Scenario Development Process

THE SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Summary
The scenario development process is widely viewed as very innovative.
Involvement in training has an impact on teachers beyond the scenario development
workshop.
The process is thought to have a number of strengths, including supporting curriculum
planning; bringing diverse partners together and supporting teamwork; highlighting
new pedagogies and new technologies; allowing a focus on local priorities; and
standardising approaches to developing and documenting good practice.
There are a number of ways in which the draft scenario development toolkit, might be
improved: simplifying the process; improving the presentation (including an online
version); ensuring the vocabulary used is comprehensible for teachers; including more
practical examples; integrating it with other iTEC outputs (especially the iTEC
Composer/SDE); allowing more time for scenario development; including assessment;
and enhancing teacher engagement.
The scenario development toolkit, once finalised, has the potential to be included in
initial teacher training programmes and continuous professional development.
Data relating to the use of the first version of the scenario development process were
collected via:






An email survey of teachers (13 responses from 9 countries)
An email survey of other stakeholders (2 responses from 2 countries)
A face-to-face focus group with NPCs (all countries represented)
An email pro-forma completed by NPCs (11)
Interviews with policymakers and others with a high-level overview conducted
for iTEC national case studies.

In addition, WP5 had access to the draft scenarios created using the scenario
development process which were submitted to WP2.

1.1.1 Overview of the scenario development process
In all countries for which responses were provided (10), the training was delivered
by NPCs, although two NTCs and four trainers from external organisations were
also involved in three cases. Ten countries provided face-to-face training and four
also had online sessions. Between four and 45 hours were devoted to the training,
with the average (mean) length of time being 12.2 hours.
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60% of participants from the ten countries from which data is available were
teachers (183 out of 304). In addition, six countries involved policymakers; seven
included commercial providers; eight engaged with teacher educators; and nine
identified ‘other’ participants, including pre-service teachers, members of the iTEC
team and university lecturers.
The approaches NPCs identified as being included within the Toolkit training are
shown in table 1 below.
Approach
Workshop activities to create/adapt scenarios
Presentation of toolkit
Discussion of trends
Pre-workshop activities
Discussion of innovation matrix
Post workshop review/presentation of scenarios
Discussion to rank scenarios
Individual (or small group) ranking activity
Gathering of participant expectations

Countries
BE, FR, HU, NO, PT, SMART, TR
AT, FR, IT, NO, PT, UK
NO, SK, SMART, UK
FR, PT, SMART, TR
SK, SMART, UK
AT, PT
FR, UK
SK
SMART

Table 1: Approaches to scenario development training by country

Continuation of the process post-training
Post-training support is still in its early stages. Five NPCs (AT, FR, NO, PT, UK) said
they offered online post-training support (eg webinars, forums). Four out of five
partners with plans for on-going support (AT, BE, PT, UK) mentioned using existing
systems:




Portugal: on-going support will be provided using iTEC national community
forums.
Belgium : making use of the ‘METROsystem’
Promethean: plans to extend online support to include community forums and
support for Q&A and discussion.

In Turkey, an additional face-to-face meeting is planned.
Some of the teachers who attended made efforts to continue the work begun during
the training by:





working on an action plan (5 teachers and 1 stakeholder).
detailed scenario writing (1 teacher)
reviewing scenarios produced (1 teacher).
continuing to exchange ideas with others who had attended the workshop (1
teacher)
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Three teachers said they had shared their experiences with other teachers in their
school and, in one case, with students too. One had shared their experiences more
widely:
The project was presented to the school community. I engaged my colleagues in the
use of new teaching activities and tools. I shared iTEC project files and results online in
the iTEC community and Facebook. I shared my own good practice in the local
Webinar and iTEC website. I use web based services such as Gmail, Facebook,
ThinkBinder for communication and collaboration and sharing ideas with other
teachers from my country. (Lithuania, teacher)
In addition, two teachers said they had changed their own teaching practices
following the workshop:
I have used a lot of the technology tools that I found out about from other teachers
and have used the ‘explore, map, make, show’ words when planning lots of activities.
(UK, teacher)

