60.00%
—4@— Indirect
40.00%
Independent
20.00% ™
0.00% *
22/11/07 22/12/07
21/12/07 28/01/08
Figuré2binteractivityrajectorpf pl1s5
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The trajectory of Interactivity (Figure 12b) has also changed with a slight drop of
independent message units (i.e. no link to other messages) and a slight increase of
direct as well as indirect ones (i.e. implicit or explicit links to other messages). It may
imply that p11s5 could relate her messages better to her group-mates’. In fact, a
similar trajectory can be observed in pl1sl and p11s4, indicating the interactivity of
this group has improved over time. This desirable trend is corroborated with the
sociograms (Figure 10) shown above. In contrast, p11s2 and pl1s3 remained
inactive all the time.

Casestudypf pl1s5: In the Background survey, p11s5 indicated that she has had
very good experiences in teamwork and online courses in which the main
communication tools were blog and email. She participated in Trial2 because she
wanted to test new tools, learn a specific topic from different perspectives, and to
meet new friends. She had a reasonably good understanding of SDL, as she wrote

in the survey: “[SDLispracticavaydakesoméecture®justearn aboua
specifitopicWeamdapitoutimeandheespo nsibility ofeadhe@nough
informatiorandolveguestionssmuhandbecause almosatiheimave
aréreedookothénformatiothatvareea llynterestedn.” Besides, p11s5

has developed three versions of personal learning contracts (PLC) with each
version being revised based on the feedback from the facilitator fall as well as on
her ongoing reflection on the project tasks.

The quality of her PLC was high in terms of clarity, comprehensiveness and
feasibility. She negotiated with the facilitator about the evaluation criteria against
which she would be assessed by the end of the trial. Such negotiation ability is
deemed a significant milestone in SDL. Furthermore, p11s5 knew how to use and
has tried out all of the recommended social software tools with some help from her
facilitator and peers. She knew how to set the feeding and has done so with most of
the provided tools. She also had a clear idea about the purposes of most of the
provided tools and intended to use them after the trial. She also demonstrated her
perseverance in pursuing her goal of accomplishing the project task despite the
initial frustration engendered by the non-responsiveness of her group-mates. In the
2" Reflection Survey and the 2" Interview, pl1s5 affirmatively indicated that her
SDL competencies have been improved in different aspects.

Note: For the three versions of Personal Learning Contract developed by plls5, see
Endnote2

While p11s5 was a successful showcase of the positive impact of a collaborative
learning environment with the support of social software, there were some
unsuccessful cases. Unfortunately, the data of these students were not accessible
as they refused to share anything with us. Hence, we cannot understand what
factors have hindered them from engaging in the trial. Further, while some students
appreciated the value of PLC as a useful tool for them to plan their activities and
thus developed one already in the early phase of the project, some other students
created their PLC only in the end phase. As shown in the interviews, quite a number
of students did not grasp the concept of PLC, nor did they bother to seek the related
information actively. Indeed, we believe that initial learner anxiety and confusion
about SDL or PLC often places the learner in a "zone of discomfort”. Some students
may be able to overcome such discomfort whereas the others are overwhelmed by
it and then withdraw from the challenge. Presumably, once learners have worked
through their initial fears and concerns, they may become motivated to implement
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their own plans. Indeed, learners typically need some initial guidance from the
facilitator if they are to make good use of the contract as a learning resource. As
previously mentioned, in Trial3 a special focus will be given to more involvement
and guidance from the facilitators. In addition, facilitators with experience in learning
contract procedure will be guiding also the less experienced facilitators.

Note:

For the detailed analyses of Group#3, see Endnote3
For the detailed analyses of Group#7, see Endnote4

4.4Feedings

The feed log file has provided some interesting information regarding the use of
some of the tools developed in iCamp. Table 7 shows the actions, the number of
such actions and the number of the actions found in the automatic feed log file.

Noadctions Researcleam
Activated plugin 18 5
Sent subscription offer 68 11
Accepted offer 49 30
Request subscription 94 51
Replied 23 16

Tabl@Datéothéeedinfunctions

The results show that over the three-month period, there were 18 “activated plugin”
actions, five of them were done by the iCamp research team. One should bear in
mind that the users should activate the “feed” plugin in order to use the feeding
function. And then, if they want others to read their feeds, they should send
subscription offers. If they want to read feeds from the others, they should request
subscription. The “replied” action refers to the reply on a post made by another user.
There were only seven “replied” actions by students during the whole Trial. It means
that Weblog was used mostly for posting information. Students did not see it as a
“discussion forum”. For instance, in Group#11, only p11sl, p11s2 and p11s5 used
the feeding function and they only received feeds from their facilitator fall.

4 50nlinénterviewsvitistudents

Five and ten students attended an online one-to-one interview in the Mid- and End-
phase of the trial, respectively. The main purpose of these interviews was to collect
feedback on different aspects of the Trial. Presumably, the interviewees were more
open to express their frank opinions in a one-to-one arrangement than in a group
format. The interviews were conducted with the tool Flashmeeting; the audio
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recordings were transcribed and analyzed along several dimensions (NB: the
following data are based on the End-phase interviews, given their broader and
holistic scope than their Mid-phase counterparts.):

4.5.1. PersondkarningontractPLC)

All the interviewees agreed on the (potential) usefulness of PLC, irrespective of the
time when they created their PLC. For instance, one of the active students (p11s5),
who developed 3 versions of PLC, remarked that:

| did good drafting, one at the beginning, one in the middle and another one at the end, because in
that way we can see this growing and, well, we know what we are getting. But it's important at the
beginning because we had a clear idea about what | was here for and that.

Apparently, she was well aware of the value of developing a PLC at the early stage
of the project. She had no problem in constructing her PLC by using the template
given. In contrast, the other active student (p7sl), who revised her PLC twice, she
recognized its utility but not necessity:

| think that without having the learning contract we can also achieve the final version of the
project, | don’t know if it will be better quality, but | think we could do it without a learning contract.
| think it’s only helpful but it's not necessary.

Given their stances, it is not surprising that p11s5 claimed that she would definitely
use PLC in her future work whereas p7sl expressed her reservation about it. For
those students who developed their PLC only in the End-phase, it is interesting that
they recognized the value of PLC, which presumably was based on their conceptual
knowledge about PLC rather than practical experience. For instance, p13s3, who
constructed his PLC just one week before the project ended, remarked:

... the most important thing | think, developing a personal learning contract or something like that
is important for getting into work, | learned that, but as | said | couldn't finish it.

For those students who developed their only version of PLC in the Mid-phase, their
perceptions of PLC were mixed:

Learning contract is some kind of plan that guides me through my project step-by-step ... | think |
would complete my project also without my learning contract (p1sl)

| think it is useful ... you give yourself a goal and you write what do | have to do to reach that goal
... it is useful to see what did you think in the beginning how you would achieve that goal, and how
it is changed now. (p14s1)

All the students interviewed developed their PLC with Weblog, though a couple of
them tried out iLogue, which was perceived more complicated. Further, the choice
between the two was contingent on the preference of the other group members.

I mean | didn't find [iLogue] useful, because it was again another tool which | had to log in, ... |
didn’t know where is the link where | should send to somebody if | want them to see my learning
contract, so it was quite complicated. | think | could do this on my blog and it would be the same

... I didn’t find any more functions which would make [iLogue] so great. (p3sl)

I chose Weblog because all the other members of my group ... it was easier for them ... they are
checking my weblog ... for me | don't think it would be any different if | used iLogue or weblog
(p14s1)
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4.5.2. ToolsJsage

Feedingnechanism : Two of the ten interviewees did not use the feeding function
in Weblog. One explained that “I wrote a few posts but my peers didn't write them, ..., so it
didn’t make sense for me to keep track” and the other simply mentioned that he did not try
it. Those who deployed the feeding mechanism appreciated its usefulness to them
informed about the others’ weblog posts. For instance, p7sl remarked: “my group

didn’t use blogs, so this feeding was rather useless in my group ... | saw what was going on in another
group and the main information from iCamp weblog,..., it's a really good option in a weblog.”

Further, p13s2 suggested improving this mechanism by adding some automatic
connection between group members instead of asking the user to explicitly
sending/receiving subscription requests.

Interestinglyp7s3, who tended to paint a rosy picture of every single aspect of the
project — which was contradicted by the actual happenings, did not understand what
feeding actually is: “Yes of course | used feeding- it was like | was doing something and | was

putting it in my blog so [group-mates] could see and maybe gave responses, but not on the blog, we
gave responses to each other in our mail.”

Synchronous communication: The interviewees deployed different tools for
synchronous communication, including Skype, Flashmeeting, and MSN. Some interesting
cross-cultural elements like tool preference and working style played a role here. For
instance, p7sl remarked that “Turkey wanted to use MSN, but in Poland, MSN is not popular so |

didn't use it.”; p14S1 mentioned: “I tried to do at least windows messenger meetings but it didn’t
work, so in the end we just communicated by emails. | noticed that all the Turkish boys, they were
always working really late at night and | am more of a morning person so we really didn’t work at the
same time so | think that was the problem for not meeting messenger or something.”

