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Executiv&ummary

The iCamp project started about three years ago with the vision of creating an open
virtual learning space for Europe's Higher Education - the iCamp Space. The space
concept has always been used in a metaphorical way, referring to an infrastructure
that allows university students and facilitators across Europe to connect and engage
in collaborative activities. While the technological work in iCamp has focused on
providing all actors access to a range of open-access and open-source services and
tools within iCamp space, the educational work concentrated on intervening into
current teaching and studying practices with the aim of advancing competencies in
certain areas of challenge.

The first section of this deliverable outlines iCamp’s overall educational intervention
approach. It starts with a description of the “baseline” from where the project started.
This includes references to the wider policy context, contextual constraints and
basic assumptions. Furthermore, it describes the areas of challenge that were the
focus of our educational intervention efforts. In addition, it discusses briefly why we
moved away from the propositions of traditional instructional design towards a focus
on education intervention.

The second section describes the concepts that emerged as the conceptual tool set
for our intervention approach over time. In the third section we offer a condensed
overview of some of the insights that were gained through the interplay of our
conceptual work and the field studies that iCamp carried out over the last three
years. The fourth section reflects upon the range of convenience of our educational
intervention approach. The appendix finally offers some additional material and
more detail descriptions of insights from the field studies.
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liCamp’sducationahterventiompproach

iCamp was conceptualised as a project that followed a progressive, interventionist
perspective. Our point of departure was a set of assumptions that focused on the
increasing importance of work environments that can be qualified as “distributed” on
geographic, disciplinary, and cultural terms. These work environments pose specific
challenges that are rarely experienced in traditional, formal educational settings.

iCamp, however, followed the notion that European higher education should offer
educational experiences to its students that correspond with some of the key
features of international, distributed and technologically mediated work settings.
Thus, iCamp designed and carried out a series of targeted interventions into
existing teaching and studying practices within clusters of selected European
universities.

It is important to note that iCamp’s concern was not to demonstrate that the
application of certain technological tools and services and particular educational
activities would directly raise the efficiency or effectiveness of teaching and studying
practices in a particular domain. Instead, iCamp tried to create, establish and carry
out educational experiences that would at least partially resemble international,
distributed work environments.

We assumed that to produce an appropriate level of perturbation and dissonance
among participants and facilitators, established routines in teaching and studying
need to be challenged in a systematic and structural manner. Only if current
routines are successfully interrupted we can actually hope to advance existing
competencies (reference to D1.1) in areas that are significant for successful action
in distributed, mediated work settings.

The areas of challenge that were of particular interest in iCamp were described as
self-directing intentional learning projects, collaborating with others, and social-
networking. In the iCamp context we consider self-directing intentional learning
projects under certain contextual constraints (of formal higher education) that
somehow limit the range of actions and decisions an individual can take to reach his
or her goals. For a more detailed definition of this concept please refer to
deliverable D1.1.

iCamp neither considered this to be a definite list of important areas of action, nor
did it conceptualise these areas of action as completely independent of each other.
It was assumed that in real-life educational settings these areas of action would be
inevitably intertwined. However, from an interventionist perspective one can indeed
try to focus on stimulating and supporting competence advancement in a particular
area of action within a given time frame.

The overall idea of iCamp’s intervention approach was to re-arrange existing
teaching and studying practices to allow for competence advancement in selected
areas of action (self-directing, collaborating, social-networking) without overly
compromising domain specific, curricular objectives. In the following paragraph we
will describe in more detail the contextual constraints and further assumptions that
formed the “baseline” for iCamp.
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1.iCampaseline

1.1.WideEuropeampolicgontext

By the pure nature of how the project has been set up iCamp is inevitably
embedded in a wider European context. In the last few years a number of important
initiatives and policies have been defined by the European Union and its respective
bodies with regard to the modernisation of Europe's universities and its contribution
to competitiveness, life long learning, adult learning and corresponding
competences, as well as innovation and creativity. The pedagogical approach taken
in iCamp is responding to a number of these policies.

Already in 2001 the commission advocated in "Making a European Area of Lifelong
Learning a Reality” the transformation of traditional systems to become more open
and flexible so that learners can have individual learning pathways, suitable to their
needs and interests. In 2007 however, a Communication from the Commission to
the Council reports that in 2006 the participation of adults in lifelong learning
decreased.

One of the means for achieving a stronger participation of adults in learning
processes is the competence of "learning to learn". Together with 7 other core
competences the European Union has identified "learning to learn" as a key
competence for lifelong learning (2006) and in general for citizens to face the
challenges of globalisation as well as living and working in a knowledge society.
Other important competences are “digital competence”, "social and civic
competence”, "communication in foreign languages”, etc. Without going into detail
about the definition and understanding of the term competence in these
communications it should be stated that similar to the iCamp approach it is regarded
as a combination of factual knowledge, skills as well as attitudes appropriate to the

context.

With our intervention strategy in iCamp we are covering these and some other key
competences. In an iCamp scenario it is e.g. important to communicate in a foreign
language, normally English, digital competences are a prerequisite to a certain
extent, but will also be advanced in the iCamp context, and learning to learn will be
supported by our interventions towards self-directing personal learning projects.

Another European policy that should be mentioned in this context is the focus on
innovation and creativity that the European Union has been defined for the coming
year 2009. A communication from the European Commission for the Parliament and
the Council stresses again the importance of competences as a combination of
knowledge, skills and attitudes and at the same time it recognises the fact that
attitudes to change may be as important as formal qualification. In iCamp we believe
that the educational role of higher education institutions is not only in formal
gualifications but also very importantly in triggering these attitudes to change and
other intercultural and interpersonal competences.

The following paragraph taken from a recent proposal of the European Union
concerning the European Year of Creativity and Innovation aligns very well with the
pedagogical approach in iCamp:

Thenountingressureaevelogreativeinnovativand criticagkillamplieshat
traditionaeachingpproachebasedirednstructio wlecturingradonger
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adequateTheyardeingeplacedynordearner-focuse dapproacheshatre
basedonthelearners’activeinvolvementintheprocessof reflectionand
interpretationLearningachievedogethewitoth ersgreativelghangingocial
practiceandhabitsArganisationatultursupporting opennesandreativitis
@itgdreconditiomosuccessfukarningnnovation . (Brussels, 2008)
1.1.Structurdimitationandemandshigher education

As we have already mentioned above, iCamp tried to intervene into existing
teaching and studying practices in formal higher educational systems in Europe.
iCamp followed the notion that European higher educational institutions should
strive to offer educational experiences to their students that resemble, at least
partially, the characteristics of international, distributed, networked, and
technologically mediated work settings.

However, formal educational systems impose a number of powerful contextual
constraints and limitations that stand against any considerable intervention that tries
to alter established procedures. Formal educational systems traditionally structure
teaching and studying activities along curricular ideas of sequencing, pacing, and
intended outcomes within set periods of time. Another key feature of formal
education is the assessment and certification of indicators for levels of performance
and achievement in a particular area of study.

The attempt to design and implement educational experiences that transcend
disciplinary and national boundaries created a rather complex environment for
iCamp. The structural corset of various formal educational systems needed to be
considered carefully to determine the feasibility for certain actions and the possibility
to bring about an intended level of change.

Thus, iCamp was required to substantiate the scope for development and change
by identifying the intersections and available degrees of freedom regarding the
structural limitations and demands imposed by the various formal educational
systems whose representatives became part of iCamp’s field research efforts. This
reached from identifying and setting appropriate windows of time for active field
research within the differing academic calendars of European higher education
institutions, to addressing rather dramatic differences and variations in assessment
approaches among participating institutions.

It seems fair to attest that the overall logistic and organisational demands that
resulted from the multitude of structural constraints posed either implicitly or
explicitly by the various participating representatives of different systems of higher
education exceeded the initial expectations within iCamp.

1.1.®istribute@dntheterogeneousctors

Educational experiences in higher education are still predominantly structured
around local groups of participants, areas of study, and institutional affiliation.
iCamp transcended this common configuration within European higher education by
bringing together nationally, geographically, institutionally, and disciplinarily
distributed actors to form educational experiences of a particular kind.

iCamp used the aspect of deliberate distribution and increased heterogeneity of
actors as an instrument for setting up educational experiences that inevitably
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required to work and converse via networked tools and services and a common
second, working language. While networked technologies are often used in higher
education to replace (or enhance) established local routines or teaching and
studying, iCamp created educational experiences that displayed rather authentic,
structural demands and limitations as they can be found in other distributed, pan-
European work settings.

Collaborating via networked media was thus not a mere add-on or supportive
practice. It was rather the only viable mode to achieve common action goals within
the type of educational experiences iCamp implemented throughout its series of
field trials. iCamp considered the distribution and heterogeneity of actors as a
design feature, necessary to interrupt common work and study routines and thus
offering a potential for advancing competencies in key areas of action related to
distributed, networked work practices.

1.1.Heterogeneousechnologicdandscapes

iCamp started from the assumption that contemporary European higher education
Institutions display a considerable variety of networked tools and services and
generally tend to follow rather centralistic strategies of deployment. This view was
confirmed by surveying and analysing current institutional landscapes (reference to
Deliverable from WP3) and the most popular, open-source Course Management
Systems, etc. within their boundaries. However, it became quickly apparent that
most systems were ill equipped to offer even minimal levels of interoperability within
a larger ecology of loosely-coupled, networked tools and services.

On the other hand, iCamp deliberately reviewed and monitored emergent practices
in social software and social media use that were striving on the very basis of its
loosely-coupled, networked, and interoperable nature. In recent years it had become
more and more apparent that individuals and small groups could basically mediate
their conversational and productive practices relying on a rather heterogeneous
array of such tools and services. iCamp assumed that this general shift would finally
confront institutionally landscapes of technology with an even greater demand for
mediating study and work practices in higher education with an increasing array of
tools and services that are no longer centrally controlled.

While the institutions might continue to offer core tools and services, individuals or
groups of actors need to be able to choose from a growing variety of options to
express their preferences and to mediate and augment their own actions.

iCamp not only acknowledged and projected this general trend. Instead, iCamp took
the view that participants and facilitators in higher education need to gain
experiences and expertise of making informed choices on how to mediate particular
practices with loosely-coupled, networked tools and services. In fact, iCamp argued
to conceptualise the selection and negotiation of such technological instruments as
part of a broader notion of “self-directing intentional learning projects”. We will revisit
this aspect later in our report.

1.1.3dukkducatioperspective

iCamp considered all participants in higher education as adults. While it
acknowledged that the majority of young adults who undertake a University degree
programme are socialised in rather structured, formal educational systems, iCamp
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took the view that such programmes need to be understood and designed as
“transitional” learning experiences that at least partially prepare for the general
demands of contemporary workplaces.

Thus, iCamp opposed any attempt to “infantilise” adults in formal higher education
and to apply a school-like educational philosophy and instructional design approach.
Instead, it proposed to reconsider and emphasise principles of adult education and
andragogy as they have been described and researched over decades (see e.g.
Knowles, 1984; Brookfield, 1986; Mezirow, 1990; Merriam et al., 2003). This report
is certainly no the place for a detailed discussion of that matter. However, we want
to point out that iCamp’s educational approach was not only closely aligned with
that strand of educational research and thinking, but actively tried to establish
configurations of responsibilities, implicit and explicit “contracts”, and procedures
that reflected an andragogic orientation and value set. This orientation is also linked
to iCamp’s explicit effort to connect its conceptual work to certain contributions of
Activity Theory (see for example Leontjev, 1978; Engestrom, 1987; Kutti, 1995;
Engestrom et al., 1999) and its understanding of human activities.

1.1.8ctorandistributed\ctivitpystems

Activity Theory understands human activities as being realised by actors (called
“subjects” in Activity Theory) who follow individual and shared objectives by
performing certain operations using instruments (such as material tools and
artefacts, immaterial tools like language and knowledge-artefacts, and so forth) as
mediating devices (see D1.2 for a more detailed discussion of this perspective).

While earlier works like Engestréom’s (1987) conceptualisation of Activity Systems
were derived from the analysis of face-to-face work settings where people
communicate directly, iCamp was concerned with distributed work settings in which
technologically mediated communication had to be used to establish shared
objectives, roles and tools within a given group of people. Thus iCamp expanded
these original ideas and started to analyse the particular limits and potentials of
Distributed Activity Systems in formal educational settings (see D1.2, Fiedler & Pata,
2006).

In this context it turned out that the actors’ subjective perceptions of possibilities for
action (affordances) and mutual observations of self and others played an even
more crucial role than in face-to-face work settings (see D1.2, Fiedler & Pata, 2007,
for a detailed discussion on the concept of affordances). The increased degrees of
freedom for action and the selection of mediating instruments, made it necessary for
all actors to observe and evaluate the dynamic emergence of affordances
(perceived possibilities for action) and their compatibility with shared objectives for
action. This holds particularly true for actors who took the role of facilitators, but it
also affected other participating parties.