1.1.2 Scenarios created
Ten of the partners from whom data was collected by WP5 submitted a total of 22
scenarios devised using the scenario development toolkit1, which are shown in table
2; those in purple were included in the top 15 reviewed by the Integration Committee
(which also included five prepared by the expert group).
Country
Austria
Belgium
Estonia
France
Hungary
Norway
Portugal
Promethean
SMART

1

Scenarios submitted
1. Quadcopter with 3D printed parts
1. Create collaboratively a class quiz
1. Gamification of the course
1. Personalised learning paths
1. Message in a bottle
1. Coding to learn
1. Students as creators of digital learning resources.
1. Flipping the teacher
2. Students design their own demonstrations of understanding
1. Virtual museum
2. Touch the future
3. Food challenge
4. Solving maths operations
5. Self portrait
6. Pollution everywhere
7. Link to reality
8. Flipping the class
9. Inspire you with collaboration

No scenarios were received from Slovakia or Italy although training was held. Additional scenarios were
received from Switzerland, a training course held at EUN and an expert group making a total of 36.
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Turkey

10. History in my community
11. Collaboration
1. Using Mind Mapping in Analyzing, Creative Writing and Critical
Thinking
2. Using interdisciplinary school subjects and technology to enrich
teaching and learning

Table 2: Scenarios created by partners

1.1.3 Innovation in the scenario development process
Comments in some of the national case study interviews (6) indicate that the iTEC
scenario development process is widely viewed as innovative and that the final
version (Eduvista) will be of value at national level to a variety of stakeholders:
Once they are completed, [the interviewees] believe that the iTEC toolkits will be of
great value at national level. (Finland, national case study report)
Interviewee A suggested the scenario development process was the most innovative
of the iTEC outputs because it helps “teachers to create new pedagogical situations
using technology.” Interviewee B felt that the use of trends in the process was
innovative. […] However, what is innovative for Interviewee C is the involvement of a
wider range of stakeholders in the process, particularly students. (France, national
case study report)
The most far-reaching change relating to the iTEC process is perceived to be the
structured approach to documenting and sharing best practices facilitated through
the scenario development toolkit. (Hungary, national case study report)
The most innovative and valuable part of the iTEC process is scenario development.
Interviewee A liked the use of trends and narratives (which give a useful picture and
direction, showing how to move forward). (Portugal, national case study)
Interviewee A found all parts of the iTEC process were innovative. Scenario
development produced some great ideas, e.g. flipped learning, and teachers were
involved in the process. (UK, national case study)
Innovation was also a key theme of the training sessions. Several NPCs said that the
scenario development training had include a discussion of definitions of
innovation, including what this might mean in technical and pedagogical contexts
(AT) and the innovative elements of the scenarios (FR).
One NPC felt that the activity of identifying trends and reviewing scenarios
naturally led to the discussion of innovation:
Working with trends created an atmosphere where innovative ideas easily came up.
The scenario review dimensions also highlight weaknesses were improvements can be
done. (HU)
For four NPCs (AT, IT, PT, SMART), it was the Innovation Maturity Model which
stimulated participants to think about innovation:
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The Innovation Maturity Model served as a basis for reflection and participants had
the chance to position their schools regarding the different stages and to think about
ways of moving forward and above. (PT)
For yet another, it was the combination of reviewing scenarios and the Innovation
Maturity Model which was key to innovation in the sessions:
We need scenarios for different stages. This approach which provides teachers with the
database of scenarios integrating innovation on different stages is of great value. (SK)

Two NPCs felt that focusing on the types of technologies which could lead to
teachers thinking more innovatively:
Using technology in my workshop to make people collaborate, to engage them in the
workshop…Showing attendees how to use technology in an innovative way…Asking
attendees to participate using their own devices to send feedback to the board or to
complete activities using XC add on for Notebook (SMART)
Encourage use of a different technology in the scenario, discussed why and how it is
different. Explicitly focus on the pedagogy of the technology in the scenario. Here are
some examples – QR codes, Edmodo, Mind Mapping tools, Team Up (UK).