Usability : In the survey, the interviewees rated individual tools with respect to different
usability attributes (cf. Table 5). Related qualitative feedback was gathered through the
interviews. Some had negative opinions on the number of tools provided; made
improvement suggestions; explained specific coordination issues; expressed their
intention to use certain tools (mostly Weblog, Doodle, and Flashmeeting) in future;
appreciated the learnability of the tools.

The other tools [apart from weblog] in my opinion are useless because | finished my project
without using them.

... | think it would be better to prepare one account that you can log in and then you can use all
the tools without logging in to every tool”

... we used [emails] because they are so simple and we use them in everyday life, and using these
tools | was sure that they got my message and know about my stuff ...

| wanted to use xLite to communicate with my peers, but they didn't like to use them because they
had firewall

It's really useful to have a blog and I think | will use it again for another project, for sure... I'm still
using Doodle and Gmail Calendar because | find them really useful”

It was quite easy to learn them sometimes if | had some small problems | read the instructions or |
talked to [groupmate] ... sometimes asked [the facilitator]... | didn’t have big problems with it.

iCamp Consortium Page 34



Second Trial Evaluation Report Version 2.0

4.5.3. Groujinteractions

All the interviewees have reported difficulties, albeit to different extents, in
collaborating with their group-mates as well as facilitators, especially in the early
phase of their project when there was no or long-delayed response to calls for
collaboration/guidance (regardless via blog or email). Frustration was inevitably
engendered. The situation improved over time when the End-phase drew closer
and the assessment was imminent. Furthermore, the groups in which the
interviewees were involved adopted cooperative rather than collaborative strategies,
i.e., the project was simply divided into independent parts to be accomplished by
different members and then these parts were glued together, with or without an
appropriate interface between parts. The stories told by p7sl1 and p3S1 reveal such
a typical working pattern: (i) Waiting sluggishly for a prescription how the project
could be done; (ii) Dividing the work hastily among the group mates; (iii) Patching up
the final product

“we have some problems with our group mates because we contacted each other, in my opinion,
too late ... | was trying to push them ... but there was no answer from them. | also contacted our
facilitator, and he also tried to contact them but ... there was no answer, no mails, no information
on the web blogs... So | didn't know what | had to do ... So my work was waiting for them ... in
the end | have to work on this project during my exams and | didn’t have enough time for it. ... we
had a Fashmeeting and | presented my point of view what we should check in our countries and
they agreed with me and we started our work. It was fast work because it was | think four days
maybe. ... To be honest, | really, | don't like something like this ... do in a rushed time ... the
quality of the final paper would be higher.” (p7s1)

“... at the first part of the project we didn’t know exactly what we are supposed to do, so we are
just waiting, and then when we all started we divided our work for three parts, so each person was
responsible for one part, and after it we shared it and then prepared a presentation and combined
it together ... it wasn't really group working in my opinion, it was only dividing [the work] to the
members of the group and then working on it.” (p3s1)

Concerning the facilitating style, most of the interviewees were generally satisfied
with the solicited help and guidance they obtained from their facilitators. However,
the students experienced a difficult start when they were unsure whether and how
they should take the initiative to contact their facilitators.

“... she was a bit out and then | had to contact her but | didn’t find her. | spoke with one of the
helpteam [member who] gave me her email and then every time | was asking her and she was
answering me back.” (p11s5)

Furthermore, some expected more proactive interventions from their facilitators. It is
often a controversy how much freedom or control should be granted to or imposed
on the students. Apparently, it is necessary that the students do need more
structure and guidance at the very beginning of the project.

‘... Actually, the facilitator didn't help me too much, | just catch some feedback ... in the
wordpress, and that is, [she] just introduced the topic and what should be done, then everything
goes silent ... the other facilitators of the other groups properly instructed the group members and
| talked to the other people in my university and their facilitators tired to help them but our
facilitators didn’t show up [her]self” (p13s2; Note that this student even did not know that the
facilitator was a female and kept using male pronouns),

Regarding the role of cross-cultural differences in the progress of the project work,
the interviewees believed that such differences, which were perceived as rather
subtle, did not have any significant impact. However, the students attributed the
interaction difficulty to different motivation levels, which were in turn related to
whether the participation in the trial was voluntary.
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“there are some cultural differences between us, but I'm not sure if they played a big role in it.... |
think maybe we weren’t motivated on the same level because for him [p3s2] it was only voluntary
and if he didn't like it or didn’t have time he just didn't do it, and for me it was different because it
was a part of my subject at studies so | had to do this ... so | think that this was the problem of
our communication | don’t think he was so motivated as | was, | don’'t know maybe if he was more
frustrated — | really don’t know” (p3s1)

4.5.4. Lessonsearnandinprovemenfuggestions

Despite the difficulties experienced, all the interviewees confirmed that they valued
their participation in the trial and gained something, be it new tools, English
proficiency, knowledge of the project topic, self-directed learning competence, social
communication skills, or friendship.

Well I improved my research ability probably .... Also, | improved maybe my English a little ... |
think it's great because we meet people from other countries and we learn their opinions and work
with them on different kinds of things. Everyone has different cultures and a different learning
type, different learning style and we learnt all of them and we mixed them with each other and |
liked it.” (p7s3)

“first the positive thing is | work with some foreign students .... Then second is that | knew some of
the tools here but at least half of the tools were new for me ... | have never written a blog before
so it was positive also” (pl4sl)

“it is a new experience for me ... It's a nice learning experience where you meet different people
from different countries.. | gained a lot of knowledge and it was interesting also.” (p1sl)

Built on both their positive and negative experiences, the students proposed some
improvement suggestions on the following aspects:

Toolsisage : “... there were too many registrations. It is useful to have just one registration
and with this you can use all the tools, so to just register once” (pl4sl)

Strongepresencefacilitator S: “I think that facilitator should have a bigger role, she
should be rather like a guide for us or a kind of leader maybe, because we were quite confused at
the beginning and we didn’t exactly know what we were meant to do and it took many days to get
to know something about it, so | think that the facilitator should be a person who contacts us and
says that, OK, until this day you do learning contract and then you have to do something like
that” (p3sl)

Packagingftherial : to create a more modern website .... When you go from modern
websites to iCamp tools, which looks really simple, you are a little confused ... Only text, no
pictures, no colours- maybe it will be more encouraging to work when it will be more
professional, more colourful, more attractive. Maybe ... some bibliography, e.g., ... about my
facilitator .... So maybe creating one attractive website, maybe more attractive blogs- maybe
then people could think ‘Oh, it's so professional, it's really good that | am in this project” (p7s1)

Participatioincentive  : “... | really want to work on something which is interesting to me.
Maybe connected with my fields of study, but also something really modern which | can work on
it, learn something and then fill in my CV. Because my employer can look on it ... p7s1)

Referring back to the main goal of Trial-2 for advancing SDL competencies in the
students, in the interviews questions directly or indirectly related to this goal were
addressed. For instance, p7s3 described advances in SDL not only at a personal
but also at a group level:

| think after this project | became a more self-directed learner because only | had to do that part,
so | searched, | made research and | prepared my paper ... my group mates were good directed
learners because we always talked about what we are going to do ... We're also responsible for
each other so it pushed us for being a good directed learner.
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Furthermore, as shown in the excerpts above, some students demonstrated their
SDL abilities to evaluate their own as well as peers’ behaviour and performance, to
address the issue of facilitating style, to assess the utility and necessity of the given
tools, to reflect on group collaborative strategies, and to propose improvement

suggestions.
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5Discussions

5.1Toalsage

With regard to the question about the tool usage, results of the two Reflection
Surveys show that, amongst the list of eleven recommended tools (excluding email),
the students predominantly used Weblog in Trial2 for sharing their experiences with
group-mates and documenting their PLC. Given its ease of use, publishing a PLC
to a blog presumably is a good means to invite feedback from fellow members of a
group sharing some common goals. However, it did not work well in Trial2 in
general, because of the relative poor communications among the group members.
Indeed, without social inputs, the role of social software like blog, wiki and forum in
promoting SDL by channelling timely feedback to individual learners is
compromised. Similarly, the need for the feeding mechanism, which supports an all-
in-one-place view, was low, given the small group size and limited content.

While most students explored Objectspot, Video-Wiki, Feed-on-feeds, xLite and
Flickr, they did not use them for their work, as revealed in the interviews. The
relatively low complexity of the project tasks, which involved primarily information
search and consolidation on a very specific topic, and the short duration of the trial
(3-month) rendered these tools irrelevant or even distracting. In fact, in response to
the interview question “Whatvouldheylaamprovehelesigrotherial could
bemproved? ” most of the student interviewees suggested reducing the number of
tools provided. It seems that they were overwhelmed by the options given.