Beyond the principal groups of actors like students and facilitators setting up and
maintaining educational experiences within iCamp always involved other institutional
representatives, such as staff members responsible for study programmes,
technical infrastructure, and so forth. In addition, iCamp researchers played a crucial
role not only in the planning and preparation stages but also in providing technical
and conceptual support while the field trials were carried out.

iCamp Consortium Page 11



iCamp Educational Intervention Model v2.0/January 2009

1.2Areasthalleng®bjectivesihterventio n

We have mentioned above that iCamp’s main educational objective was the
creation and implementation of educational experiences that hold the potential for
advancing competencies in areas considered to be significant for successful action
in distributed, mediated work settings.

It is important to note that iCamp made use of a conceptualisation of “competence”
that largely follows the work of the research group ABWF (link) and its Research
and Development Programme Learning Culture and Competence Development
(Forschungs- und Entwicklungsprogramm Lernkultur - Kompetenzentwicklung). In
the context of this research programme Erpenbeck & Rosenstiel (2003) and Heyse
et al. (2002), for example, presented the use of the term “competence” as a
programmatic attempt to expand older notions of what constitutes necessary
dispositions for successful problem solving and coping in a particular area of action.
They decidedly want to go beyond the older notion of “qualification” with its focus on
the acquisition of standardised procedural skills and bodies of factual knowledge.

Instead, Erpenbeck and Heyse (1999) emphasise the importance of internalised
orientations, values and attitudes for coping with dynamic, open-ended and complex
problem situations in many areas of human activity. Thus, they propose to
conceptualise “competence” as a set of interrelated dispositions for the execution of
(self-organising) action in a particular area of challenge. For analytical purposes this
set of dispositions can be categorised into (1) previously acquired factual knowledge
and (2) procedural skills, and (3) internalised orientations, values and attitudes.

We have already outlined in D1.1 that especially the internalisation of orientations,
values and attitudes presupposes an exposure to authentic, challenging situations.
Only if an actor finds herself in a situations that offers a considerable degree of
freedom for decision making and action, it is likely that she experiences states of
perturbation or dissonance that cannot be resolved by mere application of formerly
acquired procedural skills or factual knowledge.

In the educational workpackage of iCamp we therefore tried to identify, construct,
combine, and orchestrate contextual constraints and procedures and activities to
create situational demands that could be qualified as rather challenging and
somewhat authentic. The context is thus comparable to other international,
networked, and mediated work settings such as knowledge work in large enterprises
or international cooperation’s in the creative industries, etc.

iCamp was trying to accomplish this within the specific context of formal educational
settings in higher education in which actors were distributed geographically,
disciplinarily, and culturally, and in which communication and interaction was
mediated through increasingly heterogeneous landscapes of networked tools and
services.

Exemplarily, iCamp focused on competence advancement in three particular areas
of challenge that arguably become increasingly important for actors in distributed
and technologically mediated settings (see D1.1, Fiedler & Kieslinger, 2006, for a
more detailed description). From the perspective of the iCamp educational
workpackage, these “areas of challenge” (for participants) can also be described as
“intervention objectives” for the researchers/interventionists.
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1.2.Collaboratingvitiothers

iCamp used “shared artefact production” in distributed, networked and mediated
work settings as the focal point for the “collaborating with others” area of challenge.
We saw the actual production of digital artefacts as the iconic task within distributed,
networked work settings. Nevertheless, productive actions are inevitably
accompanied by conversational actions referring either to regulative or content
issues (see D1.2, Fiedler & Pata, 2007), thus posing additional challenges in such
settings.

Thus iCamp restructured and altered existing teaching and studying practices in
such a way that participants had to carry out all conversational and productive
actions via networked tools and services. It was assumed that the structural
demands of such a setting could destablise common work routines and prevent the
application of well trained procedural skills in respect to shared artefact production
in a normal, face-to-face academic environment.

The intervention objective in this area was the creation and provision of educational
experiences that could support the advancement of the following dispositions for
(self-organised) action:

1) factual knowledge about the potentials and limitations of the expanding palette of
networked tools and services that can be used for mediating conversational and
productive actions

2) procedural skills regarding the use of such tools and services via first-hand
exploration and application

3) internalisation of orientations, values and attitudes that can be applied in
situations of conflict, uncertainty, and under-performance to guide attempts of
coping and problem-solving with other collaborating actors.

1.2.8elf-directingntentiondkearningrojects

In recent years we have seen a general trend towards shifting the responsibility (and
risk) for initiating and managing intentional learning and change to the individual.
This is not only taking place in particular dynamic areas like the Creative Industries
that feature a high number of small or one-person economic entities, but also in
larger companies that have reduced the provision and management of learning- and
personal-growth support for their employees.

Therefore, iCamp held the notion that European university graduates would benefit
from educational experiences that explicitly foster the acquisition and advancement
of dispositions for taking action and responsibility for initiating and managing their
own intentional learning projects. iCamp’s intervention objective was here the
design and implementation of configurations and procedures that could achieve and
foster at least a gradual shift of responsibilities within a distributed, networked and
mediated work settings.

The resulting educational experiences should support the advancement of the
following dispositions for action in respect to self-directing intentional learning
projects:
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1) factual knowledge about the critical aspects of intentional learning and change
(explicating purposes and goals, identifying human and material resources, defining
criteria of evaluation, monitoring progress, gather feedback from significant others,
and so forth) and the potentials and limitations of the expanding palette of
networked tools and services that can be used to support such activities

2) procedural skills regarding the use of networked tools and services to support
critical aspects of intentional learning and change

3) internalisation of orientations, values and attitudes that can be applied in
situations of conflict, uncertainty, and under-performance in respect to an ongoing
intentional learning and change project

1.2.ZBociatetworking

Our increasingly networked societies offer exponentially growing opportunities and
mechanisms to establish and develop contacts with other humans. While the use of
digitally mediated networking means for all kinds of purposes is on the rise, their
systematic application to support intentional learning and change projects still
doesn’'t seem to be mainstream.

iCamp held the notion that intentional learning projects can indeed benefit from
going beyond the human resources that an immediate work settings might offer. In
particular actors in distributed and mediated work settings need to make use of
appropriate networked tools and services for that matter.

The intervention objective in this area was the creation and provision of educational
experiences that could support the advancement of the following dispositions for
(self-organised) action:

1) factual knowledge about the potentials and limitations of the expanding palette of
networked tools and services that can be used for establishing, developing and
maintaining contacts with actors that are not part of one’s immediate work or social
setting

2) procedural skills regarding the use of such tools and services via first-hand
exploration and application

3) internalisation of orientations, values and attitudes that can be applied in
situations of conflict, uncertainty, and under-performance in respect to contacts with
actors that are not part of one’s immediate work or social setting

1.8ronmstructionadesighamterventioap proach

In D1.2 (Fiedler & Pata, 2007) we already discussed the problematic limits of
instructional design in general and in relation to our educational objectives in
particular.

We had argued for shifting our attention away from inadequate attempts of micro-
managing teaching and studying processes, towards a focus on “environmental
design” issues. Thus, we proposed to focus on seeding and supporting the
development of “distributed learning environments” that evolve over time, reflecting
the needs and choices of collaborating actors and their shared objectives for action.
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However, while conducting the third cycle of our fieldwork we started to realise more
and more that the core of the educational work in iCamp can be best described and
conceptualised from an intervention perspective. Already in D1.1 (Fiedler &
Kieslinger, 2006) we had stated our intention to validate design principles and
intervention strategies (p.11). It is the latter aspect that became increasingly
dominant throughout the practical fieldwork. This development merits some further
reflection and discussion.

Mainstream educational technology research often tends to trivialise human actors
(Foerster, 1999) and to ignore the obvious limits for bringing about directed change
in systems of organised complexity. However, one important particularity (among
numerous others) is the general lack of clear cause-and-effect relationships in
complex systems. In such circumstances we have to rather explore the “possibility”
for intervention, instead of trying to formulate and apply simplified and simplifying
abstractions and models. We cannot act from a perspective of “objective norms” or
“best practices” and so forth. An intervention has to be “designed” taking into
account the mode of operation of the system (Willke, 2005).

The intervening entity is the author of an impulse or trigger for change, but it is the
system that “reads” and processes the impulse, following its own criteria and mode
of operation (operational conditions). A successful intervention depends on the
possibility to be formulated and on being actually formulated in the “terms” of the
treated system. However, the inner operation of a complex system is intransparent
for an observer (and interventionist). The occurrence of problems of differing
interpretations among various actors is thus rather the norm than the exception.

In addition, the imposition of change is often perceived as a threat to the
“equilibrium” (homoeostasis) of a system. Even in the most opportune case that a
system appears to be ready for change, one still has to expect reactions of self-
preservation and fear of change. The system simply reacts to the expectation (or
imposition) of intervention for change.

A successful intervention brings about a meaningful difference in the mode of
operation of a given system. In other words, a person changing her mode of
operation can be understood as an (self-)adaptation to changed rules and forms of
system-specific communications (and interactions). How such an intervention is
actually possible, and how we can carry it out in a specific context remains still a
rather challenging affair.

Willke (2005), for example, proposes “circular interventions” as a rather effective
approach to human change. In a circular intervention a system reacts with a self-
directed and self-induced imitation to an offer from the environment. While not
knowing if the proposed change is beneficial, the system also doesn’t want to take
the risk of not changing at all. Basically, one person changes because she expects
the others to change. And the others change because they assume and expect the
person to change.

Approaches like this seem to be more appropriate to intervene into complex
systems than the micro-management of activities that instructional design has
proposed for decades. They make educational interventions more complex and less
predictable, but they also refrain from trivialising human change processes. What
comes into focus is then the interplay between mutual observations and
expectations of all actors, and the need to monitor, interpret, and negotiate each
other's actions and underlying objectives. The educational interventionist can no
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longer rely on step-by-step, algorithmic approaches. Instead, she needs to apply
some core concepts to orientate her basic analytical and preparatory activities, while
remaining open to monitor the responses of other actors and to improvise
accordingly. In the following chapter we will review some of the core concepts that
offered orientation for building educational experiences within iCamp.
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2Concepts

This section introduces the concepts or 'building blocks' every interventionist should
consider in creating specific educational experiences within the contextual
constraints of distributed work and study settings.

2.InstitutionaContext

Existing institutional contexts provide a powerful frame to any intervention aiming for
change of ongoing practices. Since iCamp tries to implement innovative educational
practices into existing educational settings, some factors have to be taken into
consideration.

The First factor is the institutional IT infrastructure (see for example D1.1. Fiedler &
Kieslinger, 2006, section 4.2) that can be more or less monalithic, more or less open
to external students and more or less interoperable in terms of widely adopted
technical standards such as web protocols and data exchange formats. Openness
to change regarding the underlying program code is also critical for anyone trying to
open up these tools.

Secondly the way institutional rules are enacted and enforced is important. An open
attitude towards learning and teaching methods will foster the implementation of
innovative approaches. These general frames are also reflected in belief systems
concerning educational and instructional design (see D1.2, Fiedler & Pata, 2007,
sectionl , for details). Openness to multi-perspectivity, variety and more degrees of
freedom for learners (and teachers/facilitator) will certainly foster the implementation
of the approaches described iCamp.

2.8tudentan€ompetencadvancement

The advancement of competence of the students taking part is the main goal of
iCamps interventions. As delineated in D1.1 (Fiedler & Kieslinger, 2006),
competence is understood as as a set of (interrelated) dispositions for the execution
of self-organizing action in a particular area of challenge.

This broad set of dispositions entails 1) factual knowledge and procedural skills
previously acquired, 2) internalized orientations, values and attitudes for self-
organizing action that requires continuous decision making under (cognitive)
uncertainty, and 3) volitional aspects (nhotions of volition, motivation, drive, etc.) that
are understood as the ability to activate and realize the other personal assets.
Related to these dispositions, are basic meta-cognitive mental processes such as
planning, monitoring, evaluating and decisions (Reinmann & Eppler, 2008).

Following the developments around the notion of PLE's (Harmelen, 2006; Milligan et
al., 2006; Wilson et al., 2006; Johnson et al., 2006; Downes, 2007; Attwell, 2007;
Johnson & Liber, 2008; Severance et al., 2008; Wilson, 2008), it is consequent to
extend freedom of choices especially on choosing the most suitable tools for ones
learning activities, and achieving competence of maintaining their personal and
group learning environments for realizing individual and group objectives. Since
iCamp is set-up in a digital and networked environment, a series of basic skills and
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specific knowledge regarding the use of ICT are considered as pre-requisite for
iCamp participants. These include activities such as selecting and installing software
for specific needs and connecting them to open (iCamp-“certified”) interfaces,
setting-up and using videoconference, chat, Web forum and other communication
means, designing and presenting a multimedia presentation using various
information sources and knowledge visualisation methods, archiving on external
media relevant content, etc.

