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Executive Summary
This deliverable presents a synthesis of the work undertaken by Work Package 5
(WP5) during period 3. WP5 undertook the evaluation of Cycle 3 focusing on the
benefits of the iTEC process for teachers and learners, and building upon the
evaluation work undertaken during period 2. In response to the second periodic project
review, a meta-analysis of the evaluation results from the first three cycles of piloting
was undertaken. The evaluation was subsequently reframed:




To capture and document the innovative iTEC processes which could support
mainstreaming;
To shift the focus of the evaluation from classroom impact to strategic impact;
To evaluate iTEC technologies.

As a result, WP5 conducted two additional tasks and refocused the evaluation. Firstly,
national case studies of the impact of iTEC on policy and practice were conducted
jointly with WP11. This task served to inform the evaluation in terms of national
perceptions of innovation and iTEC outputs and also to inform the exploitation plan led
by WP11. Secondly, the scenario development process as experienced by National
Pedagogical Coordinators (NPCs) and other stakeholders such as teachers was
evaluated. Finally, the data collection requirements for Cycle 4 were reduced to enable
NPCs to reallocate resources to new tasks (including the development of national
scenarios using the draft scenario development toolkit, subsequently relaunched as
Eduvista). The interview schedules and teacher survey questions were substantially
revised to focus more explicitly on the perceived locus of innovation, the iTEC
technologies and impact on learner outcomes. In Cycle 4 teachers were encouraged
to use the iTEC Widget Store. TeamUp and ReFlex (prototype widgets developed by
Aalto) were also made available.
The impact of iTEC to date can be viewed from three perspectives:
1) Classroom impact: Cycle 1 – Cycle 3 meta-analysis, Cycle 4 evaluation
findings
2) Mainstreaming impact: National case studies, evaluation of scenario
development process, cycle evaluations
3) Innovation: Cycle 4 evaluation findings, National case studies, evaluation of
the scenario development process, Cycle 1 – Cycle 3 meta-analysis
Classroom impact
iTEC has positively impacted on students’:
a) Knowledge, skills and understanding
b) 21st Century skills
c) Motivation, engagement and attitudes
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The iTEC process has positively impacted on teachers’:
a) Technology-supported pedagogy
b) Digital competence
c) Motivation, engagement and attitudes
Mainstreaming impact
Participating teachers have been very positive about their experiences across the four
cycles to date and consistently claim that they will continue to use the ideas from
Learning Stories and Learning Activities in their future practice.
Up-scaling at local level has increased over the four cycles to date (for example,
teachers sharing their experiences with their peers). Almost all teachers (across all
four cycles) agree that they would recommend iTEC Learning Stories and Learning
Activities to their peers. Around three quarters of the teachers who used iTEC
technologies in C4 would recommend them to others.
The primary mainstreaming activities to date at national level have been dissemination
actions. Where iTEC aligns closely with current national interests in technology to
support teaching and learning there may be opportunities for project outputs to
influence strategy and policy development in the future. Plans for further
mainstreaming activities include the integration of iTEC processes and outputs with
other ongoing projects, disseminating information online and commercial training. In at
least seven countries preliminary work is underway to integrate iTEC into initial teacher
training.
Innovation
The iTEC process brings about innovative pedagogy facilitated through innovative
technology use (new technologies or using existing technologies in new ways).
Innovation is primarily incremental reflecting the ethos adopted through iTEC – that
resources should be a source of inspiration rather than prescriptive.
At this point in the project, the scenario development process is perceived to be the
most innovative output of the iTEC project offering a professional approach to
developing and documenting best practice that is capable of engaging teachers with
different levels of ICT competence.
The Learning Stories and Learning Activities are perceived to offer a structured
pedagogically-led approach for introducing new technologies into classroom practices.
These resources are innovative for teachers and important enablers of change
because they provide concrete and well-structured examples, emphasise innovation
and offer flexibility whilst being easy to use. Examples include changing
teacher/learner roles, increasing student autonomy, the introduction of new creative
activities and new forms of collaborative activity. Teachers report more regular and
increased use of technology in their classrooms through the adoption of a wider range
of types of digital tools, both by themselves and by their students. This has included
9