1.1.4 Benefits of the scenario development process
NPCs in the focus group felt that, although it was too early to detect impact,
identifying trends, the innovation matrix and reviewing existing scenarios were
potentially valuable aspects of the scenario development process.
Ten teachers and one stakeholder rated their experience of the scenario
development process as ‘very good’ (5) and the other three teachers and one
stakeholder rated it ‘good’ (4). When asked to explain their rating, teachers described
the experiences using terms such as “stimulating” (Portugal), “engaging” (Lithuania)
or “inspiring” (Norway).
The positive features of the scenario development process identified by teachers and
other stakeholders are described below.


Supporting curriculum planning

Two teachers and one stakeholder felt that the process had introduced them to a
useful tool which could support curriculum planning:
The key words about different elements that make up an activity are useful to plan a
whole activity and using the four post it notes…was a really valuable planning activity.
(UK, teacher)
…the possibility of working with other teachers of my own school as a team in a
different way as in the daily basis, starting the scenario creation from zero, sharing
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different points of view (regarding the levels of our students, the different subjects we
teach, the different level of ICT skills,…) (Spain, teacher)
Clearly, new ways of learning and teaching are needed. The future classroom process
is highly valuable to provide room and a structured approach to develop these ideas.
(Austria, stakeholder)


Fostering teamwork, collaboration and bringing diverse partners together

Two teachers thought that meeting other teachers was an important part of the
process and the two stakeholders said they had enjoyed working with teachers:
I had interesting interactions with others and felt that I could contribute. (Norway,
stakeholder)
The most interesting aspect, according to me, is the interaction among colleagues
(Italy, teacher)
NPCs also identified collaboration as being of significant value:
The team work and discussion with different stakeholders is of great value (Slovakia,
NPC).
To bring teachers and industry together. However, we noticed that industry found it
hard to contribute with their ideas to improve technology within scenarios. (Portugal,
NPC)


Discovering new pedagogical practices

Three teachers said that the training had introduced them to new teaching ideas:
I have learnt a lot to improve my teaching methods (Finland, teacher)


Discovering new technologies

Three teachers said they had found out about new tools:
I tried to find out more tools and to work creatively (Lithuania, teacher)
Participation, engagement and motivation from attendees, good reflexions and outcomes.
(SMART, teacher)



Facilitating a standardised, professional approach to developing and
documenting best, or promising, practice

In one of the national case studies, the scenario development process was seen as
facilitating a professional approach to developing and documenting best, or
promising, practice.
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The most radical change for Hungarian teachers is that they “can produce best
practices in a more structured way” (Interviewee A) making “the process much more
professional.” (Interviewee B) (Hungary, national case study)
This view was echoed by one of the stakeholders responding to the survey:
Clearly, new ways of learning and teaching are needed. The future classroom process
is highly valuable to provide room and a structured approach to develop these ideas.
(Austria)


Flexibility to respond to local, regional or national issues

In one of the national case study interviews, the fact that the scenario development
process could be used to respond to issues considered important either regionally or
nationally was seen as a valuable feature:
The iTEC model also allows for scenarios and learning activities to be design
specifically to tackle the issue of youth employability. (Austria-national case study)
Other positive aspects of the process included: creativity (FR-NPC, HU-teacher);
engagement and motivation (SMART-NPC); the production of practical outcomes
which participants and others could use (AT-NPC, BE-NPC); learning about new
trends in education (HU-teacher).

1.1.5 Improvements to the draft scenario development toolkit: version 1,
April 2013
NPCs, teachers and other stakeholders offered a number of suggestions to improve
the draft scenario development toolkit. These changes have been taken into account
and informed the next version of the scenario development toolkit, now referred to as
Eduvista.


Simplification

Although this was not mentioned as a significant problem in the teacher surveys 2,
according to NPCs, teachers perceived the first version of the scenario development
toolkit to be ‘complex’, ‘overwhelming’ and ‘scary’; they felt that it needed to be
simplified if it was to be adopted more widely. In order to make it seem more
manageable and less time consuming, several NPCs had presented the toolkit in
short sections or selected those sections they felt were most relevant to present to
teachers.