2.®omaiknowledge

In iCamp we assume that domain-specific teaching may be structured in a way that
allows for competence advancement delineated above in parallel to domain specific
teaching. The educational design and intervention possibilities are clearly restricted
by these constraints. When shifting e.g. instructional functions towards participant
control (or self-direction) empirical studies have shown that this will rarely result in
measurable improvements in subject matter acquisition but rather in more personal
competence gains, changes in attitudes and values (Candy, 1991; D1.1, Fiedler &
Kieslinger, 2006).

To culminate our focus on competence advancement, one could say that not
completely breaking domain related learning under the induced challenges has to
be valued as a successful intervention.

2.Z£ducationdDecisioan€ontrdProcesses

Since the educational research community has never produced a coherent and
widely accepted conceptualization of the terms self-direction and self-organisation in
formal educational settings, it is necessary to specify the particular meaning and
“range of convenience” (Kelly, 1955) for these terms in the specific context of
iCamp. We want to concentrate on the advancement of competencies (in the sense
of individual dispositions for action and problem-solving) that enable individuals (and
groups) to master challenges that typically arise when responsibilities and
instructional functions are gradually shifted away from the formal educational
system and its representatives (facilitators, teachers, tutors, etc.) to the participants
(D1.1, Fiedler & Kieslinger, 2006, section 2.2)

At the core of the concept of self-direction related to intentional learning in (formal)
educational settings is the idea that the locus of control about one's learning
process is internalized by the learner to a maximum extent. So self-direction
includes at least two dimensions. One procedural (horizontal) dimension, sometimes
referred to as self-regulation- It includes cyclic planning, monitoring and evaluation
activities. The other (vertical) dimension refers to the areas that can be subject to
(interrelated) decisions on goals, topics of interest, space and time of learning,
actions, tools and resources. (D1.1, Fiedler & Kieslinger, 2006, p. 34)

In distributed settings as in iCamp where computer mediated communication is the
normal case, one aspect of every dimension is especially salient. In the vertical
dimension the negotiation about common or at least compatible tools (for
communications) has to be especially taken into consideration. Secondly the aspect
of monitoring activities requires special attention due to the distributed nature of
activities performed. Channels have to be arranged and adjusted that allow for
different kinds of monitoring, including the students observing their own actions,
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students monitoring their project peers and facilitator tracing the progress of the
learning projects as well as single learners.

Since self-directed learning activities always take place in a certain social context,
self-reflection and self-direction calls for challenging situations and the presence
and reflective intercourse with other people. Weblogs e.g. as electronic
predecessors of personal diaries could be used for recording our dynamic self-
reflections in such challenging situations. However, showing our thinking processes
publicly to find external support from the community is still a new habit not easily
accepted by people. iCamp tries to build educational challenges that foster the
development of self-direction in terms of gradually shifting the locus of control from
'teachers' to learners.

2.Facilitatior-eedbacknd Assessment
Facilitatioandacilitators

The role of the facilitator in learning settings like the ones created in the iCamp
project is very important for the overall success of the learning projects. For most
‘teachers’, used to conventional educational methods, being a facilitator is rather
challenging (see D1.1, Fiedler & Kieslinger, 2006, section 5.1.2)

Referring to the learning challenges (of the students), the facilitator shall be able to
assemble a basic learning environment, to foster competence advancement in the
areas of collaborating with other, self-directing intentional learning projects, and to a
minor extent social-networking. This requires certain skills in terms of using the
proposed information and communication tools oneself and (pre-) configuring them
for others to prepare a first configuration of the tool landscape as a starting point.

Facilitating self-direction is very demanding, mainly because it is inherently
paradoxical and therefore requires permanently balancing support and perturbation.
This calls for skills of a counsellor, guide, and evaluator, depriving him of his
traditional role simultaneously (see D1.1, Fiedler & Kieslinger, 2006, p. 37 for
details)

Assessmerdintreedback

Formal educational settings can be described as particular configurations of
observations, confirmations, and evaluations of performances that are selected as
evidence of change. It is obvious that feedback and assessment/evaluation are
important aspects of such kinds of configurations. While Feedback refers to the
more general concept, assessment is usually tied to some criteria.

There are various forms of assessment that should be intelligently combined in a
specific setting:

self-assessment, peer-assessment, assessment by the facilitator
assessment of individual performance vs. assessment of group results

formal assessment vs. summative assessment
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Educational settings aiming to construct the educational challenges described in
section 1.2 should definitely provide the possibility of self-assessment and peer-
assessment since self-observation and self-evaluation are essential functions of
self-directed learning.

Clear communication about forms and, as far as possible, criteria of assessment
from the very beginning of the learning project will reduce conflicts that usually arise
especially in formal educational frames. This is not to say that criteria have to be as
granular as possible. On the contrary, they shall leave enough space for non-
anticipated, creative solutions.

2.8\ctionand\ctivities

In iCamp we classify the actions of learners and facilitators in a certain way. This is
done mainly for analytical purposes to observe and improve mediated
communication between learners as well as between learners and facilitators. We
distinguish between the following types of actions (see D1.2, Fiedler & Pata, 2007,
p. 12, for details):

productive actions in which digital artefacts are created and developed

conversational actions which usually do not directly lead to the formation of
artefacts;

these can be subdivided into conversations on...

0 subject matter issues (such as discussions on terminology, concepts,
etc.) or on...

0 regulative issues (such as negotiating the distribution of work, roles
etc.)

Naturally these types of actions are highly intertwined and actors switch rapidly from
one to another. Also the structure is clearly not self-contained but rather open and
extendable, e.g. self-reflective actions can be seen as a third category that is
especially tied to the fostering of self-direction and conflict resolution as as such it is
again an accented action to solve regulative issues.

Activities consist of goal-directed actions which the subjects conduct and usually
include the use of tools as mediating devices to reach goals of a group of people
(community level, group of learners in our case). Terminology and ideas are
borrowed from activity theory (see D1.2, Fiedler & Pata, 2007, section 3.1) which is
extended to (geographically) distributed settings.

Finally the iCamp Space is a network of web-based activities related to
technological enhanced learning experiences. It is a comprehensive metaphor for all
educational activities taking place in the projects and serves the iterative
development of new educational intervention approaches.

2. Toolfool-Landscapes
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The iCamp Space is framed by various compositions of ICT tools and services
denominated as (tool) landscapes.

It is an interventional goal of approaches like iCamp that students have the freedom
and develop their competencies also in choosing the most suitable environments for
their activities to take place and control these. (D1.2, Fiedler & Pata, page 6) This
approach meets the trend of monolithic institutional systems being more and more
supplemented by personal tool landscapes that even have the potential of
substituting them to a large degree.

Personal learning environment (PLE) refers to a broader structure, not only
comprising ICT tools but also other resources that could support a certain learning
endeavour. So a PLE of the students and facilitators in iCamp cases entailed all the
instruments, materials and human resources that an individual was aware of and
had access to in the context of the educational projects at a given point in time
(Fiedler & Pata, 2009). Every personal environment can be different but the ICT
tools have to be sufficiently compatible with the corresponding tools of facilitator and
group members. If an individual takes part in some collaborative work- and study
activities with others, some common goals and objectives for action need to be
established and maintained (Fiedler & Pata, 2009). The challenge is to bring
personal expectations, experiences, roles and environments together in order to
form a functional collaborative setting. From an observer’s perspective an individual
PLE starts to overlap partly with other personal environments and a temporarily
functioning distributed learning environment emerges.

Typically the ICT part of the PLEs covers the following tools: A weblog (e.g.
wordpress), a social book-marking service, a VolP tool (Skype or XLite), a (rss)
Webfeed aggregator plus any further tools needed for special purposes. Especially
feed- and tag-technologies enable actors to follow distributed actions that are
relevant for their activities.

2.PerturbationConflicin®luralism

From a different perspective one could look at the whole concept of learning and the
creation of pedagogical interventions as the deliberate implementation of conflicts.
Conflicts or perturbations of equilibria (see D1.1, Fiedler & Kieslinger, 2006, p.15,
for details) are essential to induce learning.

The facilitator should sensitively balance fostering and focussing certain conflicts for
individual learners while masking out others. He might also be in charge of hiding
specific institutional conflicts from students.

On the other hand, student's conflicts on personal vs. group (project) goals, on
isolated vs. compatible tools and different perspectives regarding domain concepts
are an inevitable part of mastering the challenges the iCamp approach stands for.

Finally the whole setup of international staffed learning projects aims at valuing the
acceptance of multiple perspectives, variety and pluralism as a source of innovation
and learning. This includes trial-and-error approaches in messy situations as well as
learning what does not work. It is about coping with ill-structured rather than pre-
structured problems which are, and this is our credo, authentic challenges in
tomorrow's global knowledge society.
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Anterventiomactionnsightfronthéeld

3.Thanterplagéonceptualorkndeldtud ies

The iCamp intervention approach has been derived from theoretical and conceptual
work on the one hand, and active field research, on the other. The empirical
explorations on how educational activities should be organized in an increasingly
unpredictable context, where students and facilitators are confronted with complex,
dynamically changing, and unexpected requirements, were one of the major
pedagogical tasks and contributions within the iCamp project.

The research group within iCamp conducted three field studies in which actors were
prompted to perform activities following the iCamp intervention approach. The first
field study concentrated on aspects of collaborating with others. Self-directing
personal learning projects were added in the second field study. Finally, the third
field study additionally addressed certain activities of social networking across the
borders of the collaborating group. With regard to the areas of action that were
targeted at each of the cases, the complexity increased (see figure 1) over time.

Figure 1EvolvingomplexitghéCampgasstudies

The contextual constraints of these activities have already been described above. A
detailed description of the three case studies can be found in iCamp deliverables
D4.2- D4.4. The Appendix of this deliverable provides a condensed overview of the
cases and identifies the main components of the intervention approach. These
components were organized into process- and structural views of our intervention
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approach and are elaborated in the following chapters. The process view (see figure
2) visualizes the sequence of our intervention with its main components. The
structural view (see figures 3,4,5) is divided into three perspectives: institutional,
facilitator- and student view. The interrelation between the components of each
perspective is presented in table 1.

3.Processiew

In the three field studies the activities performed by the actors were generally
divided into a planning phase and an implementation phase. Although different in
focus and in complexity with regards to the pedagogical challenges, all three cases
were structured along the same activity time line (see figure 2). While in the
planning phase most activities were performed in parallel, the implementation phase
involved some chronological and some parallel structuring elements.

Figure 2Processievedimterventiomapproaclapplica tion

The important stages in the process of an intervention approach were the following:
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ICross-institutiongblanningtheducational experience

The institutional actors and facilitators who plan the intervention will agree on a joint
intervention and meet using synchronous and asynchronous communication tools.
The planning phase may need several months and needs to be harmonized with the
planning schedules and policies at institution level. The facilitators must discuss and
establish common ground about the following:

- What will be the common objectives of the course - which competences shall be
promoted, which content-knowledge will be developed?

- Which will be the common topics of the course?
- Which problem-based project topics shall be prompted?

- Which individual and collaborative activities will be promoted for advancing
competence development in coherence with domain learning in authentic context?

- How will the learning resources be collected or published jointly by facilitators and
students?

- Which will be the favoured affordances of personal and collaborative landscapes
of tools and services for students, facilitators and the whole intervention, and how
to sustain the interoperability between various types of social software and
institutional tools?

- How will students’ competence advancement and domain level learning be
assessed (e.g. self-, peer-, group-, and project-based assessment), how will the
coherence in cross-institutional grading achieved?

- How can conversational learning contract principles be applied and facilitated?

- What will be the responsibilities of the cross-institutional facilitators during planning
and implementing the course?

- Which will be the strategy of composing cross-institutional learning groups (eg.
topic-based selection, peer-selection, facilitator-selection)?

[Implementatioatheducationaxperience

The suggested length of the implementation phase is about 2-3 months, depending
on the objectives and structure of the educational experience. Various difficulties
and failures during the implementation phase (see Appendix) need to be anticipated
and the facilitators need to be constantly ready for modifications and adaptations.
The main phases applicable both for students and facilitators would be:

- Introducing planned structure and objectives of the educational experience and
harmonizing it with students’ objectives;

- Establishing personal learning environments or prompting the use of previously
composed personal environments for entering the course;

- Getting to know each other to find peers for project work;
- Forming international teams (e.g. by similar interests, different competences);

- Establishing distributed learning environments from the integration of personal
learning environments and other collaborative tools;

- Establishing personal conversational learning contracts;

- Performing individual activities in parallel with self-reflection, using contracts and
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personal environments for documenting the self-development;

- Performing collaborative activities and establishing coherence in the group about
the use of learning environment components, goals, activities, roles and rules;

- Cyclical self-, peer- and facilitator-monitoring and support for establishing
distributed environments, achieving joint and personal goals;

- Assessment in the middle, and in the end of the project-work, using self-, peer-,
group-, and project-based assessment techniques.

3.Jtructuraliew

The structural view (see figures 3, 4, 5) provides the perspective of institutional
representatives, facilitators, and learners in promoting and participating in the
educational intervention. The components of each figure are organised according to
the theoretical concepts that were elaborated in the chapters above: competence
advancement, domain knowledge, educational decision and control processes,
facilitation, feedback and assessment, actions and activities, tools and tool
landscapes and perturbations, conflicts and pluralisms. The components related to
these main concepts were selected from the condensed analysis of the cases (see
Appendix).