In contrast, synchronous communications proved effective in generating the
momentum in the group to collaborate. However, the students tended to fall back
on using emails as the main communication tool. It may be attributed to the fact that
emails are seamlessly incorporated in their everyday life and they are so familiar
with it. While a number of the students use social software like Facebook for social
interactions, using social software for achieving learning tasks is still something new
to some of them. It may take them some more time to accept such alternative
functions of these emergent technologies and deploy them creatively.

Cross-cultural online setting made it especially challenging for the trial participants,
who had never met before, to collaborate. The initial and some persistent non-
responsiveness of some group-mates to emails and low posting frequency in blogs
were particularly frustrating because they were key means to share ideas and reach
consensus. The lack of such shared information jeopardized the students’ SDL
opportunities to pursue their own needs and goals.

5.2ContenAnalysiantHenri’Scheme

Content analysis of the email archives enables us to develop a fairly good
understanding of the communication pattern as well as social structure of the active
groups and the activeness (or passiveness) as well as knowledge distribution role of
individual group members (NB: for non-active groups the lack of data does not allow
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us to do so). It can also reflect the learning protocol, i.e. how the students carried
out their tasks using the provided tools.

While the Henri's scheme proved useful to identify a general picture about the
quality of the group interaction (e.g. whether it is social-oriented or task-oriented),
some of the analytic results seem to imply the inadequacy of the scheme for
analyzing email messages. First, the number of independent statements (IS) was
exceptionally high (81% in Group#3, another active group, and 71% in Group#11).
It may be attributed to the loose structure of the email communication. In an online
discussion forum or a computer conference to which the Henri's scheme was
originally applied, the participants need to stay on track, following threads of
thoughts that are linked. In the context of an online debate, argumentative
discourses have even a tighter structure or formality. In contrast, emails are
exchanged in an informal context where participants are free to express
themselves. Furthermore, unlike online forum (or a group blog) where all messages
are put in one place to be viewed by all participants, email users can selectively
include or exclude previous messages as well as certain recipients in their replies or
they can start a completely new message. Hence, the lack of direct references (or in
some cases partial references) to previous communications can explain the high
instances of IS.

Second, for the sub-category Reasoning Skills, most of the units were Elementary
Clarification (RE) (39% in Group#3 and 40% in Group#11) or unclassified (UN)
(42% in Group#3 and 45% in Group#11). The high percentage of unclassified
message units indicates the difficulty and uncertainty in classifying certain
messages. Indeed, classifying message units into attributes of a coding scheme is a
highly subjective task that is prone to biases of individual coders, who interpret the
message units idiosyncratically. There are two types of reliability in question: intra-
rater reliability (i.e. the extent to which one coder agrees with himself over time) and
inter-rater reliability (i.e. the extent to which two or more coders agree with each
other). We have computed both by randomly selecting two blocks of 10 consecutive
message units (NB: to retain the contextual information) from each of the two
groups (~ 20% of the total 98 and 105 message units of Group#3 and Group#5,
respectively). Cohen’s kappa coefficient, which is a powerful measure of agreement
(Fleiss, 1971), was computed. The intra-rater reliability (NB: the time lapse between
the coding and recoding was about one week) was good (k = 0.74) whereas the
inter-rater reliability between the two coders (NB: after the discussion of the results
of the pilot analysis) was fair (k = 0.47). Whether these kappa values are acceptable
is debatable; statisticians normally demand a high threshold (i.e. a minimum level of
80%) whereas content analysts tend to take a more lenient approach, given the
consideration that reliability may compromise the validity of some results
(Krippendorf, 2004). The main discrepancy between the two coders could be
attributed to the unclassified message units (UN). Some ambiguous units such as “I
foundomdimeodayndinishednyresentationl'm sendingtyoualso
uploadedhere " could be seen as task-oriented (TA) or coordination (CO). If this
unit is coded as TA, it implies some sort of coding in the Cognitive dimension;
however, the quoted unit seems not fit in any of its attributes and thus results in an
unknown classification. However, if it is coded as CO, no further coding in the
Cognitive dimension seems required. Nevertheless, negotiations between the two
coders were carried out to reach some consensus on the final coding.
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For the sub-category Information Processing, very few units were classified as In-
depth (8% in Group#3 and 10% in Group#11). Results of the Cognitive dimension
imply that emails were not used by the students for in-depth discussion or problem
solving. The students worked mostly in a cooperative way, not in a collaborative
way. The projects were somehow divided into different sub-tasks and each student
was independently responsible for their assigned tasks.
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6ConcludingRemarks

The challenging tasks for our research team were to design appropriate
pedagogical scenarios (WP1), to capture data with effective tools (WP2, WP3), and
to integrate a large volume of multi-source qualitative data (WP4). Some lessons
have been learnt from the practical experiences of Trial2.

First, an unstructured open environment might scare off a number of students, who
are so used to traditional guided learning, and thus de-motivate them from getting
involved in the early stage, rendering it even harder for them to join in later because
of the issue of bootstrapping. Hence, some form of formal structure and scaffolding
from facilitators in the beginning phase of the trial are deemed essential.

Second, not only most of the students but also some facilitators had vague
concepts about self-directed learning (SDL) in general and personal learning
contract (PLC) in particular in the beginning of Trial2. From the first series of student
interviews (Dec 2007), we noted that all of the five interviewees had not the slightest
clue what a PLC was; one of them thought that it was referred to the curriculum of
their project-based course. Nor did the student get the related information about
PLC effectively from their facilitators. Such a lack of understanding and
communication about the role of PLC also explained why most students developed
their PLC (too) late to be of any particular use. This finding implies that more
intensive preparatory training, preferably face-to-face, should be given to the
facilitators; the relatively short online presentations delivered via videoconference
about the SDL concepts and pedagogical scenarios to the facilitators before the
actual launch of Trial2 proved insufficient. Presumably, the better informed
facilitators will enable the students to appreciate the value of PLC and implement it
successfully.

Third, the data collection procedure may interfere with the students’ learning
processes. The design of our online cross-cultural collaborative learning was
relatively complex and inherently messy. As the trial participants were widely
distributed in different sites, it was extremely difficult for the evaluators to track the
tools usage on a fine-grained level. Some in situ observations could in principle be
done but practically rather implausible, because the students performed their project
tasks on flexible schedules and places (e.g. late in the evening at home). In fact,
we did employ some automatic data logging instruments (e.g. myDentity — an
application for tracking email transactions; Weblog feeds). Unfortunately, some
students failed to follow the instructions; the data thus collected were incomplete.
Consequently, we had to rely mostly on subjective, self-reported data, despite our
awareness of the limitation of this methodology. Nonetheless, the empirical data
collected with the surveys could be triangulated and substantiated by other data
sources such as interviews.

Fourth, we have encountered the difficulties of categorizing quite a number of
message units. It may suggest that the framework of Henri (1991) needs to be
revised and augmented to meet our specific need. Paradoxically, the Henri’s
scheme is widely used for content analysis in different domains but it is always
criticized, modified or even abandoned (Bourke, 2001). Developing a robust coding
scheme that is transferable across contexts is an extremely challenging task.
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Fifth, the success of this online collaborative learning course (and basically for any
kind of learning activity) hinges crucially on the motivation of the participants.
Perhaps online environments entail even a higher demand on motivation because
computer-mediated communications may render some of the interactive,
communicative as well as monitoring processes appear less realistic, leading to de-
motivating and detached behaviours. The course grade did not work effectively as
a strong incentive for the students. Interestingly, through the interviews, we found
the active students, for instance, p3sl in Group#3 (see Endnote4), who had quite a
strong personality, could somehow motivate her group-mates, who had been rather
inactive and non-responsive, to be more engaged in contributing to the joint tasks.
This implies that peer pressure or, phrasing it in a more positive light, peer
inducement , may serve well in bootstrapping group activities. How we can channel
this source of motivation into a more structured way is a challenge to address in our
next trial.

In summary, the learning environment designed for the iCamp Trial2 was
complicated and messy as it was embedded into some regular academic courses.
Not only institutional but also cultural differences influence the participants’
performances and behaviours. Under these situations it is extremely difficult to
disambiguate causality especially we have not imposed any experimental control.
Nonetheless, we identify some interesting observations and attempt to illustrate
them with a detailed case study of the most active student pl11s5. Presumably
social software has the potential to facilitate individuals’ SDL competencies, but the
realization of such potential is stipulated on a set of critical factors with one of them
being social inputs or contributions from members of the community of interest as
well as a stronger involvement and guidance from experienced facilitators.
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8ENDNOTE

8.1EndnotelDetaileResultsth&ackgroun urvey

(Note:

for the more concise description, see Section 4.1)

The Background Survey (Appendix A) consists of four different parts: (i) General
background,(ii) Information and communication technologies (ICT) competence, (iii)
Cross-cultural  collaboration & self-directed learning experience, and (iv)
Expectation, needs, and motivation.