iTEC Project

Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx

the use of new digital tools as well as the use of existing tools to facilitate new types of
learning activity.
The iTEC technologies piloted so far (TeamUp, the iTEC Widget Store, ReFlex) have
the potential to lead to innovation in the classroom. The concepts underlying the iTEC
Composer/SDE are perceived to be innovative; this technology will be piloted in Cycle
5.
The introduction to this deliverable presents a reminder of the context, summarising
the work undertaken during periods 1 and 2 in section 1.1. It describes the work
conducted during period 3 in section 1.2. In section Error! Reference source not
found. it outlines the structure of the document. Finally, in section 1.4 it presents an
introduction to the Cycle 3 and Cycle 4 large-scale pilots
The deliverable is then organised in two parts (A and B).
Part A presents the impact of iTEC to date as evidenced by evaluation data. It
represents the key outputs from WP5 tasks thus far. A meta-analysis of Cycle 1, Cycle
2 and Cycle 3 are presented first in section 0. The outcomes of national case studies
of the impact of iTEC on policy and practice are then summarised in section 2.2. The
evaluation of the scenario development process follows in section 2.3. Next, the
executive summary of the Cycle 4 evaluation findings is presented in section 2.4.
Finally, the overall impact is summarised in section 2.5 in relation to students and
teachers, mainstreaming and innovation.
Part B describes the supporting activities that have taken place during period 3 in
relation to WP5 tasks and concludes with implications for other work packages and
lessons learned/looking forward. Firstly, a description of how the evaluation has been
refocused for Cycle 4 and Cycle 5 is presented in section 3.1. Section 3.2 outlines how
the NPCs were supported in their role as data collectors for WP5. Then follows an
overview of Cycle 3 and Cycle 4 in section Error! Reference source not found.. The
report of the triangulation visits conducted in Cycle 3 is presented in section 3.4. The
dissemination activities undertaken during period 3 are described in section 3.5.
The final two sections of Part B draw on both Part A and Part B to inform the activities
of other work packages and also that of WP5 itself. Section 3.6 presents the
implications for other work packages. Finally, section 3.7 outlines the lessons learned
during period 3 and the plans for period 4.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Work Package 5 (WP5) is concerned with the evaluation of the large-scale piloting of
selected scenarios in 1000+ classrooms.

1.1 Reminder of the context
In the first year of the project two deliverables were submitted and in the second year
of the project one deliverable was submitted.
D5.1a is the Evaluation Plan, which presents the approach undertaken when
evaluating each of first three cycles of validation in the iTEC project. In Cycles 1-3 WP5
was not concerned with the evaluation of the project per se but of the piloting of iTEC
resources and technologies in the classroom. D5.1a outlines the evaluation objectives
and evaluation questions, the underlying methodology, the data collection methods
and workflow, and the approach to data analysis including criteria for success and
standards by which they will be judged (Task 5.2). It was first submitted in M6 and
subsequently revised and resubmitted in M16 addressing recommendations made by
reviewers following the first periodic review.
The first Evaluation Interim Report, D5.2, covers the period M1 to M12. It describes all
activities undertaken prior to the first large-scale piloting of the Cycle 1 (C1) scenarios
(which began in September 2011, the second year of the project). The evaluation
preparatory activities undertaken in this first year included the Evaluation Plan (D5.1,
described above), the C1 Evaluation Handbook for the National Pedagogical
Coordinators (NPCs) and a Knowledge Map (Task 5.1). The C1 Evaluation Handbook
(Task 5.3) describes the protocols and procedures to be followed and presents the
research instruments. It was the key document for supporting NPCs’ evaluation
activities during C1 pilots and contributed to ensuring that a consistent approach to
data collection was applied. It was subsequently amended to support Cycle 2 (C2) and
Cycle 3 (C3). The Knowledge Map provides a base-line context in the use of learning
technologies and innovative practices that currently exist in the participating countries.
It was developed further during the second year of the project.
The second Evaluation Interim Report (D5.3) covered the period M13 to M24. It
describes how the evaluation objectives were refocused as a result of the comments
provided after the first periodic review. It presents the final results of the evaluation of
C1 and the interim results of the evaluation of C2. In addition the report describes the
development of an interactive knowledge map, based on the Knowledge Map
produced in the first year of the project. It also describes work undertaken in the second
year to develop community of TEL practitioners and researchers through establishing
links with STELLAR (ended in May 2012) and TEL-Map (ended in March 2013). Finally,
implications of findings to date for other work packages and future cycles are outlined
together with lessons learned.
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This report is the third Evaluation Interim Report (D.5.4) described in sections 1.2 and
1.3 below, presenting the final results of the evaluation of C3 and Cycle 4 (C4) together
with other evaluation activities. The evaluations of the five cycles will be synthesised
and presented in the Final Report D5.5. This document will present the evidence of the
impact of iTEC on learning and teaching, evaluations of the iTEC outputs and iTEC
technologies, and evidence of the potential of iTEC for influencing policy and widescale practice.