3.3.1InstitutionaRepresentative’'siew

The institutions provide a supportive atmosphere for the application of the
intervention at higher education. Considerable amount of institutional support is
needed at the planning and implementation of an iCamp intervention that promotes
competence advancement (see also fig 2 process view). First, the institutional policy
should allow cross-institutional studying. The institutions must promote competence
advancement in authentic work contexts as one main educational goal. Institutional
support for authentic problem-based, collaborative work and study practices and
appropriate assessment strategies would be needed. Learners’ self-reflection must
be institutionally supported by the application of tools like personal conversational
learning contracts.

The technological autonomy of facilitators and students should be prompted,
opening the possibilities for integrating personal learning environments into various
course landscapes. The institutions should provide new tools for analysis, decision-
making and support for using personal landscapes for establishing mutual
awareness and understanding in distributed systems. Facilitators and students need
to be granted autonomy for planning educational experiences. Systems for
collecting and reusing students’ and facilitators’ resources with Creative Commons
licenses must be available.

All these presume the development of institutional agendas for more open,
technological infrastructures. The application of such an intervention strategy is
complicated, and various conflicts between old and new structures and practices
might arise and must be solved. Institutions can promote the application of the
intervention model by providing facilitator training on intervention principles and
techniques. This enables to establish ownership of new methods among facilitators
dealing with dynamically evolving and therefore challenging educational
environments.
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Figure 3nstitutionalepresentativegaimtervention approach
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3.3.Facilitator'siew

Facilitators are the driving force in the application of an intervention approach at
higher educational institutions (see fig 4 Facilitator level). They must accommodate
learners’ and facilitators’ goals with the institutional requirements. The new role of
the facilitator in supporting the self-directed learning process presumes the ability of
shifting responsibility and control between students and facilitator. Facilitators need
to jointly plan and negotiate topics, context, resources and assessment not only with
other facilitators but also with the students. For increasing self-direction, self-
reflection practices should be applied among the students but also among the
facilitators.

Facilitators need experiences of composing emergent designs in which an
educational environment is dynamically evolving from personal learning
environments and collaborative social software. Student-generated content is
fostered as a learning resource, an authentic context is maintained through a
project-based approach, and individual reflection tasks are combined with
collaborative work activities.

Facilitators meet various perturbations, conflicts and pluralisms: managing evolving,
distributed and open learning landscapes, working in conditions of partial
awareness and control of the educational environment and students’ activities,
applying new semi-transparent reflection and facilitation models, relying on external
networking and motivating distant colleagues, finding balance between individual
reflection tasks and collaborative activities during the course, and performing an
advanced type of assessment are only some of the issues they must deal with.
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Figure 4Theolefacilitatorgaimterventiomppr oach
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3.3.Jtudent’'siew

The intervention approach at students’ level (see fig 5 students view) focuses on the
promotion of students’ competences of self-directing intentional learning projects,
collaborating with others, and social-networking, in distributed and technologically
mediated settings. Students are expected to become more self-directed, including
the planning, reflecting, monitoring and assessing their learning process. They must
reflect about their personal goals and harmonize these with the institutional and
course requirements. Learning situations are less structured and will be jointly
developed during the educational experience. Therefore, the idea of learning from
failures is prompted. Students perform individual and collaborative project-based
activities in authentic context. The domain-relevant knowledge is collaboratively
generated. The students are prompted to network with external experts and peers.
Project results and created artefacts are published openly under Creative Commons
licenses. This knowledge is considered as a new resource for other students.
Students’ self-reflection and the application of conversational learning contracts
throughout the whole learning process enable them to advance their self-directing
competences.

However, one of the aspects that need continuous monitoring and support is
resolving conflicts between individual and group goals. In this new situation the roles
of the facilitator and the students are shifting, students are expected to monitor,
comment and assess the development of their own and their group’s goals, learning
environments, and activities during project-work in a way similar to what the
facilitator is supposed to do. This likely causes tensions and perturbations.

Such an educational environment is challenging because it lacks central control and
has a dynamically evolving structure. Students are given control of their personal
and distributed learning environments, but it is also presumed that they are able to
arrange these with only partial awareness of others’ activities. However, ideally
students have the possibility of using various decision-, support- and analytical tools
for choosing, arranging and monitoring the components of their distributed learning
environments and their activities.
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Figure 5Studentsamterventioapproach
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3.3.4nterrelationbetweeth¢hreeiews

The institutional-, facilitator- and student-views in our intervention approach are
interconnected. To show these connections, the components from the figures 3, 4
and 5 are organised in a table format (see table 1). Ideally, an institution would
support educational interventions as we have proposed them in iCamp.
Unfortunately, this ideal situation is not found in many higher educational
institutions. Thus, students and facilitators often need to drive change. The
expectations and everyday experiences of the new generation of students who
come from open, networking, and sharing digital cultures call for new approaches of
studying and working together. Neither facilitators nor students can pre-plan all the
processes and appropriate resources. They have to cooperate and be ready for
learning in the course of action as new situations and possibilities for learning
emerge. The successful case studies of iCamp prove that even in conditions where
institutional support has not yet been achieved, the new type of cross-institutional,
educational experiences can be effectively implemented and run.

Table linterrelationbetweethéhrestructuratiew sdimterventiomodel
MAINCONCEPT ®f STUDENWVIEW FACILITATOR INSTITUTIONIEW
INTERVENTION VIEW
MODEL
COMPETENCE Semi-public self- Binding individual | Promoting
ADVANCEMENT reflecting in reflection tasks competence
collaborative context | and with advancement in
collaborative group | social context
activities
Accommodating Accommodating Promoting
personal goals with individual goals competence-based
institutional frame and institutional partially learner-
and course goals requirements defined course-goals
Self-directing Shifting Policy granting
personal learning in responsibility and autonomy to students
social context: control between and facilitators
facilitator and
1) planning personal learners

learning goals
Promoting self-
2) reflecting personal direction
learning goals
publicly

3) monitoring the
realization of
personal goals

4) self-, peer- and
institutional
assessment of
competences
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MAINCONCEPT ®f STUDENWVIEW FACILITATOR INSTITUTIONIEW
INTERVENTION VIEW

MODEL

DOMAIN Initiating and Triggering Supporting
KNOWLEDGE performing authentic | authentic learning | authenticity and

and personally
meaningful activities
and projects

situations and
promoting
students’ initiative
with projects

Planning and
negotiating topics,
context, resources,
activities and
assessment with
engaged actors

projects in domain
teaching

Collaboratively
generating domain
relevant knowledge
under Creative
commons

Fostering user-
generated content
under creative
commons & open
access to
resources

Accepting and
supporting learner
generated content,
promoting Creative
commons and open
resources

EDUCATIONAL
DECISION AND
CONTROL
PROCESSES

Driving change for
intervention
approach at
institutions

Supporting cross-
institutional learning

Emergent learning
designs for
courses

Allowing flexibility in
course design

Providing facilitator
training on
intervention principles
and techniques

Semi-public self-
reflecting in
collaborative context

Semi public self-
reflection of
facilitating
experiences

Promoting self-
reflection in teaching
and learning as a
method of monitoring
personal life-long
development

Self-directing
competence
advancement with
conversational
Learning contract
procedure

Applying personal
learning contracts
in course design

Promoting
conversational
learning contracts as
part of institutional
practice
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MAINCONCEPT ®f
INTERVENTION
MODEL

STUDENVIEW

FA

ACILITATOR
VIEW

INSTITUTIONIEW

FACILITATION, Transparent and Transparent and Supporting new
FEEDBACK personalized personalized facilitation and
AND semipublic peer- semipublic co- assessment
ASSESSMENT facilitation facilitation of self- | procedures
(monitoring, direction in
commenting, collaborative
assessing) of self- context with other
direction in facilitators and
collaborative context | students
Facilitating
personal and
distributed learning
landscape
arrangement and
tool use
ACTIONS AND Performing individual
ACTIVITIES tasks and group
activities
*Conversational
(regulative, social
etc.)
**Productive
Gradually obtaining Gradually
awareness of actors, | obtaining
activities and awareness of
landscapes actors, activities
and landscapes
Networking with Creating
external experts/ networking
peers activities with
external peers
TOOLS/ TOOL Arranging personal Operating with new | Providing facilitator
LANDSCAPES tool landscape tools and self- training on new tools

managed
environments

usage and tool
landscape principles
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MAINCONCEPT ®f STUDENWVIEW FACILITATOR INSTITUTIONIEW
INTERVENTION VIEW

MODEL

TOOLS/ TOOL Arranging & Facilitating Adapting institutional
LANDSCAPES managing group personal and agenda for open

learning spaces for
collaboration

distributed learning
landscape
arrangement and
tool use

technological
infrastructure

Supporting
technological
autonomy of actors

Using and
promoting and
decision systems
for students’ tool
use

Using awareness
tools for
monitoring,
analyzing and
facilitating tool
landscapes in
action

Introducing new type
of analytical and
support tools
internally:

1) Tools for decision-
making and planning
about tools and
activity
patterns/landscapes,

2) Tools that support
awareness by
analyzing the tool
landscapes and
people and actions in
the course of actions

3) Tools that support
collaboration and
negotiations

Planning the
learning designs
that utilize learner-
created activity
patterns,
landscapes and
resources

Application of learning
environments that can
evolve ecologically
and where user
experience is being
accumulated
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MAINCONCEPT ®f
INTERVENTION
MODEL

STUDENVIEW F4

ACILITATOR
VIEW

INSTITUTIONIEW

TENSIONS,
CONFLICTS
PERTURBATIONS

Resolving conflicts
between individual
and group goals

Competing between
self-directed and
collaborative
activities

Combining and
balancing group
activities with
individual self-
reflection activities

Resolving conflicts
between old
structures and new
practices

Operating with new

Operating with new

tools at self-managed | tools at self-
landscapes managed
landscapes
Learning from failures | Coping with
and readiness to challenges and
create and cope creating
challenges challenges

Lack of awareness as
a source of conflict:

1) blind spaces at
learning landscape

2) partial awareness
of co-learners’ actions
and objectives

Lack of central
control and structure

Tensions from
working in partial
awareness

Difficulties of
triggering
negotiations for
coherence
formation and
students self-
direction and
motivation

Shifting
responsibility and
control and
reduced control
over students

Networking with
external peers

Relying on
community as a
networking and
social retrieval
resource

Teacher- and peer-
facilitation balance

Co-facilitating with
other facilitators
and students
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4 FocusandrangeofconvenienceoiCamp’s
educationahterventiompproach

To be useful, any educational intervention model or approach must be limited in
scope to those aspects of human endeavour or enterprise for which it is especially
well suited. Kelly (1955) suggested that any theoretical proposition should explicate
a finite focus (what it covers best) and a range of convenience (scope of what it
covers) for its applicability. In Kelly’s (1955) words: “ If the theory we construct works
well within this limited range of convenience, we shall consider our efforts
successful, and we shall not be too much disturbed if it proves to be less useful
elsewhere.” (p. 23).

While the objective of the educational workpackage in iCamp wasn't in the realm of
theory building per se, we nevertheless carefully outlined the focus and limits of our
intervention approach throughout the project.

As we have stated above, iCamp followed the notion that European higher
education should offer educational experiences to its students that correspond with
some of the key features of international, distributed and technologically mediated
work settings. Its educational intervention approach focuses on interrupting and
restructuring current teaching and studying practices in a systematic way that does
not overly compromise domain-specific, curricular objectives, while enabling the
advancement of existing competencies in areas considered to be significant for
successful action in distributed, mediated work settings. The areas of challenge that
were of particular interest in iCamp were described as self-directing intentional
learning projects, collaborating with others, and social-networking.

Any reflection about the potential further development of our intervention approach
requires a distinction between concepts and components that can readily develop
and change and those which cannot. This distinction can be captured by the
concept of permeability (Kelly, 1955). A theoretical proposition is permeable if it
allows new items to be incorporated within its range of convenience. We do not
consider, for example, the areas of challenge (self-directing of intentional learning
projects, collaborating with other, and social-networking) that were defined as a
focus for our educational interventions as a definite list of important areas of action.
In fact, conceptually one could easily expand or elaborate on these three areas of
action while maintaining the general intervention approach of iCamp. We consider
this part of our approach rather permeable and open for further additions and
elaborations.

The less permeable and invariant parts of our approach are outlined above in
sections 1.1.3 to 1.1.6. We think that the range of convenience of our intervention
model is limited to nationally, geographically, institutionally, and disciplinarily
distributed and technologically mediated work settings in higher education. We also
maintain that it is best suited to interventions within educational systems that
operate from a perspective of adult education and that construe all participating
actors and the activity systems they develop accordingly.