2

Presentation

Possibly because the teachers had prior experience of iTEC so were familiar with some of the processes and
terms used.
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NPCs had several suggestions to improve the presentation of the draft scenario
development toolkit, which they hoped would help to simplify it for teachers.
For most, the printed version of the draft scenario development toolkit was seen as a
prototype; there was an expectation that the final version would be online. This
would allow different routes into, and through, the Toolkit starting from the
technologies or pedagogical style which the teacher wanted to use for example. A
number liked the idea of an app and the use of icons.
Several wanted to see a short introduction to the scenario development toolkit to
explain its purpose to anyone not familiar with the process, perhaps including
instructional or demonstration videos. In the proforma responses, an NPC suggested
the inclusion of clear instructions and checklists for the facilitator.
There was also support for a template which could be populated by each country to
meet local needs.
Another idea was to produce different versions of the scenario development toolkit
for different stakeholders, for example, teachers, schools and trainers.
The suitability of the name ‘‘toolkit’ was debated in the focus group; although some
where happy with the name, others were not convinced that ‘toolkit’ was the best way
to describe the resource.


Vocabulary

NPCs reported that some of the terms used in the scenario development toolkit are
not familiar to teachers as they come from a management world rather than an
educational one. Also some words or phrases used in the scenario development
toolkit, and also in the associated Innovation Matrix (eg. enrich, empower), do not
translate in exactly the same way in all languages.
One NPC commented that the scenario development toolkit might be strengthened
by building on the vocabulary used in existing frameworks produced for teachers,
such as Microsoft’s ‘Partners in Learning’.


Inclusion of more practical examples

Among teachers surveyed, two felt that the examples used within the scenario
development toolkit should be more ‘hands on’ and relate more closely to their own
experiences, for instance covering different subjects and age ranges taught.


Integration

Some NPCs felt that the scenario development toolkit was not sufficiently integrated
into other aspects of iTEC at present. One suggestion was to include the Toolkit
within the ITEC Composer/SDE.
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Allowing more time to implement

In the proformas returned, four NPCs (BE, FR, SMART, UK) identified lack of time
as a challenge:
After a long interesting discussion we had a set of identified trends, we knew our
place in the innovation matrix but it was still hard to turn them into an exciting
scenario. When it should have come to writing the narrative, we were quite confused
by the complexity of things our scenario should include or address. (HU)
They sometimes need more time, as discussions were really interesting (SMART)
One teacher also identified this as an issue.


Assessment

Suggestions for assessment was an aspect of teaching and learning which some
NPCs felt was missing from the first version of the scenario development toolkit.


Encouraging greater teacher engagement

The motivation and enthusiasm of participants was seen as an important enabler by
three NPCs (FR, HU, SK). If this was not present, problems might be experience, for
example:
Teachers didn’t post their ideas, so we had to organize webinars to come in contact
(Austria-NPC)
One NPC felt that the level of work asked of participants was not something which
they could be expected to do without payment:
To collect different stakeholders and ask them to do the job for free (assessment of
scenarios according agreed criteria is high level work which should be paid) (SlovakiaNPC)

1.1.6 Future development of the scenario development toolkit
Among NPCs, there was felt to be a good fit between the scenario development
toolkit and Initial Teacher Training as trainees have to be conversant with
technology. At least seven countries are working towards introducing Eduvista (the
updated and revised toolkit) into initial teacher training programmes, although this is
an early stage at present:
He has already shown the draft Future Classroom Scenarios toolkit to people from
two teacher training institutions and they are interested in using it (Belgium, national
case study)
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The aim is to offer the Future Classroom Scenarios course to the 12 teacher training
schools. (Finland, national case study)
Teacher trainers were seen as an important audience for the scenario development
toolkit; this group was in a good position to create scenarios and introduce them to
teachers.
NPCs felt that, if the scenario development toolkit is to be widely adopted, it needs to
have a clear value over and above existing systems already in use.
In some of the national case study interviews, ideas to sustain and embed the
scenario development toolkit at a national level were discussed:
The iTEC scenarios and the toolkit to produce them could be sustained in the UK, if
relationships are built up with key people at the point where decisions are made
(schools or clusters of schools). A UK-centred seminar with such key enabling
organisations would work. Also, face-to-face, one to one, inputs to conferences, BETT,
TeachMeets etc. (UK, national case study report)
In terms of future take-up of toolkits, he suggests that the Ministry needs to
encourage and even require new ICT projects to first look at and use the iTEC
methodology. New projects need to focus first on trends analysis, use the innovation
maturity model and consider what is meant by innovation. (Belgium, national case
study)
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Appendix: Data collection instruments