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Part 1 focuses on the general information of the student. This parts contains
guestions such as name, gender, university, department, major background, the
main language used at the student’s university, the student's competence in spoken
and written English.

Part 2 contains questions related to ICT competencies. We were interested in
knowing the students’ previous knowledge in using tools, especially those proposed
by the project, such as Weblog and Wiki. Specifically, we wanted to know whether
students have Internet connection at home, which is a very significant factor
influencing students’ participation in an online course, especially their collaboration
with international peers.

Part 3 focuses on their cross-collaboration and self-directed learning experiences.
We wanted to know whether the students have experience in attending/teaching an
online course, in a course where they have worked in groups, in communicating and
collaborating with their peers and tutors, and if they have had any difficulty in
attending/teaching such courses. Students are also asked to openly express what
they know about self-directed learning.

(iv) Part 4 addresses students’ expectations, needs and motivations when participating in

the trial.

Eighteen students (12 male & 6 female students) returned the background surveys.
13 students returned the 1*' tool usage survey, and 13 students returned the 2"
one, 9 of them returned both tool surveys.

About the student majors

Figuré3studentshajors
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As indicated in Figure 13, most of students were students in Computer Science and
other Engineering domains. Only 4 students are from a social science domain. This
means that in this Trial, the students’ knowledge of Web technology in general and
online tools in particular is fairly good. 17% of the respondents claimed that their
English level was medium; 72% said that their English level was high and the rest
11% responded that their English level was very high. About the communication
tools, 66.67% have used the tools frequently, the rest 33.33% have used the tools
sometimes. 39% had never used blogs, 33% used blogs sometimes and the rest
28% used blogs frequently. Wordpress seemed very popular, 21% of the
respondents have used it, 16% used Blogger, 5% used Fotolog and 58% gave the
NA (not applicable) answer. 28% had never used Wikis, 44% used Wikis
sometimes, and 28% used them frequently. About the group and online learning
experiences, 15 out of 18 students have already participated in group-working
courses. However, only 3 students had experiences on online courses.

Figuré4Studentshotivationdevelhejoinin tharial2

The students’ motivation when joining the iCamp Trial2 (i.e. mid-Oct 2007) was
relatively high (Figure 14). Most of students rated their motivations 3 or 4 out of 5.
The students' expectations and needs were analysed and grouped into different
categories. According to Table 8, the highest expectation of students (25%) when
joining Trial2 was to make new friends. The next highest expectations (20.83%)
were to learn new skills and new experiences. Interestingly, some students also
wanted to see different perspectives on the same problem as they expected that
their groups would have students from different countries and backgrounds. 8.33%
of the expectations fell into curiosity, another 8.33% was about passing the exam or
students joined Trial2 just because it was part of the course.

Category Frequency Percentage
Meet and Work with (new) friends 6 25.00%
Learn new skills, new experiences 5 20.83%
Lean new tools 3 12.50%
See different perspectives on the same topic 3 12.50%
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Curiosity 2 8.33%
Part of the course, pass the exam 2 8.33%
Useful 1 4.17%
Learn English 1 4.17%
Share information 1 4.17%

Tabl&Student®xpectationfor rial2

8.2Endnote2Threerersion®Personalearning Contract
qb11s5

(Comment : We have reformatted the text after copying-and-pasting here from the
Weblog and also removed any personal identification information such as
email/blog addresses by replacing them with ‘xxxx’. Specifically, in writing up her
final revised PLC on 1% Feb, prior to her 2nd online interview on 5" Feb, plls5
added Extra Comments on Trial2 as whole. She was an exceptionally highly
motivated self-directed learner.)

8.2.1. Learningontract FindVersion
February 1%, 2008

Topian@oalfothiproject:

What is: Our topic is “forms of civil activity in Internet on www pages of global movements.”

Purposes for this study project: Our main purpose was to know how the global movements through the
Internet are working around the world with normal citizens.

We divided the topic in three subtopics in order to get a better definition in special areas.

The subtopics that we agreed were:

1) Socidlletworks (Like chat rooms, forums, blogs, etc. - €j. fotolog, myspace, facebook, msn, icq...)
2)Helpin@rganizationsteams (Any kind like people supporting poor kids, trying to keep a natural
zone, protecting animals, etc. - €j. UNICEF, GREENPEACE, Amnesty International...)

3) Religion (Find the “face” of different religions through Internet and how the followers are participating
with it- any one that could be interesting for us)

Goals:l chose the subtopic religion and | tried to be concentrate on forms of the activities towards
Buddhism in the Internet.

Maigoalvas:
Find out information about the presence of the Buddhism in the Internet in order to make a good
summary or presentation based principally in:

1) What kind of information and how the believers can follow this religion with the use of the Internet?
2) Why the Buddhist “institution” is interested of having presence in the Internet?

*Subgoals: Learning about Buddhism, analyze the points of view of the followers and the “institution”,
developing my skills working with e-learning projects.
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Actionshalrasesponsibléor:
-l attended all the skype meetings and participated while planning the work during it.
| tried to write a feedback in my blog every time after the meetings, so my teammates were at
the day with the agreements.
| dedicate enough time looking for useful information that concerns the topics.
| prepared some reports, summaries and a presentation with the most relevant information of
my research.
| used the iCamp tools as often as possible.
| tried to be in touch with my team mates as much as possible by mail, blog and the skype
meetings.

Resourcethatveisedouprojecangvhiclone aréhenoré@nportantone:
Skype: For attending videoconferences with my teammates and facilitator.
( Username: xxxxx )
Flashmeeting : Videoconferences with the iCamp crew.
Doodle: | used it all the time in order to propose and arrange meetings.
Google Calendar: To organize our personal things. | shared my google calendar link with my
teammates so they had an idea about our dead lines and some of my activities.
Wordpress: For writing and keeping a blog. It's a practice way for posting information so |
was frequently writing about my advances, LCs and reports. (XxXxxx)
MYDENTITY :XXxx

Those were the tools that we were using during the development of the project, for me these are the
more useful ones because are practice, easy to use and we can really take advantage of them during
the team work.

Whaar€RITERIAévaluatingnyork?

At the end, the criteria of evaluating my work were taken like:

activity in using tools, and activity in surveys (20%)
developing learning contract (30%)

activity on skype meeting (10%)

activity in realize project (individual work) (20%)
artifact (final presentation) (20%).

A W N PFL O

Extraomments:

This was officially my first experience with an online team working on some kind of research, I'm
feeling that | have learned an important operational way.

In the follow lines | will leave you some personal comments/suggestions based in my short experience
with this project:

In order to improve a better final work, | think that it is really important having the goals clear since the
beginning, including the objectives, topics, dead lines, etc. and of course respecting them; just in that
case we will do a good personal work and at the end we will have positive team result. It is also
important that the facilitators are available and having a helpful attitude so they can give us the correct
orientation, suggestions and observations.

The tools that are available at this moment could be really useful if we are interested of doing the
things easier and better, but they can be “negative or annoying” for the ones that don’t want to have a
strong compromise with the project, the only not so “comfortable” thing is that we need to fill a
registration form in order to be able for -singing in- in almost each one of them.

| think that the individual work must be evaluated in a different way because it is clearly reflecting the
personal work. The 3 versions of LC are a good tool because with this, the analyzers of the project can
have a better idea about or working way but maybe if all of them are based in a different patron (more
than the same ‘questions’ ) it could be more effective.
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8.2.2. Learnin@ontract 2 "Version
January 17th, 2008

Whaith¢opian@& OAL Sothistudproject?

What isOur topic is “forms of civil activity in Internet on www pages of global movements.”

Purposes for this study project: We want to know how the global movements through the Internet are
working around the world with normal citizens. We divided the topic in three subtopics in order to get a
better definition in special areas. The subtopics that we agreed are:

1) Socidletworks  (Like chat rooms, forums, blogs, etc. - g]. fotolog, myspace, facebook, msn, icq...)
2)Helpin@rganizationsieams (It could be of any kind like people supporting poor kids, trying to
keep a natural zone, protecting animals, etc. - ej. UNICEF, GREENPEACE, Amnesty International...)
3) Religion ( We must try to find the “face” of different religions through Internet and how the followers
are participating with it- any one that could be interesting for us)

Whaarengoalsthistudproject?
I chose the subtopic religion and I'm trying to be concentrate on forms of the activities towards
Buddhism in the Internet.

Maigoak: Find out information about the presence of the Buddhism in the Internet in order to
make a good summary or presentation based principally in:

1) What kind of information and how the believers can follow this religion with the use of the Internet?
2) Why the Buddhist “institution” is interested of having presence in the Internet?

Subgoals: Learning about Buddhism, analyze the points of view of the followers and the “institution”,
developing my skills working with e-learning projects.