It remains to be explored if the “distributedness” of a given work setting could be
considered as a more permeable part of the overall intervention approach of iCamp.
One could argue that the national, geographic and institutional distributedness of
actors plays an essential role for establishing, authentic, mediated work settings.
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However, researchers from the iCamp consortium (TLU) have successfully applied
iCamp principles while restructuring existing teaching and studying practices within
the context of an educational experience that catered only to Estonian students
enrolled at Tallinn University that were only geographically distributed within Estonia
(Tammets et al., 2008; Véljataga et al., 2009). Nevertheless, at this point in time we
consider a bi-national, bi-institutional setting as the minimal configuration for our
intervention approach, since it brings about the natural requirements for
technological mediation and the use of a mutual working language.

Altogether, we would like to invite the wider educational research community to
engage in the progressive, interventionist endeavour that iCamp put forward and to
collaboratively build upon some of the principles and concepts that our conceptual
and field work produced over the last three years.

iCamp Consortium Page 37



iCamp Educational Intervention Model v2.0/January 2009

References

Attwell, G. (2007). Personal learning environments - future of elearning? Retrieved
June 16, 2007, from
http://www.elearningpapers.eu/index.php?page=doc&doc _id=8553&doclng=6

Brookfield, S. D. (1986). Understanding and facilitating adult learning. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Candy, P. (1991). Self-direction for lifelong learning. San Francisco: Josey-Bass Inc.

Downes, S. (2007). Learning networks in practice. Retrieved April 5, 2008, from
http://partners.becta.org.uk/page_documents/research/emerging_technologies07_c
hapter2.pdf

Engestrom, Y. (1987). Learning by expanding. Helsinki: Orienta-konsultit.

Engestrom, Y., Engestrém, R., Vahaaho T. (1999). When the center does not hold:
the importance of knotworking. In S. Chaiklin M. Hedegaard and U. J. Jensen
(Eds.), Activity Theory and Social Practice: Cultural-Historical Approaches (pp. 345-
374). Aarhus University Press.

Erpenbeck, J., & Heyse, V. (1999). Die Kompetenzbiographie. Waxmann Verlag,
Munster.

Fiedler, S., & Kieslinger, B. (2006). iCamp pedagogical approach and theoretical
background. Retrieved November 10, 2007, from http://www.icamp.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2007/05/d11____icamp___pedagogical-approach.pdf

Fiedler, S., & Pata, K. (2007). Towards an environment design model for icamp
space. Retrieved December 5, 2007, from http://www.icamp.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2007/10/d12____icamp.pdf

Fiedler, S., & Pata, K. (2009). Distributed learning environments and social
software: In search for a a framework of design. In S. Hatzipanagos & S. Warburton
(Eds.), Social software & developing community ontologies (pp. in press). Hershey,
PA, USA: IGI Global.

Foerster, H. v. (1999). Triviale und nicht-triviale maschinen. In A. P. Schmidt (Ed.),
Der Wissensnavigator. Das Lexikon der Zukunft (pp. 102). Stuttgart: Deutsche
Verlagsanstalt.

Harmelen, v. M. (2006). Personal learning environments. In Kinshuk, R. Koper, P.
Kommers, P. Kirschner, D. Sampson & W. Didderen (Eds.), Proceedings of the 6th
ieee international conference on advanced learning technologies (icalt'06) (pp. 815-
816). Washington, DC, USA: IEEE Computer Society Press.

Heyse, V., Erpenbeck, J., & Michel, L. (2002). Lernkulturen der Zukunft.
Kompetenzbedarf und Kompetenzentwicklung in Zukunftsbranchen (No. 74). Berlin:
Arbeitsgemeinschaft Betriebliche Weiterbildungsforschung, e.V.

Johnson, M., Liber, O., Wilson, S., & Mllligan, C. (2006). The personal learning
environment: A report on the cetis ple project. Retrieved April 5, 2008, from
http://wiki.cetis.ac.uk/image:plereport.doc

iCamp Consortium Page 38



iCamp Educational Intervention Model v2.0/January 2009

Johnson, M., & Liber, O. (2008). The personal learning environment and the human
condition: From theory to teaching practice. Interactive Learning Environments,
16(1), 3-15.

Kelly, G. (1955). The psychology of personal constructs. New York: W.W. Norton &
Company.

Knowles, M. (1984). Andragogy in action: Applying modern principles of adult
learning. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Kuutti, K. (1995). Activity Theory as a potential framework for human computer
interaction research. In B. Nardi (Ed.), Context and Consciousness: Activity Theory
and Human Computer Interaction (pp. 17-44). Cambridge: MIT Press.

Merriam, S., Caffarella, R., & Baumgartner, L. (2003). Learning in adulthood: A
comprehensive guide. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Mezirow, J. (1990). Fostering critical reflection in adulthood: A guide to
transformative and emancipatory learning. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Milligan, C., Johnson, M., Sharples, P., Wilson, S., & Liber, O. (2006). Developing a
reference model to describe the personal learning environment. In W. Nejdl & K.
Tochtermann (Eds.), Innovative approaches for learning and knowledge sharing -
firsturopeaonferencetechnologgnhancedearning ec-t2006  (pp. 506-
511). Berlin/Heidelberg: Springer.

Reinmann, G., & Eppler, M. (2007). Wissenswege. Methoden fir das personliche
Wissensmanagment. Bern: Huber.

Severance, C., Hardin, J., & Whyte, A. (2008). The coming functionality mash-up in
personal learning environments. Interactive Learning Environments, 16(1), 47-62.

Tammets, K., Véljataga, T., Pata, K. (2008). Self-directing at social spaces:
conceptual framework for course design . Ed-Media, Vienna, 30. June - 4. July,
2008. AACE, 2008, 2030 - 2038.

Véljataga, T., Pata, K., Tammets, K. (2009). Considering learners' perspectives on
personal learning environments in course design. In Mark J. W. Lee, Catherine
McLoughlin (Eds.). Web 2.0-Based E-Learning: Applying Social Informatics for
Tertiary Teaching (1 - 19).1GI Global http://www.igi-global.com/ [in press]

Willke, H. (2005). Systemtheorie II: Interventionstheorie. Stuttgart: Lucius & Lucius.

Wilson, S., Liber, O., Beauvoir, P., Milligan, C., Johnson, M., & Sharples, P. (2006).
Personal learning environments: Challening the dominant design of educational
systems. Retrieved November 20, 2007, from http://hdl.handle.net/1820/727

Wilson, S. (2008). Patterns of personal learning environments. Interactive Learning
Environments, 16(1), 17-34.

iCamp Consortium Page 39



iCamp Educational Intervention Model v2.0/January 2009

B6Appendix

The empirical explorations, how learning should be organized in this increasingly
unpredictable context, where learners and facilitators are confronted with complex,
dynamically changing, and unexpected requirements, were one of the major
pedagogical tasks and contributions of the iCamp project. The research group within
the iCamp project conducted several case studies in which learners were prompted
to establish their PLEs and conduct self-reflection in their personal environment,
while simultaneously being involved in the group activities in various types of
distributed environments (eg. shared weblog, shared wiki, combined distributed
learning environment from various socials software tools).

In the three case studies of iCamp project the complexity of new elements e.g. self-
directing with conversational contracts and social networking, increased (see figure)
in the planned objectives for teaching and learning. The first case study focused on
collaboration with social media, the second study investigated simultaneous
collaboration and self-directing, and the third study integrated the elements of all
three components - collaboration, self-direction and networking.

In iCamp case studies students were asked to set up their personal tools landscape
from a range of pre-selected tools and where assisted by their facilitators, peers and
technical support. Then they were asked to form groups of 4-8 students from
different countries for certain group work. For this collaboration task the students
had to negotiate their common tools landscape and thus create a distributed
learning environment. For self-reflection purpose the students were asked in some
cases to establish a personal learning contract and to do regular (once a week)
reflective writing in their learning process.

The following overview of case studies highlights the important components of
planning and implementing the intervention in the cross-cultural higher educational
settings. We outline an abstract model by:

1) emphasising in the intervention model certain areas that must be considered in
the planning phase negotiations, and

2) discuss how to proceed in different situations if the initial planning appeared not
to be working.

6.Casstudy

Goalandontext:
In the first case study (see D. 4.2.), the focus was on collaboration.

Students and facilitators from different countries were involved to the case as part of
their Research methodology courses in different universities.

Roles:
This intervention case involved students, facilitators, local site coordinators, a

technical support team from iCamp, and a pedagogical support team from iCamp.
These participants took various roles in the course of the case study such as
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planning the course, supporting technically, teaching how to use the novel tools,
facilitating groups, collaborating, evaluating. However, it was evident that in future
real-life cross-institutional settings these roles must be divided between lesser
number of counterparts, involving mainly students from different countries and the
local facilitators.

Secondly, the roles of students and facilitators in the collaborative setting appeared
to be similar - students performed peer-monitoring, evaluation and facilitated the
learning and regulation processes in teams similarly to the facilitator. It was clear
that this increased responsibility of students for personal and the group’s learning is
characteristic for new learning settings and must be internally accepted also by the
facilitators. The facilitators need to pay attention that their facilitation strategies were
not authoritative and overriding the students' similar regulative activities in the
groups. The analysis of Case 1 revealed that to find appropriate balance and good
strategies of supporting collaborative work, and promoting simultaneously the
advancement of competencies in the are of self-directing may need more
investigations.

Planningheourse:

The teaching period was preceded with comparatively long planning period (6
months), during which the counterparts of the case discussed teaching and
guidance approaches, evaluation strategies, group formation procedures, the
technical infrastructures composed from social tools applicable among the
participant universities and scheduling of the case. All these issues needed
negotiation. The meetings were held using the synchronous discussions in
Flashmeeting and asynchronous messages were distributed in Nextspace.

The scheduling of the joint activities at different participant universities needed a lot
of effort because the courses started and ended at different times and planning the
overlapping period of cooperative work between groups was needed. Because of
involving administrative components and negotiations at the course scheduling level
at each university, scheduling needs to be decided at considerable time before the
courses start.

The facilitators developed a common task for the groups. However, students were
provided freedom to organise how to reach the common goals. They were provided
with freedom to specify their objectives in the frames of the common task, and
develop different types of outcomes. By this it was intended to increase students
motivation and facilitate self-directed learning. This practice appeared to be
effectively implemented. However, it must be noticed that the evaluation of different
outcomes might bring forth the need for negotiations between the facilitators about
what are the components of the outcome that should be evaluated. It is advisable
that these components were discussed and clearly outlined before the course task
was assigned to the students.

Finding the common ground between the facilitators from different universities about
the issue of course evaluation methods was critical. When deciding evaluation
methods, facilitators need to take into account not only the regulations of their
university, and their own course evaluation preferences, but also the evaluation
practices that support self-direction (e.g. self-evaluation), and strategies which are in
line with collaborative work (e.g. peer-evaluation, evaluating collaborative outcome)
must be used as well. Facilitators must internally accept the change in evaluation
practices, and they need knowledge and experiences how to conduct these
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evaluations in the new social software environments effectively and the least time-
consuming way.

The group formation rules were developed in joint meetings before the activity. It
was considered that students' motivation to work with the self-chosen study partners
might be higher. Therefore, each group was composed on the voluntary basis but
the participation of students from different universities was required. It appeared
that in general this practice was applicable, only some groups were formed by
facilitator intervention when the natural group formation process failed.

One of the important aspects was finding the course tools. In the cross-institutional
settings, where students would be allowed to use their PLEs, the variety of course
tools might be too big. Thus, it may be beneficial to provide students with the list of
favoured tools (or preferably list of favoured affordances) at this course. The
interoperability between separate tools in this toolset is one criterion for choosing
this toolset. The simplicity to use the tools and the previous practice of using the
tools both from students' and facilitators' sides may constrain the toolset choice. The
facilitators need to be prepared that in the implementation phase of the course the
continuous learning and reshaping of the course environment according to the
learners' needs may be needed.

In case 1 the tool support help was provided centrally by iCamp technical team and
locally by the local coordinators. However, this practice required too many human
resources and would not be applicable out of the project settings. Therefore it was
decided that the technical support might be provided also using online tool-use
tutorials. Secondly, it was evident that the roles of technical supporter and team
facilitator cannot be separated - the facilitators and the peer-students continuously
helped other learners to solve the technical issues.

It appeared from the analysis that the facilitators were more concerned of the task
issues and the social, regulative and technical aspects were considered less
important in their planning meetings. The nature of the problems that emerged
during the implementation of the course indicated that for running the courses in
highly challenging settings the regulation and technical issues must be paid more
attention.

Implementatioatheourse:

The central facilitation weblog was used in Case 1 to coordinate the activities of the
facilitators. However, the facilitators of different groups had only to follow the
suggestions given centrally by iCamp facilitators. It was suggested, however, that in
future settings, to maintain the coherence among the facilitators, all the facilitators
from different groups should have a possibility to make postings. Using the central
weblog for coordinating facilitation might in one hand be a good practice, but on the
other hand, if the facilitators were simultaneously using their own facilitation
weblogs to communicate with their students at equal basis, the central facilitation
weblog might appear to be redundant. It might be less effortful to mash the feeds
from different facilitators' weblogs for monitoring how they facilitate their groups, and
held regular synchronous meetings to discuss the urgent issues between facilitators.