NPC Pre-Focus Group Questions
The questions below are designed to help you to describe the Future Classroom Scenario (FCS)3
Toolkit processes that you have employed in your country. Please provide as much information as
possible for each question in order to help us understand exactly what has been done.
Please return this completed document to Sarah McNicol (s.mcnicol@mmu.ac.uk) no later than Thurs, 13th June, 2013.

NAME:
COUNTRY:
1. How many people received Scenario Development Toolkit Training?
 Policy makers:
 Commercial providers:
 Teachers:
 Teacher educators:
 Other/s (including individuals with dual roles, please specify):
2. Who provided the Scenario Development Toolkit Training? (Please give details of background, eg
teacher, teacher-educator)

3. Where did the training take place (face-to-face; on-line; schools; professional centres etc)?

4. How many sessions did you provide and how long did each session last?
5. How did you present the Toolkit to your attendees and what kind of activities did you include in the
training?

6. How did you encourage innovation and innovative use of the technology as implicit requirements within
the scenarios?

7. Briefly describe what you have put in place:
 for post-training support;


3

to support anyone who was unable to attend the training;

This was the term used to represent the toolkit initially; it was subsequently changed to Eduvista to ensure
links to the Learning Activity development toolkit, Edukata.
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to make the FCS available for future users;



to provide on-going support for all present and future users of the FCS.

8. What were the positive aspects of the training?

9. What were the main enablers that supported the training provision?

10. What barriers or challenges did you experience?

Thank you!
Your help with this is much appreciated.

Focus group questions
Q1: What has been the USE/VALUE/IMPACT of the Toolkit?
1. To what extent has the toolkit been used? What facilitated its use?
2. What has been the usefulness - value/impact of the toolkit? Give examples

Q2: What needs to be done to INTEGRATE the Toolkit into your country’s systems?
1. What would need to be done in order to integrate it into:
a. national/regional/local CPD programmes?
b. initial teacher training programmes in your country?
2. How do you envisaged the toolkit being used in support of national or local strategies?

Q3: What needs to be done to IMPROVE and STRENGTHEN the toolkit?
1. How could the toolkit be improved/complemented so as to strengthen/support change processes
in schools?
2. Which particular element of the toolkit shows the most potential for supporting schools to selfevaluate and plan for improvements in learning and teaching supported by ICT?
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3. Which elements of the toolkit show the most need for improvement and how?

1.1.7 Teacher and stakeholder questionnaire

Teacher Questions – Future Classroom
Scenario Toolkit4
Thank you for agreeing to answer (in English) the questions below about how you have been
involved in the Future Classroom Scenario process.
The questions are designed to help us understand your involvement in the scenario development
process. Please provide as much information as possible for each question in order to help us
understand exactly what you have done.
Note: Please email the completed document to Sarah McNicol (s.mcnicol@mmu.ac.uk) before 1st July 2013.

NAME:

COUNTRY:

11. Please describe your involvement in the Future Classroom Scenario process:
a. Before the workshop (eg identifying and ranking trends in education and ICT, using the innovation
maturity model self-assessment)

b. During the workshop (eg selecting trends, writing a scenario as a group, reviewing the scenario)

c.

After the workshop (eg writing an action plan)

12. What was valuable for you, as a teacher, about the Future Classroom Scenario process?

13. How could the Future Classroom Scenario toolkit be improved to make it better for teachers?

4

This was the term used to represent the toolkit initially; it was subsequently changed to Eduvista to ensure
links to the Learning Activity development toolkit, Edukata.
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4a. On a scale of 1-5 (where 1 = very poor and 5 = very good), how would you rate your experience of the
Future Classroom Scenario process?

1 Very poor

☐

2 Poor

☐

3 Average

☐

4 Good

4b. Please provide a comment to explain your rating.

Thank you!
Your help with this is very much appreciated.

☐

5 Very good

☐