WhafCTIONSvevitbkanavhiclactiongnne sponsibléor?
Attending the skype meetings and planning work during it.
Writing a feedback in my blog after every meeting, so my teammates will be at the day with
the agreements.
Looking for useful information that concerns the topics.
Preparing reports, summaries and a presentation with the most relevant information.
Using the iCamp tools as often as possible.
Trying to be in touch with my team mates as much as possible.

WhaRESOURCESvintendois@ouprojectand whicltheseesourcearémportant
tone?

Skype: For attending videoconferences with my teammates and facilitator (Username: xxxx)
Flashmeeting: Another tool for videoconferences.

Doodle: to propose and arrange meetings.

Flickr: to sharing pictures and any kind of jpg files.

Google Calendar: It is a very practice tool to organize our personal things. It is useful to have
present our iCamp meetings, dead lines and so on.

Objectspot: For searching materials from different sources.

Scuttle: to save some sites that refers important information that concerns the topic of our
project and share them with the teammates. ( Username: xxxx )

VideoWiki: | will use it when | want to share some information with my teammates in a closer
way. Wordpress: For writing and keeping a blog. It's a practice way for posting
information. ( http://xxxx)

iLogue: Another kind of blog. ( Username: xxxx )

myDENTITY: Xxxx
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Whaar€RITERIAévaluatingnyork?
| think that the criteria of evaluating must be focus in important the important aspects of the project,
my proposition its more or less as this:

Leaning contract - 20%

Using tools and answering surveys— 20%

Developing a research about topics that concern our project writing some reports and
summaries — 25%

Respecting the days and time of the meetings — 15%

Give the final summary and presentation on time to our facilitator — 20%

8.2.3. Learningontract 4 Version

Monday, January 7th, 2008

Whaith¢opian@& OAL $othistudproject?

Whais:  Our topic is “forms of civil activity in Internet on www pages of global movements.”
Purposefothistudproject: We want to know how the global movements through the Internet
are working around the world with normal citizens. In this moment we are thinking about network
societies and helping teams.

Whaarengoalsthistudproject?

Maigoak: Find out good information that concern the topic in order to make a summary or
presentation.

Subgoals: Learning about these movements, analyzing diverse points of view, developing my skills
working with e-learning projects, making a difference between how are they working under different
cultures.

WhafCTIONSvevitbkanavhiclactiongnne sponsibléor?
Attending the skype meetings and planning work during it.
Writing a feedback in my blog after every meeting, so my teammates will be at the day with
the agreements.
Looking for useful information that concerns the topics.
Preparing reports, summaries and a presentation with the most relevant information.
Using the iCamp tools as often as possible.

WhaRESOURCESvintendois@ouprojectand whicltheseesourcearémportant
tone?

Skype: For attending videoconferences with my teammates and facilitator (Username: xxx)
Flashmeeting: Another tool for videoconferences.

Doodle: to propose and arrange meetings.

Flickr: to sharing pictures and any kind of jpg files.

Google Calendar: It is a very practice tool to organize our personal things. It is useful to have
present our iCamp meetings, dead lines and so on.

Objectspot: For searching materials from different sources.

Scuttle: to save some sites that refers important information that concerns the topic of our
project and share them with the teammates. (Username: xxxx )

VideoWiki: | will use it when | want to share some information with my teammates in a closer
way.

Wordpress: For writing and keeping a blog. It's a practice way for posting
information. ( http://xxxx)

iLogue: Another kind of blog. (Username: xxxx)

iCamp Consortium Page 50



Second Trial Evaluation Report Version 2.0

MYDENTITY: XXXxXX

Whaar€RITERIAévaluatingnyork?
| think that the criteria of evaluating must be focus in important the important aspects of the project,
my proposition its more or less as this:

Leaning contract - 20%

Using tools and answering surveys— 20%

Developing a research about topics that concern our project writing some reports and
summaries — 25%

Respecting the days and time of the meetings — 15%

Give the final summary and presentation on time to our facilitator — 20%

8.3Endnote3AnalysisGroup#3

Groupevel:  With the similar approaches described above, we have also analysed
data of Group#3. This group consisted of three students. One was studying in an
academic institute in Poland (p3s1), two in Turkey (p3s2p3s3 ) where the facilitator
fa3 was working as well.

Figuré5Group#@maihteractions

Totalnos. Dateofl. *

of  blog PLC

Back- Ist 2nd _ messages | posted

ground Reflection Reflection 2n®nline [Nos. of

1% Online PLC

Survey Survey Interview Survey Interview version]
18.12.2007

p3sl | AGH yes yes yes yes yes 15 3]
21.12.2007

p3s2 | ISIK yes yes no yes yes 8 2]
22.01.2008

p3s3 | ISIK yes no yes yes yes 6 [1]

Tabl@0bjectiveneasuresthactivenessth &roup#nembers
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Figure 15 illustrates the communication patterns ofGroup#3 members based on
their email exchanges over the three-month period of Trial2. In this group, the
facilitator played the most important role in group interactions. Unlike Group#11, all
the three students were rather active; they exchanged emails quite regularly and all
of them contributed their parts in the group work.

The general communication pattern of this group as indicated by the emails
remained more or less the same with variations in the strengths of the edges (i.e.
links) among the nodes (i.e. actors), getting stronger over time. The most active
studentvap3sl , who played the leading role in this group.

44.9% of the message units were coordination (CO). 9.18% were technical-related
(TE), 9.18% were social (SO), 36.73% of the message units were task-related (TA).
The CO units related to the meeting organisation. The social units concerned not
only about the greetings but also about complaining and explanation as some
member missed the task deadline. For instance, p3s2 was late in preparing his
tasks and his group-mates blamed him for that. Then fa3 intervened by saying
“About [..], we are on holidays and we cannot FORCE [..] to work in an OFFICIAL
holiday, therefore you need to adjust yourself according to institutional regulations”.

Concerning the interactivity dimension, 80.61% of message units were classified as
independent statements (IS). The number of interactive units (both implicit and
explicit) was 19.39%. Among the interactive units, 5.10% were implicit and 14.29%
were explicit.

With regard to the sub-category Reasoning Skills, Elementary Clarification (RE)
made up 38.89%, Judgement (RJ) constituted 13.89%, 5.56% were In-depth
Clarification (RI), and the rest 41.67% were unclassified. 50% of the message units
were classified as Surface (PS), only 8.33% were In-depth (PIl), and 41.67% were
unclassified according to the sub-category of Information Process.

IndividuaLevel : Figure 16(a) and 16(b) show that the trajectory of Participation
and Interactivity of the two members of this group. Whereas p3slshowed the
decreasing trend of coordinating the group activities, p3s3 overtook and became
more active. Both of them have become more task-oriented. Another contrasting
trend was the social dimension with p3s1 putting more efforts in sustaining the inter-
relationships with her group-mates; a reverse trend was shown by p3s3. Based on
these observations, it was not surprising to see that the number of independent
message units for both of them was decreasing, indicating that the linkages
between the message units were strengthened.
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P3S1 P3S3
100.00% 120.00%
80.00% —m—co  100.00% * —=—CO
80.00%
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60.00%
0, \
40.00% TA 40.00% N TA
9 —A—TE a\ve TE
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Figuré6aParticipatiotypesgh3sang3s3
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21/12/07 28/01/08 21/12/07 28/01/08
Figuré6binteractivityrajectorgb3sang3 s3

Cas&Studpf p3si

She is a sociology student in Poland. Her self-rated English proficiency and ICT
competencies were 4 and 3, respectively. Her motivational level when joining in
Trial2 was high (4 out of 5).

- Backgroun®urvey : She never used blog or wiki, but sometimes used email, IP
telephony and chat. She has had positive teamwork experience. She expected from the
trial to learn about a specific topic as well as new tools, and to get to know people from
other cultures.

- SDL: Iself-directetbarningtudenisesponsibléowh athewilearnThegan
arrangéclassesfothemselves theghooseopicsjatesyaystommunicating.
Theraralssomsupervisorsyuthegootontrah students

. 1Reflection  Survey : She learned to use seven of the 11 recommended tools on her own.
She dropped her plan of learning two other tools (Scuttle, xLite) because her group-mates
refused to use them in the project.

. 1Tnterview : She was confused about the scope of the project and the usage of some
tools. She had a good understanding about PLC, and thought that a group learning contract
should be developed as well. She took a pragmatic approach to learn only those tools that
she perceived necessary to meet her immediate needs. She commented that more
guidance should be given in the beginning phase of the project and that the facilitator could
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then fade out to play the role of consultant. She actively sought help from her facilitator and
took initiative to contact her peers.

- PLC: She posed her revised PLC in her blog three weeks before the project ended. The
quality was fair: the strengths were that she defined a hierarchy of goals and that the
planned actions were relevant, addressing personal and others’ needs. The weakness was
evaluation criteria; she just adopted the givens without specifying any “personalized” ones.