Another critical aspect of facilitation appeared from the analysis of sociograms in
different teams - in cross-institutional settings the local and the online facilitator may
at some cases simultaneously give support to the students. The interviews indicated
that sometimes students tended to turn to the local facilitators rather than find help
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from their online group facilitator. This increases the load of local facilitators and
may cause some confusion if the local and online group facilitator gives
controversial directions. The facilitators need to find coherence in what they suggest
for the teams, in order to avoid any disturbing impact. On the other hand, it
appeared to be more effective to trigger inactive students locally, the influence of
the online facilitator to contact the student appeared to have low impact.

The students' expectations from this type of courses are not limited only to learning
the topic area. Very important are also social aspects to communicate with the
peers from other countries, learning language and getting proficiency in using new
sets of tools. On students' opinion Case 1 appeared to support their tool-use
proficiency and was enjoyable because they could find new peers. The variety of
language-proficiency and tool-using skills sets new tasks to the facilitators - they
have to model new practices of using tools, and being able to give technical
guidance in the language that is usually not the mother tongue of the students and
the facilitators.

One of the main principles in the intervention mode is that students and facilitators
need to get experience in learning at ambivalent situations with a variety of tools
and different members. Case 1 provided this setting. The facilitator's intervention
was moderate and the students had a lot of freedom in planning and realizing their
plans. However, it appeared that many students perceived this as a negative aspect
of the course and expected more structured environment and more guidance. One
of the role of the facilitator must therefore be introducing students with the idea why
learning in challenging settings would in longer terms benefit to their competence
development and giving guidance how to handle these situations in the actual
course.

Working in the groups in which language- and tool-usage proficiency differs, may
cause tensions in the group, because students with lower competences may be
either inactive or annoyingly asking questions that would hinder the other activities
in groups. Another issue is finding a common work-style in groups. Some groups in
Case 1 selected a leader who coordinated their actions, while other teams recruited
various tasks in teams. In some groups several people tried to take leadership and
this caused tension among the learners. Facilitator and students need to monitor if
such tensions appear in groups and involve peers in solving the issues among the
group-members.

Although students and facilitators were instructed to initiate PLEs in Case 1, the
PLE use was not supported by any official course assignments. The main
observations from the Case study 1 indicated that the students did not use their
PLEs if the PLE use had not been internalized. It appeared that in the collaborative
setting students did not use self-reflection practices in PLEs without the direct
instructions to perform this task. The PLEs were neglected for the sake of visiting
and working in the collaborative space (Pata & Véljataga, 2007). The findings from
interviews indicated that students perceived nevertheless the development of their
competences in self-directing intentional learning projects, gained more autonomy
and increased self-confidence.

The main central collaborative space in Case 1 was a shared weblog, but this
environment was occasionally extended with other tools for social publishing,
aggregating information, communicating synchronously. In groups students did not
have initially similar understanding of where and how to perform different tasks:
regulating their team activities, monitoring and providing peer-help; discussing the
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topics related to the task; composing the shared artefact; and regulating the social
atmosphere. This similar understanding of the commonly used affordances of their
shared environment developed in some, but not in all groups during the joint activity.
Often, regulating the group activity was hindered because people did not have
similar understanding, where to do solve planning and regulation issues, where the
team composes knowledge, and where they develop the final course outcome.

Another observation indicated that in case of tension in the group, the tasks were
overtly conducted in one central environment of the group — in the shared weblog.
However, if the group had bigger coherence in objectives, task- and role-
management, they used various tools and divided the actions between the tools —
for example planning was done in the Skype or Flashmeeting tool, and
simultaneously a summary of discussed issues was composed in the Google.docs
environment.

Time-management and scheduling events in groups is difficult in distributed settings
if learners are situated in different time zones. Yet, face-to-face meetings should be
prompted using synchronous tools.

The following conclusions about the use of PLEs and distributed environments in
the course were inferred, that must be considered in the intervention model:

The planning of the course, and the deviations from initial plans during the
implementation revealed that there is a need to:

1) emphasise in the intervention model certain aspects that must be considered in
the planning phase negotiations, and

2) provide a list of tested facilitation strategies how to proceed in different situations
if the initial planning appeared not to be working.

It is important that facilitators from different countries also had online meetings
during the implementation phase, to learn from the process and keep the coherence
of the course setting.

Teams gradually develop the in-depth common understanding of the affordances
of the learning environment;

Teams may not use the affordances of the learning environment effectively;

Teams need some feedback during their activities to perceive whether they use
their learning environment effectively.

Teams need to take time-out in the different stages of their collaboration to
review their learning patterns and the tool landscapes of their group. The
facilitators' role in this revision would be to indicate, which practices might be too
effortful, and suggesting some new ways of how to take action in the current
group environment.

Using PLEs for self-reflection and self-directed learning must be prompted with
tasks.

The results of the case study 1 are presented in more detail in D1.2. and D4.2. of
the project.
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6.Zasstudy

Aimandontext:

The second case study (see D. 4.3) was dedicated to self-direction and
collaboration.

The cross-institutional course was composed of students participating locally at the
"Project-based learning " courses of their universities.

Roles:

The counterparts of the case were iCamp research team, online project team
facilitators, local facilitators for dealing technical and organisational issues, and
students. The technical help in this case was provided by the iCamp Help Centre. In
the Help Centre students could familiarize themselves with the iCamp project tools.

Planning:

The planning period of the Case study 2 was comparatively long (7 months) and
involved the counterparts in face-to-face and online synchronous meetings with the
Flashmeeting tool, and in the asynchronous meetings in Nextspace. The main
issues under negotiation were the course landscape and possible activity patterns
(this was discussed mainly by the iCamp research team), the topics of the projects
(these were suggested by facilitators), assessment and the application of the
support elements for enhancing self-directed learning competences (this was
discussed by iCamp research team and facilitators). The facilitators received some
conceptual training of the purpose and possibilities of promoting self-direction at the
collaborative project situations.

The scheduling of the course was time-consuming and the final launching of the
case was delayed from the original plan.

The project topics were collected from the facilitators of different universities using
the bottom-up method. The facilitators had to propose the general project topics
they would like to supervise in the frames of their courses, and give a short
summary of the project objectives. The project topics were discussed using the e-
mail, asynchronous Nextspace, Fashmeeting and face-to-face contacts. The
facilitators could use XO Wiki to write the project topic summaries. The project
topics provided students with the general idea of what was expected to be
developed in the context of the project. Students were given freedom to focus on
different aspects of the project, since it was expected that the project teams would
involve students with different competences and knowledge (e.g. technical, content
area etc.). Each project was initially opened as a page in wiki. This wiki page was
later used for group formation processes and for expanding the project pages.

The group formation procedure was planned to take place in the voluntary basis.
Students had to find a project topic they were interested in, and write their contact
information (email, weblog address) to this page for assigning to the project. The
only rule was that the teams were expected to be cross-institutional, also, the group
size of 4-5 students was determined.

Learning landscape: Central iCamp trial weblog - a Central hub - was launched to
disseminate information. The right to submit information was on the iCamp research
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team, facilitators and students could monitor and comment the postings. Central
hub contained links to Help Centre that provided technical support materials, the
access to the course tools, and the links to students' and facilitators’' weblogs. Some
materials in the Central hub were static (eg. the principles of the course, access to
the resources), the blogroll was used to update the relevant information dynamically.

One important aspect considered in the planning of the distributed group
environments was to avoid students neglecting the PLEs for the sake of the
collaborative work. Therefore the distributed collaborative area concept and
technology was developed. iCamp technical team developed the “feed-reader plug-
in” for personal weblogs. This enabled to subscribe to the group members’ feeds, to
the feeds from the iCamp Trial2 weblog, as well as, from their project facilitator. Two
methods were in use: requesting and offering feed subscriptions from weblogs.
Technically this plug-in enabled each user to develop a mashed feed from various
postings, monitor the postings of different group members in timeline, sort the
postings in mashed feed with different tags, and reply to the postings not in the
participants' weblog comments, but in ones' own weblog in which a dedicated reply-
posts could be written.

It was intended that students keep using the PLEs during the learning process
actively, self-directing their collaborative work that they do in the collaborative
XOwiki environment with the shared project. The usage of PLEs was supported by
the task of self-reflection, using the conversational learning contract method. The
students had to plan, monitor and evaluate their work progress using the contract
elements in their weblog, or alternatively using the special tool iLogue. Facilitators,
were ought to comment self-reflections, supporting the self-directed work.

The wiki-based software tool called iLogue was developed, which aimed to scaffold
the learners in managing (drafting, monitoring and evaluating) their conversational
learning contracts online. Users could register and create their personal learning
contracts. They could access and update their contracts at any time. All changes
were recorded and could be easily tracked back. The evolution of the contract could
be visualised. The information as an evidence of activities could be pulled from
personal weblogs to the iLogue contract.

Another useful procedure for technologically aiding self-directing and reflecting
learning in Case 2 was using conversational learning contracts in Weblog.
Scaffolding elements to support self-reflection were used in a similar way as in
learning contracts, and the commenting possibility enabled the facilitator and peers
to point to and contribute to interesting aspects the author had described in his self-
reflective weblog entries. Such conversational diaries could be used together with
personal learning contracts, where the contract was the more static part that defined
the goals, strategy, outcomes and review, while the diary was used for reflective
writing and documenting the dynamicity of the learning process. The diary writing
was supposed to influence and trigger an adaptation and revision of the personal
learning contract.

Implementation:
The duration of the course was 3 months. Big differences occurred between the

planned learning landscape and procedures, and the actual implementation at the
course in Case 2.
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Ambiguous and self-controlled situation with tools and tasks was confusing for the
students. Students found that working in the initially unstructured learning
environment was difficult and they expected guidance especially in the early stages
of the course of how to compose this environment and organise their work. One
finding was that an unstructured open environment might scare off a number of
students, who are so used to traditional guided learning. Several students dropped
out of the course in the beginning phase.

Group formation processes were in general successful in wiki and could be followed
like they were initially planned. However in some groups some reshuffling of
students between projects was necessary, and this might have decreased students'
motivation in project-work. The negative drawback from initial plan was that the
students of one university withdraw their participation from international project
teams and formed a local project team in which various project topics were selected.
Thus, it must be payed attention that in the intervention model the cross-cultural
team formation is one of the critical aspects and this may be hindered because of
language issues. The slow group formation may also delay the launching of the
course.

Group environment: The collaborative work environment was a wiki for each group.
Several other tools were used for finding and organizing relevant information and
events e.g. a search engine Objectspot, feed-on-feed aggregator, Scuttle social
bookmarking tool, and event planning tool Doodle. Similarly like in Case 1,
grounding for tool affordances in the group landscapes was an important element in
the formation of collaborative work areas.

The issue of scheduling group activities appeared to be a problem. Students used
the Doodle environment for planning events and evaluated it very positive. The
interviews also showed that many students appreciated Doodle for its simplicity and
effectiveness in arranging meetings.

Distributed collaborative space idea was not implemented effectively, but many
students and facilitators tested this possibility. Activating the Wordpress feed-reader
plug-in, and sending, requesting and accepting subscription offers and requests
were constraints in making active use of the distributed space. Students mashed
and monitored mainly facilitators’ weblogs, reply posts in their own weblog were not
frequent. Thus, it may be concluded that this weblog plugin method was not very
effective in forming the distributed collaborative area for the groups. Simply, the
students and facilitators did not perceive the distributed collaborative space and use
its possibilities. Those students who used the feeding mechanism more actively,
found it useful.

Weblog appeared to be one of the main tools in individual PLEs. However, the
students did not perceive their own weblogs as discussion forums where they can
present and discuss collaborative work issues publicly, besides to their own
contributions to teamwork. Rather, they used weblogs for recording mainly their own
reflections. The blog postings and comments were not very frequent. Therefore, it
may be assumed that the binding of PLEs and collaborative area, and tying the
collaboration and self-reflection activities is not an easy task, and needs to be
solved both at technical and learning strategy level.

Students integrated various other tools to their PLEs and distributed collaborative
group landscapes. Most students explored Objectspot, Video-Wiki, Feed-on-feeds,
xLite, Scuttle and Flickr, but they did not use them for their work, as revealed in the
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interviews. They explained it by the relatively low complexity of the project tasks,
which involved primarily information search and consolidation on a very specific
topic. The short duration of the trial (3-month) rendered these tools irrelevant or
even distracting. While many tools were not actively used in the course, students
were certain that they will start using some of these tools (eg. calendar, Weblog,
Wiki, Doodle) in their future studying.

General activity levels of all the seven groups were unexpectedly low, as indicated
by the total count of weblog messages. Students tended to fall back on email-use.
The sociograms demonstrated that the use of email within groups increased. Email
was used for the interaction between students. However, the strongest interaction
appeared between facilitator and individual students. Thus, facilitators in general did
not try to implement new practices with weblog communication nor trigger peer-
discussions beyond traditional student-facilitator communication. Synchronous
communications in groups proved to be most effective in generating the momentum
in the group to collaborate.

Students were annoyed that there were too many registrations to different tools.
This suggests promoting and open-id as a solution.

The second case study revealed that the students tended to neglect the
collaborative wiki and work individually with the subtasks of the joint project in their
PLEs. They summed up their personal work mainly by gluing parts of the individually
composed artefacts together. The work-style of most of students was cooperative
rather than collaborative, 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. It is important,
however to promote collaborative work-style and recruiting various roles and tasks
in teams. This enables to develop various skills and increases the coherence among
the team-members: they would perceive their joint learning landscape affordances
more similarly and would be able to realize their objectives and plan the tasks as a
team. The results revealed that there is a competition between individual work, self-
reflection and the collaborative work. The main proposition from the results of this
case was the need to integrate self-reflection tasks into the group tasks and
facilitate the self-reflection more actively, providing various templates and
commenting students’ efforts consistently.

The implementation of learning contracts for promoting self-reflection practices and
enhancing self-directed work was not totally successful. Most of students
developed contracts only towards the end of the course, and no revision of
contracts was possible or meaningful. It appeared that students lacked knowledge
of the benefits of using the contracts, and facilitators failed to provide sufficient
information and motivate learners to use this personal reflection procedure. This
indicates that initial training of facilitators in the planning phase of the course about
the implementation of learning contracts as self-reflection tools was not successful.
Obviously, the mainly knowledge-based training failed to introduce the self-directed
learning principles and the possible ways of supporting self-direction with
conversational contracts. It is suggested that for creating an ownership of new
methods, and for changing facilitators' dispositions, the practical training and
experiences must be accompanied with the theoretical lectures. At the course two
methods were equally suggested for writing the contracts - wiki based iLogue tool
and personal weblog. The interviews demonstrated that while students did not have
a negative opinion of iLogue, their acceptance of this tool was not high and lowered
during the course. Students explained, that they preferred to work with lesser
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number of tools and keep most of their postings in one place rather than pulling
them from different environments with feeds. Weblog was perceived as more useful
and flexible tool for writing and revising the contracts. Using weblog for contracting
assumed that students would copy certain elements of the contract (i.e. goals,
actions, resources and self-evaluation criteria) to their weblog posting. The
versioning of weblog contracts was complicated and students tended to make
changes in the old posting losing the continuous versioning view. It was evident that
learners would typically need some initial guidance from the facilitator to make a
good use of the conversational contract as a learning resource. There were cases
when students copied each other’'s contracts and modified them, also, they tended
to copy the proposed assessment scheme of the project and adopt it into their
evaluation criteria rather than thinking of their personal competence development.
Many facilitators failed to correct or suggest changes in students' contracts. The
missing guidance from the facilitators in some cases might have contributed to this
low involvement in the learning contract activities.

Some students agreed that contract procedures helped them to be more self-
directed in the collaborative work, however, several students did not believe that the
contract provided a significant scaffold to their self-direction in the group.

Students came to the course with the expectation to make new friends and learn
new skills and acquire new experience. Students valued their participation in the
course. As a result of learning 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. It was
important to notice that students want to work on something that is of interest to
them, which is connected with their fields of study, but also that is something really
modern that they can work on.

Most students had the traditional mindset of being led instead of taking the lead by
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. 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.

Some students expected more proactive interventions from their facilitators.
Empiricadxperiencesft rialkatiseveramp lications:

1. Some structured and direct guidance and instructions are necessary in the
beginning phase of the course for generating the momentum for the groups to kick-
off their work. It must be expressed more that developing self-directing competence
is more effective through the process of scaffolding. Both learners and facilitators
need to obtain a partial understanding of each other's objectives through continuous
and mutual reflections using social media possibilities, and the facilitator has to
gradually shade off from students' activities rather than that the learners were
initially left on their own.

2. Intensive training of the facilitators on both pedagogical and technical tools for
supporting teaching and learning according to the self-directed learning paradigm,
might improve the students understanding of self-directing, using conversational
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learning contracts and planning effective activity patterns and tool landscapes.
However, for changing the facilitators' disposition towards self-directed learning
model, the actual participation in teaching in novel settings and learning in the
course of action might be more effective than theoretical training. This highlights
one of the major critical aspects of intervention model application: to teach
effectively in new settings, facilitators' open mindset and readiness to face
challenges during the teaching, as well as, their readiness to adopt and change their
previous support strategies might be needed. However, it is not possible to train this
competence mainly before the courses but this competence emerges in the course
of action. Thus, the newcomers to this type of teaching would be inevitably only
partially prepared for the teaching situations they must facilitate.

3. Peer induction should even be a more effective incentive than course grades to
sustain the students’ motivation for the collaborative work.

4. Topics must be interesting and challenging for the students.

5. Binding of PLEs and collaborative area, and tying the collaboration and self-
reflection activities needs to be solved both at technical and learning strategy level.

The results of the case study 2 are presented in more detail in D. 4.3. of the project.

6.&€asstudg

Aimnd context:

The third case study (D. 4.4?) was dedicated to self-direction, collaboration and
social networking.

Students from different universities were enrolled to the international course of
eLearning dedicated to teach the principles of planning an eLearning course in the
distributed settings. The task of the student groups was to learn about planning e-
learning courses and to develop jointly a prototype of their e-learning course.

Roles:

Similarly to Case 2 the main participants of the course involved iCamp research
team, local facilitators and students from different countries. Initially 86 BA, MA and
PhD students from 10 universities were involved, however, the majority of them
were master students. The two team facilitators from Estonia were selected
amongst the members of the iCamp research team (they also acted as main
coordinators of the facilitation activities and were active in planning the course),
seven facilitators were involved from the universities in Spain, Poland, Croatia,
Lithuania and Finland. This role-coordination among the facilitators emerged due to
the context of Case 3 - the international eLearning master course setting of an
EMIM (European Master of Interactive Media) course, originally coordinated by
Tallinn University, was expanded to integrate more interested counterparts from the
other universities who were not originally participating in EMIM. The technical
facilitation was organized with the online Help-centre, without providing human
scaffolding.

Planning:
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The planning period was comparatively short (3 months) compared with Cases 1
and 2 - the interested universities and facilitators were identified using personal
social networks among iCamp project team. The facilitators were invited to the face-
to-face meeting of the iCamp project. They were introduced with the course outline,
toolset and the challenges of the course: self-directing in collaborative and
networking settings. The facilitators were invited to make suggestions in the course
outline. An intensive session of planning the evaluation strategies of the course was
conducted. This was important for harmonizing the actual requirements at different
universities and ensuring that all facilitators would obtain similar disposition to
facilitating self-direction, as well as, supporting collaboration in the distributed social
settings. After initial meeting some other training sessions for discussion conceptual
issues of the course were held in the synchronous Flashmeeting environment. It is
obvious, that the face-to-face meeting enhanced the coherent understanding
among the facilitators about the course. Yet, it was clear that in natural settings
face-to-face meetings might be economically not possible and must be replaced
with synchronous and asynchronous collaboration during the preparation period of
the joint course.

In Case study 3 it was considered to give students and facilitators some experience
of planning and dynamically changing their distributed learning environments, which
is a task of high ambiguity and involves potential tensions.

Secondly it was planned to interrelate self-reflecting tasks in PLE with the
collaborative tasks in the distributed group environments. This was to promote self-
direction within collaborative activities. It was presumed that the interrelated tasks
will enable students to contribute both in the PLEs and in their collaborative
environments. The evaluation and grading of students was partially based on their
active self-reflection tasks in PLEs and partially the collaborative outcome of the
group (developed e-learning course prototype) was evaluated.

It was assumed that social-networking competence would develop during the long
time period, and this course can only give some experience how difficult it would be
to find, get connected and stay collaborating with various people.

Compared with the earlier Cases 1 and 2, the learning setting in Case 3 was more
structured due to the requirements of the EMIM consortium. It was required that the
students were registered to the course in the Moodle environment. This institutional
environment was to be used for presenting centrally the learning tasks and the
learning materials. This initial EMIM course setting was expanded with the variety of
social software tools, and the actual coursework activities were planned in the
personal and group environments composed of social software. This enabled to
compose an expanded learning landscape, which provided a possibility to test one
of the iCamp project aims: how could teaching and learning be organised in the
settings that go beyond the institutional landscapes.

The course materials and links to the web-based materials were embedded to
Moodle, but alternatively, students could use a Scuttle social book-marking tool
where materials were organized with tags. A set of possible social software tools
was suggested for students.

One of the central environments for actual facilitation was a course weblog. The
access to make postings to this weblog was at course organizers - the two
facilitators from iCamp project. The other facilitators and students could leave
comments to this weblog. This weblog served also as an alternative central space
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where course participants and facilitators' weblog links were centrally collected. The
weblog offered links to other course materials - social book-marking site with the
tag-cloud with various course materials and to the Help-centre providing technical
information about tools. The links to the joint group prototypes were to be added to
the weblog in the course of action.

The group formation process was decided at the joint facilitator meeting. Each
facilitator and each student was required to keep a personal weblog. The addresses
of facilitators' personal weblogs were announced in the Moodle wiki page. The
students were asked to select a preferred facilitator and join with one of the groups,
leaving their weblog addresses and contacts to this wiki page. The only constraint in
group formation rules was that students could not form work-groups merely national-
based but in each team participants from different universities were required. The
initially planned group size was 8 people. After receiving contacts and weblog
addresses from the students, each facilitator organized his or her facilitator weblog
and added the links and feeds of students' weblogs to their page. The facilitators
had to monitor also the central course weblog and to accommodate the centrally
provided course information for the needs of their group.

The learning tasks of the students supported both individual development through
obtaining self-directing competences, as well as, the competences of collaboration
and networking when working with the joint aims. The students had to make weekly
postings in their personal weblog about their progress in this week. A scaffolding
framework for these self-reflection postings was provided containing the following
elements:

1. What was the most important thing you learned this week?
2. What was patrticularly interesting/boring in this week?

3. Was there something you did not quite understand and want to know more about
it?

4. What kind of questions/ideas/experiences this week's activities raised for you?

5. Which tools did you use this week, explain what was the purpose of using these
tools (e.g. social talk, to regulate my team activities, to work on my documents)?

6. With whom did you communicate during this week, how many times, with which
tools, and for what purposes?

It was intended to weekly raise students' awareness of their learning process,
achievements and problems. This reflection enabled students to monitor the
development of their own and their group-mates PLEs and the joint PLE and
become more aware of the affordances each student perceived in relation to used
social software. Similarly, it was also possible to monitor the invisible social contacts
among the team-members. This is especially important as the group members do
not work in the shared learning environment only, but their environment consist of
PLEs with various elements and the awareness of what kind of communications go
on in this distributed environment is necessary. The reflection postings provided the
facilitators a monitoring tool to view and trigger students' self-directed learning
progress. It was required that facilitators would comment these weekly reflection
postings. However, the method of commenting was left open to decide for each
facilitator.
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In Case 3 the option of forming the distributed collaborative space using the feed-
on-feed Wordpress plugin was available. This enabled to create the mashed team
feed to monitor weblog postings and comments. This enabled also to reply to
students' postings not in students' personal weblog, but to reply in the facilitators'
weblog, making all team-members aware of the responses to individual students.
Secondly, it was possible to reply also in students' weblogs, commenting directly
their reflection postings.

Besides structured reflection postings, students were weekly asked to read some
materials and reflect on some questions. These individual tasks were changed to
collaborative actions related with the preparation of their prototype that were
required in the second half of the course.

Second optional activity at the course was to keep the personal conversational
learning contract, filling it in at least three in the beginning, in the middle and in the
end of the course. Two options were provided: students could use their weblog
applying the scaffolding elements of the contract, or alternatively an iLogue tool with
same scaffolding elements could be used:

1. My objectives: Why do | wish to learn/do something? What is meaningful for
me/for my group? What am | responsible for as part of group-work?

2. What resources and instruments will | need: What software and resources am |
going to use? Resources can be people and artefacts.

3. How will I do it: What is my strategy to achieve my objectives? What is the order
of my actions? How will | use different resources in my actions?

4. How must | be evaluated: How do | know | was successful? develop measurable
criteria to evaluate your activities in respect of your objectives.

5. Self-reflection: Did | achieve my objectives? Use the criteria what you developed
to evaluate how well you worked. Reflect, what worked and what did not.

Facilitator and peer students had to comment personal learning contracts. This was
supposed to aid self-reflection but also create more coherent understanding within
the group about the task performance and the hindering factors.