. 2"ReflectioBurvey : She valued PLC as a tool for planning and regulating the group
work. Of the 11 SDL competence areas, she perceived that five remained the same and
five improved but one had never developed (i.e., the ability to identify resources to meet
learning needs and goals).

8.4EndnotedAnalysisGroup#7

Results from the analyses of the email archives from Group#7 and Group#11 show
similar interaction patterns (Figure 17). The changes of message types are
interesting as well. For both groups, there were no activities during the first period
(from 22Nov to 21Dec07). From the second to the third one, both the number of CO
(coordination) units and the number of TA (technical) units increased (Figure 17).
The number of interactivity units (either direct or indirect) increased as well (Figure
18).

Figuré@ 7SociogramsGroup#emails

Totahos. Datet

of blog PLC

Back- 1st _ 2nd _ 2nd. messages | posted

ground Reflection Reflection Online [Nos. of

1%Online PLC

Survey Survey Interview Survey Interview version]
16.12.2007

p7sl AGH yes Yes yes yes yes 11 3]
18.01.2008

p7s2 ISIK yes Yes yes no no 6 1]
16.01.2008

p7s3 ISIK yes Yes yes yes yes 4 1]

Tabld0Objectiveneasuresthactivenessif h&roup#members
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Cas&tudpf p7sl

She is a sociology student in Poland. Her self-rated English proficiency and ICT
competencies were 3 and 4, respectively. Her motivational level when joining in
Trial2 was just medium (3 out of 5)

Backgroundsurvey : She never used blog or wiki, but sometimes used email, IP
telephony and chat. She has had some positive collaborative experiences with
international students. Out of curiosity and eagerness to learn English, she
participated in Trial2 and expected to learn new tools and to collaborate with others.

SDL: haveexperiencevitithis

13ReﬂectiorSurvey: The three tools she used were blog, wiki, and Doodle. She
learned to use them by reading the tutorials without any help from her facilitator or
peer, though she found weblog and wiki not easy to use and her acceptance
towards them was low.

1%nterview : The group was in a rather loose state then. She seemed hesitant to
proactively contact herb group-mates whose blocks she observed closely to see any
sign of action on their parts. Her facilitator initiated the communication with her via
email. She pointed out that the notion of PLC was entirely new to her. But she was
optimistic about its usefulness because she would be motivated to make use of an
object created by herself. Not surprisingly, she mentioned that she never heard the
term ‘self-directed learning’.

PLC: Within about 4-week’s time, she has developed three different versions of
PLC with increasing comprehensiveness; they were posed in her blog six, five, and
three weeks before the end of the project, respectively. The PLC was revised based
on the facilitator’'s feedback. The quality of the PLC was high in terms of relevance,
clarity and feasibility.

2"Reflectiorsurvey : She confirmed the values of the PLC for enhancing her
understanding about the project and her specific role in it. She also emphasized the
importance of constantly updating her own PLC based on feedback from group-
mates who shared the project's goal. She specified nine evaluation criteria with
three of them being socially-oriented (i.e. improve group cohesion), which, despite
her effort, could not be fulfilled because of the low responsiveness of her peers. In
contrast, her other six self-oriented criteria could be fulfilled to a large extent based
on the observations of her performances and behaviours. Her general acceptance
towards the tools has increased. Besides, she perceived that two SDL competence
areas remained the same and the others improved.
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AAPPENDICES

A.1l. AppendiBackgroun&urvey

Studergurvey Jri
iCamp’roject

http://www.icamp.eu

Theurposethiguestionnairésgathedatéore searchndblbettepreparing
thaexiCampearningctivitiesT helatavithgr ocessedndependenftpnthe
assessmenbfouicourseautors/lecturers/professorsY olcargiveyouanswers
freelyHoweverpleaserovidenformatioras accurateand detailedpossiblelt
shoultbkenlgroun@@inutessompletéhguestionnai re.
Thequestionnaireisorganisedintofourdifferentparts: generalbackground,
informationand communicationtechnologies(ICT)compet  ence, cross-cultural
collaboration&self-directedlearningexperience,ande Xpectation,needs,and
motivation.
PleaseeturtheompletediuestionnairéffridaQRXove mbe200T®ANNU
Nguyen-Ngo¢ anhvu@mcs.le.ac.\Wwhdagiesearcheathé@Jniversitpf eicest er,
UKoneth€Campartnersy oucontributiowith ucbeppreciated.
(Notéhatomeuestionalloviree-texptherarenultiple-choi ce)

Generddackground

Name:

Gender:

University:

Whagoumajofe.gComputeBcience?sychology)?
Whathenaitanguagesedyouuniversity?
Howvoulgovatgouleveddroficiencispokeand writteEnglish

(Pleasehoose onlpne othdollowing] Pleaselelet¢h@nsweoptionshaare
nadpplicablégou )

VerlpyWGreatifficultygommunicatingenglish)
LoyDifficultygommunicatingenglish)

MediunBeingblésommunicat@nglisbutakingnis takefrortime
tome)

HiglFluentommunicatiomnglisbutnakingnistakes ccasionally)

VerfiglVerfluentommunicationknglish)

Othefpleasgpecify:
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Informatioan@ommunicatiod echnologie§iCT)

competence

InstructionFoalthultiple-choicguestionbelowple
arenapplicabléyou)

1. YoutamiliaritwithCTaenergfronveripw

2. Dgohave Internetonnectioatome?
Wes

aseleletansweoptionshat

->5zerliigh):

Howftedgogonnedithe Internedihome?

(Pleasehooseonlgpnedhéollowing)

Never

Oncaay

Oncaveek
Sometimesveek
Severdlimesveek
Othefpleasspecify: )

3. Havgoeveunsedngheommunicatiotoolsuch

audio/videgonference?
(Pleasehooseonlpnedhéollowing)

Never
Sometimes
Frequently

4. Whggouséheséools?

shafforunor

5. Havgoeveuseblotpols?
(Pleasehooseonlgneahéllowing)

Never
Sometimes
Frequently

6. Dgohavgouowblog?
- Mes

Witlvhiclpplicatiodgogreatgouplogs?
Howftedgopostewentriesgoublogs?

Never
Sometimes
Frequently

Havgoeveusedposteéntriesthélogsfour friendsr
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youlamilgpubliblogs?
Never
Sometimes
Frequently

7. Havgoeveusednwikbols?
(Pleasehooseonlpnedahéollowing)

Never
Sometimes
Frequently

8. Whiclilhavgoused®wnhickituations®owhich

purposes?

9. Whickommunicatiotooldgousenosbftemhile
youiriends

(Pleasehoosealihaapply)

Chat
Email

IRelephonée.gSkypeYahocgtc.)
Othefpleasspecify:

Cross-collaboratio&elf-directetbarningxperience

Havgoevecollaboratedvitstudentsvhilevorkingn

particulacourse/clasproject?
(Pleasehooseonlpneahéllowing)

Never

Sometimes

Frequently
Havgohadngoursawvhiclgohatiworkyroups

Wes

Whickindfoursefaasgohavearticipatedliff

coursesseledhenvitthéongestiuration

ommunicatingyith

taska

treams?

erent

HavgoenjoyetheseoursesPleasexplaiwhy.
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Havgoeveenrolle@aonlineourse?
Wes
Whickinddoursetoasgohavearticipatedliff erent
coursesseleahenaitthéongestiuration

Howligoocommunicat&itbthestudents?

Howligoocommunicat&vitkutors/lecturers/professors?

Digoututors/lecturers/professoracilitatgouwork iaonline
environmenantiowlithegdhat?

Pleaseellsrhayokinovabout self-directetkarning ?

Expectatiomeedsandhotivation

(v) Whadgothinebouaonlineoursasomparetia traditionalne?
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(vi) Whdgowartparticipat@h&aCampnlineoll aborativeroject’?
(Multiplanswerargossible)
(Pleasehooseall thaapplyihoréhamnanswerspleaseankhem with
beinthenostelevanteasorghaextelevant, soangdorth)

(vii) A partdompulsorgourse
(vii) Bonugrade

(ix) Curiosity

(X) Makéiend

(xi) Learinglish

(xii) Justkangthelearningctivities

(xiii) Othefpleasspecify: )
(xiv) Howvoulglouatgoulevethotivatiofogetting nvolvediCamp
onlineollaborativerojec(lveripw Yerhigh)Pleasexplaigour

rating
(xv) Pleassummarizaiewnestexyour ExpectatiorendNeedsfor

takinganth&Campnlineollaborativeroject’

Thankoweryuckoyoucollaboration!!!
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A.2. AppenciBl Reflectino  Survey

iICamprialReflectioburvey#1l

Generdhstruction:

Thisurvey aimsenablgotmefleadgoutoalsagéoyo uCamprojeatvorkom 12Rovemberd Pecembe2007
Thelatdeingollectedvillistielyoufacilitator andCampesearcheaninderstanés/etisnprove youlearningnvironmerms
iBnportantknovaowoperceivandseacbf théoolsuggestedsomeuestionaréhenepetitive.