The collaborative task was generally defined by the course requirements. Each
team had to develop a prototype of an e-learning course. This task could be
modified - each team decided the topic, the proposed and the learning environment
of their course. It was recommended to try out course distributed social software-
based settings for developing these prototypes. Second challenge of students was
to find a suitable collaborative space for coordinating their group-work. It was not
centrally coordinated if the student group would initiate a joint weblog, wiki or use
some other distributed environments to work in asynchronous and synchronous
mode. However, the students' and facilitators’ attempts to use Moodle forums for
their group-work were not encouraged. This was due to make participants try out
authentic settings where institutional learning management systems might not be
available after they leave university and start their work and wish to participate in
various team works.

Collaboratively developed prototypes were to be marketed among other groups and
the students had to collect assessment for formatively evaluating their elearning
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prototypes. The peer- and facilitator-evaluation of joint group outcomes formed part
of the grading.

Implementation:

The course lasted 3 months. The course was run in the integrated tool landscape.
One part of it consisted of the institutional Moodle for keeping learning materials,
offering some central support, enabling the students to register to the course and
receive the assessments in private mode.

It appeared that the former experiences using the centralized institutional system
influenced facilitators' and students' initial expectation of how to organize work at
the course. Instead of trying to construct the specific and individualized group
collaboration space, the groups wished to use the ready-to-use Moodle forums for
their communication. This indicates that the previous e-learning culture may have a
strong influence on learners' expectations to work. If the learners after graduation
would not find similar institutional learning environment, they may have difficulties in
composing their own collaborative space of tools that might provide for them
needed affordances for joint work. Thus, experiences in working in the
environments, where personal role in composing and managing the environment is
bigger, should be provided to the students.

The main activities in Case 3 took place in the distributed learning environment,
consisting of various students’ and facilitator's PLEs, where they worked individually
doing self-reflections, and of the distributed collaborative spaces that were used for
doing collaborative assignments. Students were able to construct and gradually
modify individual and group environments. However, they also expressed high
anxiety in the initial stage of the course. The students had previously had no
possibility of composing and managing their own learning spaces, selecting tools,
and learning how to use them. Students perceived that to select tools is difficult and
they were initially worried, that they must try to use all the offered set of tools during
the course. Gradually they became accustomed with the tools and they were able to
select the main tools for PLEs and for group-work. The initial set of tools in PLEs
was small, consisting of mainly the weblog, Skype account, email, and various
accounts to use collaborative spaces.

A set of tools developed at iCamp project was provided, but students were not
restricted to use these tools, but could find and integrate other social software tools
to their PLEs and distributed group environments.

While all the groups initially had the same starting-configuration of offered and
required tools, gradually the group members and the facilitator started to adjust the
group landscape for their specific needs. Big differences in the different facilitators'
and groups' collaborative environments could be found soon after the start of the
course. This is an important aspect in the interventional learning design - the course
settings is not similar to all students and various monitoring tools must be used to
pull together information coming from different students and groups. Nevertheless,
working in such personalized setting enables students to use effectively person-
specific affordances than working in the unified settings.

The facilitators' had previously different experiences with social tools. Thus, it
appeared to be very useful to have regular synchronous Flashmeetings between
facilitators to discuss how they have changed the course environments and what
had proved to be effective tool landscape in their group context. It was also possible
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to monitor different facilitators' weblogs to understand how they organised their
work. Many facilitators used this possibility and asked help or recommendations
from each other.

It appeared that the facilitator's influence in organizing his/her weblog and PLE had
a strong impact on the composition principles of the students' PLEs this facilitator
was supervising. For example, in teams where facilitator was using widgets to
monitor students' feeds in her weblog, the students copied same style for monitoring
each other. If the facilitator attempted to use the feed-on-feed plugin for creating
mashed group feed and replied to students' postings using this feed, several
students copied this behaviour. In general, the feed-on-feed plugin was applicable
only in the cases if students used the same weblog provider in the group. However,
this was not the case in many groups. It was not possible to mash the feeds of
those group members who used bogs at other providers, so the usefulness of the
feed-on-feed plugin decreased, as not all the group members' postings could be
mashed. Some students found the mashed distributed feed useful, but it did not
start to function as it was originally planned - no distributed collaborative group area
could be formed.

In general the PLEs of group members appeared to be different - some students
pulled and monitored the comment feeds or posting-feeds of some students of their
group, but interesting was the fact that they did not always start to monitor all the
group members, and some students even monitored some other students from
different groups. Students' communication within group was only partially
observable for the whole group and for the facilitator. There were spontaneous
meetings and discussions using various channels (eg. IRC, Skype, email, comments
in weblog and the comments in the shared collaborative spaces). It also appeared,
that not all the students in the groups were aware of all the possible information
channels that their groups used e.g. to monitor facilitator weblog. This incoherence
in the groups indicated that there is a need for discussing regularly the state of art of
the group's common tool landscape.

Most groups organised several synchronous meetings using Skype or Fashmeeting.
The active role in organising these synchronous meetings was on the facilitator.
These meetings were mostly held using the chat more without video support. It was
mentioned that students felt themselves more secure in chat because of their lower
level language skills. The meetings enabled to raise coherence in team and helped
to pull inactive group-members to work jointly.

In general, peer students in the groups did not comment reflection postings of their
peers. This diminished the possibility that team members might have dynamically
developed a coherent understanding of what other team-members are actually
doing, with whom they are communicating and what type of problems they are
facing. Some students expressed in their reflections that they expected more social
communications with the peers and the whole course setting was too highly task-
oriented and lacked of community dimensions.

One of the main challenges the groups faced was composing a joint collaboration
area. Some groups selected the centralised approach, initiating a shared weblog or
starting to use a common wiki. Other groups worked using the distributed
approaches e.g. Google.groups or Ning social network environment were tested.
However the distributed group environments were perceived in general more messy
and less useful and in some groups the shared group environment was changed in
the middle of the course for more centralised one (e.g. wiki).
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Student groups tended to develop their prototypes of e-learning courses in the
same environments where they worked collaboratively. Few groups developed a
course prototype in the more institutional system.

The main finding from third study was supporting the observations from the second
case about the tension and competition between individual and collaborative
activities. In many cases students perceived that the individual reflection was more
important in the beginning face of the course and it was difficult to initiate joint
collaborative activities. However, as soon as the group-work was secured, most of
students started to post less in their PLE and the role of self-reflection gradually
diminished. It was assumed that although some self-reflecting and self-directing
tasks were planned as an integrated part of the collaborative activity, the self-
reflection activities still tended to inhibit collaboration and other-directed reflective
discourse or vice versa, especially if the students had to work under strict time limits.

One of the difficulties both the students and some facilitators' faced was initiating
self-reflection. In the regular Flashmeetings between facilitators it was reflected,
how the students progressed and what difficulties appeared in triggering self-
reflection. It was suggested by several facilitators that their role in the initial phase of
the course must be very active to trigger students’ work. However, this facilitator-
activeness should be decreasing if the students show more self-reflection
competences. The problem of minimal self-directed work and students' expectation
to get direct instructions, what to do, was evident among the students from the
countries where self-directed activities are seldom promoted in teaching practice.
However, if the students had had more experience of self-directed learning the
groups were very actively organizing their work from the start of the course and the
facilitator's role was smaller.

Many students found it difficult to understand the concept of personal learning
contract. They mentioned, that when they know little about what their role is in the
teamwork, it is difficult to plan their self-directed work. These difficulties became
evident in the different versions of students contracts.

From the observation of students' practices of writing personal learning contracts we
have identified three different addressees the contract is directed to:

towards the self

towards the self in the group

towards the group
This also determines the way of reflective writing a student performs. In most cases
all three types can be found as part of a student’s contract. In the beginning of the
learning activities the self-directed contract type prevails.
For example, some of the students stated as an initial learning goal in their contract:
...| want to deepen my knowledge about eLearning. Meaningful is my experience

about elLearning. | think that in future Il be able to create, organize and
administrate online courses. | think it will be appreciated and privileged job.
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... l want to find out fundamental key issues on eLearning course design and how to
handle these in practice. It is good experience and it will be very useful to me in
future, because one of my occupations is to be a teacher.

...I'm doing my best and | found motivation to myself why to work here.

However, such self-directed aims are usually very general at the beginning of a
course and the students face difficulties in explicitly distinguishing how they will plan
to gain new knowledge and competences, which resources they plan to use, and
how they are going to evaluate their own learning attempts.

When students start working collaboratively, they start to make more precise
changes in their contracts and associate it to their group-work. Students relate their
personal contracts to the group context and even seem to feel some group
pressure:

...It was little strange to write my own contract because things in it should be
accomplished and some factors inside are out of my hand, i have to be more careful
and active in my group role to accomplish parts of my contract.

The self-reflection evidences can be grouped around two main arguments: the first
set of entries relates to how the individual can contribute to the group, while the
second one refers to how the group can contribute to the individual’s learning.

“Me for the group” reflections can be found in statements such as “maybe the
courses | have done give something to this team too”. The “Group for me”
reflections, which we have noted more frequently, are manifested by entries such as
“I most definitely need my team! The team will give feedback...For me international
teamwork and cooperation is also high motivation factor in participating...l will
deepen and broaden my knowledge and views through conversations with other
group members...Reflection on my own knowledge is based on the feedback from
other group members and group facilitator on weekly reflections...One of main
motivating factors are you - group members.”

These and further examples from students' reflections in weblogs and collaborative
environments indicate that group tasks and personal reflections are highly
competitive: | must say that I'm really frustrated. We just have to try and do our
contributions to each task as early as possible and move on to the next — this
means that it's really hard to have the time to have proper conversations to gain full
consensus in the group. I'd really like to have more talk with the group members and
| especially grave comments from people...| became more like a "lonely ranger”
even thou I'm part of a team in my everyday work.

The competitive nature of the two tasks — personal vs. group reflection — may even
decrease the motivation for individual work, especially when problems arise that are
related to the group work: | had huge frustration of the passiveness that’s taken the
group - | didn’t really have any motivation to doing this weeks individual reflection
activities.

Self-reflections of group mates may also hinder the learners' creativity: | shouldn't
have read those two postings, because now I'm worried that I'll mirror them too
much in my own writings.
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Some students, however, succeed in combining the different views and see
collaborative tasks and reflections as interrelated. Good perception of things in a
group can rapidly increase individual's participation in our course. Some paositive
mutual influence of group activities on the individual learning process were
observed in Case 3, however, more instances of perceived disruption than of cross-
fertilization were encountered.

Overall, these examples from students' reflections demonstrate how the
collaborative reflective activities, and working for a common goal that is shared
within a group of learners might be hindering the individual reflective activities and
vice versa. The facilitators have an important role in providing the students in
guidance during the learning process in such settings.

In the intervention model defining strategies to scaffold and facilitate the co-
evolution of individual and group reflection processes is of utmost importance. It is
important to relate the individual self-reflections to the group activities and create
awareness about the social system in which the individual learning in embedded.
New distributed social tools and services (e.g. pushing feeds for the group, mashing
and filtering group feeds) that enable to interact from PLE environment in the group
space, would be scaffolding such learning process.

The drop-out rate of students was very high. The facilitators discussed the student
dropout at the synchronous meetings, identifying some strategies that are more
effective than others to motivate students to continue. For example, spamming
student with emails was not effective, while the peer-students from the same
university could influence dropout students to continue. Local facilitators could meet
with these students and find solutions how they might be able to continue the
educational experience. In some cases, for example, the student needed to change
the study group to be supervised by a local facilitator.

Some issues were identified that local facilitators need to consider when supervising
mixed cross-institutional groups. In case of difficulties the students may turn for help
to the local facilitator of the local course. In this case it is important for the local
facilitator to stay coherent with the demands of the real group facilitators'
suggestions. This suggests that facilitators would develop some rules how they
tackle the issue of joint facilitation.

Lessonfearnefrontass:

1. Providing freedom of using PLEs and different group environments for self-
directed and collaborative work creates the situation where the learning environment
of the course would have different loosely related subparts, and is would be
necessary to pull together information from these subparts for monitoring.

2. The learners in the distributed settings would always work with the partial
awareness of what type of interactions are taking place in their group, of what
components their shared learning environment consists of, and where the focus of
information flow stands in the current moment. Thus, it is necessary to organize
discussions to clarify these issues, and if possible, to use technical support systems
to monitor each other.

3. The case setting was yet limited to provide sufficiently integrated collaborative
and individual tasks - in the end of the course the students tended to stop self-
reflections for the sake of collaborative work.
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4. The students and the facilitators did not use the learning contracts sufficiently as
tools for reflective conversations and scaffolding. It is needed to technically bring
together into the learning contract the feeds from the reflective postings related to
collaborative work and self-direction as evidences of the students' performance.

5. One of the findings of the course was that in the initial phase students were
overloaded and confused due to having many domain-related tasks simultaneously
with the tasks of learning new tools and composing their PLEs and joint learning
environments. It is important to reduce this domain-related overload and distribute it
so that more conceptual materials were presented in the second half of the course
when students have already accommodated with their learning environments.

6. Important aspect was that in cross-institutional courses the facilitators would have
the need for online-meetings to stay informed of the learning at other groups, to
learn how different groups developed their tool landscapes and reuse the effective
learning patterns developed in one group with the students of other groups.
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