Youkingatiencevithucbappreciated.

Namérouo.: Date:

(A) Pleas@ndicatétabl®elowounsagenénowledge adackthéollowingpolbghoosin@NEthéunptions andharkinghe
correspondinpowitar.

CopyrighbthéCamConsortium.
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TabldToolt)sagan&nowledge

Tools knowhowto usetand Wwantousatput knovwhowviaiset, Neitheddknownodd
havesedbtheroject donknovow bdtonivartb wartoisé

Weblogwordpress) [] [] [] ]
iLogue [] [] [] []
Wiki ] [] [] []
Videowiki ] ] [] []
Feed-on-feeds [] ] [] []
mydentity [] [] [] []
XLite [] ] [] []
Scuttle [] ] [] []
Doodle [] ] [] []
Calendar [] ] [] []
Objectspot [] [] [] []
Flickr ] [] [] []
Othergéspecify):

iCamp Consortium Page 63



Second Trial Evaluation Report Version 2.0

(B) Pleas@ndicatétabl®elowhetheyohavaggregate theontentsupportetdthéoolsvitfeeding/subscr iptiotechniques.

Tabl&ggregationfontentsupportetyhéools

Tools knowhowtcsethe vantsethdeeding, knowhowtosethe Neithedénovwmodd
feedingntiavelonso budonknovow feedingputon’'tvant warisahéeding
withoyproblem to

Weblogwordpress) [] [] [] ]

iLogue [] [] [] []

Wiki [] [] [ []

Videowiki ] [] ] []

Feed-on-feeds [] [] ] []

Scuttle [] [] ] []

Othergéspecify):
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(C) Pleaseat&EACHthstatementgiabl@&ndab

[13trongldisagresvitthistatement
[2¢tisagreevitthistatement
[3kmeutrdthistatement
[4dgrewvitthistatement
[54tronglpgresvitthistatement

[6NoApplicable

Please name the project you have worked on:

Idelowvitthéollowingcale:

whiclgesignated$projectithéollowingtatemen ts.

TablBooltarningsabilitandcceptance
x Weblog | iLogue | Wiki | Video- | Feed | xLite | Scuttle | Doodle | Calendar | Object | Flickr

wiki -on- -spot
feeds

1. learnethovtmisedomy

own (e.g., toolstutorial,
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website)

2. learnedhow tauseith
thehelpoffacilitatorsand
peers

3. Mygroup-matesisecia
wadliffererfromid

4. frequentlyuseX aleast
onceeday

5. WasasyoisX

6. hagroblemsdsing

7. Ineededhelptosolvethe
problemsising

8. UsingXcould increaséhe
qualitghprojeatvork

9. | could accomplish my
projeaivorin lesstimevith
theseX

10.wasatisfiegvithisingk

11. Wasuhos&

12. Iwould continueusing X
aftetherojeabver

Pleasavritgoucommentberabouihaboveuestion§Q. 1-12):
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(D) Foeackthéollowingpolspleasdescribas detailempossiblEORVHICHPURPOSESNACTIVITIE®avgou actuallyseidor
instancepaseiVebloglongimplysainglevord likécollaboratiorYogamritsomethingikésubscr ibéteedbthéatest
postpublishetypthetrigdarticipants”. FathéootohaveevensedyleassimplyvritéN/A”.

Wopreferyooouldvriteggounwnativéanguage.

Took FowhicRURPOSE&NACTIVITIE§ohavesetboX

Weblog
(wordpress)

iLogue

Wiki

Videowiki

Feed-on-feeds

mydentity

xLite

Scuttle

Doodle
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Calendar

Objectspot

Flickr

Thankowernmnucloyoukindooperation!
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A.3. Appendic2 "ReflectioSurvey

iICamprialPeriodiReflectiosurvey?2

Generdhstruction:

Thisurveyimsenablgouaeflecoryoutool sisagandelf-directedearningSDLEompetenciedpein @glevelopedyouiCamp

projectvorkT helatasaollectedvithlsdelyouf acilitatotevaluatehgrogres®youworlandlio wCampesearclieanto

understantheffectivenessth@ rialarningnvi ronmemtinportartknovmowoperceiva ndseachkthéoolsuggested,

someuestionaréhenepetitiveY oukingatiencevil rhucbeappreciated!

Namérouo.: Date:

(A) Pleasteligvhayothinebouwgoupersondéarnin gontracDgothinkevelopinguclearningontrac ¢touldupporand/or
facilitatself-directetbarningPleasexplaiwhy othinkodonthink3o.

(B) Witlwhichodlavgodevelopegoulearningontract (iLogueWeblog)Zoulgoexplaiwhyohavesethis todhathe
other)Aréheranguggestionfothéoanprovem ent?

(C)Havgousethaggregatiofunctiongfeedingprovidetyw eblogWikFeeds-on-feedothetoolsWhadgoth inkboutPlow
usefutabeefoyouprojecivorke.g.genfo rmedboubthegroupembersictivities)?
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(BYhichool(shavgousetbsynchronousommunicat iowitoupeerandacilitatortlowsefidndsable dgothinkheséools
are?

(E)Havgoeveseethgisualizatioofou@icamp.ee madommunicatiopatternbyisitingh&Vekbitev ww.mydentity.com?

(F) Pleaseat&E ACHthstatementgtabléelow itthéollowingcale:

[13trongldisagresvitthistatement
[2¢tisagresvitthistatement
[3&meutrdlthistatement
[4dgresvitthistatement
[53tronglggresvitthistatement

[6NaApplicable

Please name the project you have worked on:

whicldesignated$projectithéllowingtatem ents.

iCamp Consortium Page 70



Second Trial Evaluation Report

Version 2.0

Tabl&oolearningysabilitgndcceptance

Weblog

iLogue

Wiki

Video-
wiki

Feed
_On_
feeds

xLite

Scuttle

Doodle

Calendar

Object-
spot

Flickr

13.learnetioviseon
mgwe.dgaolsutorial,
website)

14karnetiovoisvith
thaelpcilitatorand
peers

15. Mgroup-matesseda
waglifferenfromhid

16 frequentlyseakast
onceeday

17. WasastoisX

18.hagroblemsdsing

19.neededtielpsolvéhe
problemsdsing

20.Usingould increashe
qualitghprojeatvork

21.¢ouldccomplisimy
projecivorin  lesstime
witktheiseX

22 Wasatisfieavitisingl
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23. Wwafuois

24 Wwouldontinuesing
afteh@rojeasver

Pleasaritgoucommentieraboutheboveuestio néQ.1-12):

(G)Foeackthéllowingoolyyleasdescribas detailempossibIEORVHICKACTIVITIEG&néHOWavgoact uallysetor
instancapaseiebloglon$implysainglev ortikécollaboratior¥ogamwritesomethingike “subscribéteedbthéatest
postpublishethgthetrigdarticipantithe oolohaveeveunsedyleassimplwrit&N/Af. yopreferyogoulavriten
youownativéanguage.
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Tabl@

Took FowvhicACTIVITIERHOWohavesetbok

Weblog
(wordpress)

iLogue

Wiki

Videowiki

Feed-on-
feeds

mydentity

xLite

Scuttle

Doodle

Calendar

Objectspot

Flickr
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(H) Pleasecathéllowingcalearefullgntheself -ratgoucompetenciynarkingheppropriateolumbox withh
LOWoperceivéhaturrentithisompetencgrea s OWERhavabeforéhéCamproject
SAfoperceivéhaturrentlthisompetencgrea thSAMB#vabeforéhé&Camproject
Hlfoperceivéhaturrentlthisompetencgrea BlIGHERhamvabeforéh€Camproject

NE: If you perceive that you have NEVER developed this competence.

iCamp Consortium Page 74



A.4. AppendiiwWeblodeeding

Note: The screenshots below highlight those steps essential for activating and
managing content aggregation feeding.

1 After your logging into the system, click on the main menu item “Plugins” which is labelled
as “1” and red circled at the above image.

2 Then click on the “Activate” action which is labelled as “2” and red circled at the above
image.

CopyrighbthéCamConsortium.
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17 “Manage Subscriptions” sub-menu item will provide you some features in order to enable
you to subscribe to others’ blogs.

18 uUnder “Pending Offers” you will see the offers sent to you from people who want you to
subscribe to their blogs.

19 You can simply accept or reject these offers. If you accept any offer, you will be able to
read these blogs from “Read”, and can see the blogs as a channel.

20 You can subscribe to any blog simply typing or copy/pasting the address of the blog to
the text box under “Request Subscription” like http://blog.course.isikun.edu.tr/david/ and then
clicking on “Send Request”, and then you will be able to read this blog under “Read”.

21 Under “My Subscriptions” you will be able to see all the blogs you have subscribed, you
can cancel any subscription you want, then it will be removed from “Read” section. Any
channel you have subscribed to sends notification to your blog whenever he posts a new
post, or updates/edits a post.
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A.5. AppendinyDentity

(Note: to be provided by WP3)
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A.6. Appendik¥Assessment

(apssessmenscheme®roposed

The following assessment scheme was proposed by the iCamp research team to the
facilitators at the very beginning of Trial2.

StudenAissessment  ith&arliPhase

PeriodiRReflectiorSurvey#1 : Individual students are required to fill in a questionnaire to
survey how they perceive the trial context (including people, tools, the project topic,
resources, etc). The rationale is to encourage the students to reflect on their learning
environment from a holistic perspective and to understand how their perceptions change in
the course of the trial development. Specifically, students earn points if they fill in the survey
(say; 5 points for filling it to a full extent and O for not filling in at all). The individually
completed surveys are opened up to the project-mates so that each student gets stimulated
to think why their perceptions differ from the others’.

StudenfssessmenitthdidPhase

() Personaearningontrac(PLC ): For the first version of the PLC, the facilitators can
use the deadline of completing the PLC as a criterion. If there is a delay by one day,
there is a penalty of one point, so and so forth. For the second version of the PLC,
individual students can be assessed against the evaluation criteria they set in the first
version. Both the supervising project facilitator and a peer are involved in assessing to
what extent each of the criteria has been met (e.g. a 5-point Likert scale can be applied).
How the two ratings are weighed have to be determined by the facilitator. After the rating
exercise, then the students revise their own contract according to the feedback thus
received. Then the facilitator has to negotiate with the students about their refined
evaluation criteria for the next round of assessment.

Note: Tool usage basically should not be taken into account in grading the students.
However, the facilitators can encourage the students to include such an item “improved
competence of deploying blogs by using them without error” (it's just an example!) as an
evaluation criterion if they want to assess the students’ performance in this regard.

(i) PeriodiReflectiosurvey#2 : Similar rationale and procedures as for Periodic
Perceptiosurvey#1.

Studenfssessmenith&ndPhase

(i) PersonalLearningContract(PLC): Individual students are assessed against the
evaluation criteria they set in the Second Phase. Both the supervising facilitator and
pairing peer are involved in assessing to what extent each of the criteria has been met
(e.g. a 5-point Likert scale can be applied here). As this is the last round of reflecting on
the PLC, instead of discussing how to improve it, the facilitators and peers can discuss
what they could have done better for achieving the group’s goal.

(i) PeriodiPerceptioBurvey#3 : Similar rationale and procedures as for Periodic
Perceptiosurvey#1.

ProjedDutcomes

Artifacts are produced by a group collaboratively towards the end of the trial period. It is
recommended each student in a group receive the same grade, given that individual
contributions are assessed through the processes described above. Combining the grade
obtained from the processes and outcomes, there will be individual variations in the final
grade.

iCamp Consortium Page 78



Second Trial Evaluation Report Version 2.0

There are several means to assess the artifact:

- The simplest way of assessment is that the facilitators (i.e., project supervisors) rate the
quality of the artifact against a set of criteria, each of which will be scored, say, 1= worst
and 5= best. A method for combining/averaging the scores of all the criteria should be
determined by the facilitators.

- Alternatively, the facilitators can invite expert(s) of the subject matter to rate the artifact.

- If there are more than one project on the similar/same themes, peer reviews can be
involved. Assuming that Groupl and Group2 working on the similar theme, the students of
Groupl are asked to rate the artifact produced by Group2 according to some criteria
defined by the facilitators (i.e. project supervisors), and vice-versa. These peer ratings will
be combined with the facilitators’ ratings based on a certain weighing method. Each
student in the respective group will receive the same grade.

Note: Whereas some institutions will use the final grade (process + outcome) for the whole
course, others will use it as part of the whole course assessment (e.g. additional local
examination). In the latter case, the local facilitator has the absolute right to decide the
allocation of percentages

(bAssessmenchemédopted

One of the facilitators proposed the following grading scheme, which was endorsed by the
other facilitators. The adopted scheme was then announced to the students.

TasKWeight:
1. Student Background Survey 10%
2. 1° Reflection Survey 10%
3. 2" Reflection Survey 10%
4. Developing your own learning contract 20%
5. Project work 50%

Thitem4.-3. are “indirect” tasks ("indirect” means they have nothing to do with the project
topic you have selected and you would not normally do these tasks in your course-based
projects).

Thiterd. Developing your learning contract - is required because the “learning contract”
contains detailed specification of the work you will do in your project. Note that the project
topics are often very general and do not contain exact specification of the output. It was
impossible to write an exact specification without knowing the students who would work on
the project - because their fields of expertise, skills and experiences vary so much, the
specification is left to the consensus - “learning contract” between the students and the
project leaders.

Thétend. It is the normal project work, that you would have to do anyway. The evaluation
of the project work will be different for each of the iCamp Trial2 projects and it will be
specified in your project leader guidelines.

(cAssessmendutcomes

Here below are samples of some assessment results. The scores did not vary much; it could
be partly attributed to the inherent characteristics of the assessment scheme. In addition, due
to the fact that the average group size was small, it was then not meaningful to compare the
scores across groups. The effect of the theme of the project group, which likely played some
role in influencing the students’ performance, could not be systematically analysed.
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ResultsGroup#7
Background Reflection Reflection
Survey Survey Survep pLC Project Interyiews Total
10% 10% 10% 20% 50% 5%
30% 20%
p7sl 10 10 10 20 30 10 5 95
p7s3 10 10 10 20 15 10 5 80
p7s2 10 5 10 20 30 10 5 90
ResultsGroup#14
Background Reflection Reflection
Survey Survey Survep pLC Project Interyiews Total
10% 10% 10% 20% 50% 5%
P14s1 10 10 10 20 37 0 87
Pl4s 10 0 10 20 37 5 82
Pl4s 10 10 10 20 37 0 87
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A.7. AppendiSampl®ersondlearning@ontrac t

Elementsiiearnin@ontragifobtudents)

TuesdayQctobeB0th?2007

Notdderbelowaréhéoumajoelements GoalsActionsdResourceand
Criteriagearningontractl hegreresented théormduestiorWords
enclosetracketandeeachuestiohelgodefinand refinendividual
elementsyoargoingpefleadgoulearningont racandiscusvitijour
facilitatorangeersmegulabasisThesprocess earenearttenhancgour

learningxperience.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkkhkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

*kkkkkkk

Learnin@ontract

(Thétletearningontracthouldtanitkh ewner'astamedplloweby
theermiearning@ontract’anthethgersionum befe.g128))
IWhathéopian OAL $athistudproject? (Herkavepecified
whatprojedopiggenergrojegburposesande rstanthemandhgoals
andubgoalsachievéheroject'snaigoals.)
2WhaACTIONSvevitakanavhiclactionsmesponsi bléor?
(Hergpecifidetailsrhalvargoingoloangv hthesactionare
necessaryNextmspecifyingdetailg/hatrgo ingolobachievengub-
goals.)
AWhaRESOURCESvententinseouprojectanavhi clahese
resourcearemportarnme?
(Herdpecify:
Hownderstangdulearningnvironmenivorks;
Whatolsvesanadvhyweséheseooloouac tivitiedpinstance
(NBnhergivebelowargistomexamplesyocoulds ¢hemother

toolsreativeljoothepurposes)

0 iLogue-<€reatenpersondéarningontracinéteeprackf ts
development
o Xowiki writingpirarticlesollaborativelwitmgroup -mates

0 FeedReeds -aggregateformatiofrormangifferergsources
o Videowiki +ecoraideoclip;troducenyself
o Objectspotsearclearningraterialfondifferentepositorie S

0 Scuttleshareesearchrtefactsvitmgroup-mates
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0 Doodlefinduitableneetingatewsitmgroup-mates

o0 WordPress/Weblogreatenpersondéarningontractefineny
profile

Whichesourceteednavhgntodolleabcom poséhem;

Witlvhomeedtioollaboratevith;

Whatvoulbengreativparthénglrojecart ifact;)
AVhaar€RITERIA#valuatinghywork?

(Herbolaingub-goalanéroreackub-godiefi neomeriterigor
evaluatiorhearingminthat:

0 Theseriteriareneasurable;

o Somehgctionsabpantévaluatiothe ctionargvetkeflecteth
myeblog;

o0 Mworhitspecifitoolsabevaluatedth@urpos eflidctionthe
challengingearningandscape;

o0 Theriterithareatandegotiatavitthéac ilitatoanavitthéeam-
members/besedbevaluatinghpersonalctions andesultgthe
project;

0 Whalvantbevaluateavibeeallyneaningfdl omyself;

PSWhenrevisinghgontract, ¢aalsadtinkstheesourceangroject
pagesmakingheontraatlearer)
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