1.2 Purpose and scope of the task
This third Evaluation Interim Report provides a synthesis of the work undertaken in
M25 to M36. It is guided by the Evaluation Plan (resubmitted, D5.1a) and builds on the
work undertaken in the first two years of iTEC (D5.2 and D5.3).
The evaluation questions guiding the work of WP5 are:
1) Do the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and relevant iTEC
technologies benefit learning and teaching?
2) Are the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC technologies
sustainable, transferable and scalable?
3) Are the Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC technologies fit for
purpose?
4) What are the enablers of and barriers to adoption of iTEC Learning Stories,
Learning Activities and iTEC technologies?
Firstly, one of the core tasks for period 3 (as documented in DoW) was Task 5.4
Evaluation Cycle Three (M25-M30). This task involved the collection, analysis and
reporting of data from the large-scale pilots. An additional task identified, following the
second periodic review and revisions of the Exploitation Plan, was to consolidate
findings and present them in a format for policy makers and other interested parties. A
meta-analysis of the evaluation results from Cycles 1 to 3 was undertaken to provide
a summary of evidence of impact of the iTEC process and outputs (C1-C3
summary), and a new internal deliverable was produced. This is reported below
(section 2.1) and the document is included separately (in addition to this document) as
a part of this deliverable. In order to avoid unnecessary repetition, as the results of the
C3 evaluation are incorporated within this meta-analysis they are not presented
separately. However, as the evaluation of C3 was one of the core tasks for Work
Package 5 in period 3, the executive summary and case studies are presented in
Appendix 4 (section 5.4) for further reference and the full report is available at
http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/deliverables.
The evaluation was refocused in the third year in response to the second periodic
review and the need to evidence impact for exploitation purposes (section 3.1). The
objectives of refocusing are:
•

To capture and document the innovative iTEC processes which could
support mainstreaming
13
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To shift the focus of evaluation from classroom impact to strategic impact
To place greater emphasis on the evaluation of iTEC technologies

This work is being undertaken during the third and fourth year of the project. This
deliverable reports on the activities completed during period three in relation to the
refocusing of the evaluation described below: national case studies of the impact of
iTEC on policy and practice (findings to date presented in section 2.2), the evaluation
of the scenario development process (findings to date presented in section 2.3) and
the evaluation of the widget store (undertaken during C4, findings presented in section
2.4).
Section 2.4 reports on the second core tasks within Work Package 5 (as documented
in the DoW) in the third year of the project: Task 5.4 Evaluation of Cycle Four (M30M35). This task involved the collection, analysis and reporting of evaluation data from
the pilots. In C4 data collection at classroom level was reduced (from three to one case
studies, the teacher questionnaire was also slimmed down) in order to accommodate
the additional work noted above but also to ensure that NPCs were able to reallocate
resources to participate fully in the piloting of the iTEC toolkits. The data collection
instruments were redesigned to capture more on what aspects of iTEC were perceived
to be innovative and reactions to the iTEC technologies piloted in C4.
The ways in which the above activities address the evaluation questions are now
summarised.
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1) Do the iTEC Learning Stories
and Learning Activities and
relevant iTEC technologies
benefit learning and teaching?

•C1-C3 summary (section 2.1)
•Evaluation of C4 (section 2.4)

2) Are the iTEC Learning
Stories, Learning Activities and
iTEC technologies sustainable,
transferable and scalable?

•National case studies (section 2.2)
•Evaluation of scenario development process
(section 2.3)
•Evaluation of C4 (section 2.4)

3) Are the Learning Stories,
Learning Activities and iTEC
technologies fit for purpose?

•Evaluation of scenario development process
(section 2.3)
•Evaluation of C4 (section 2.4)

3) What are the enablers of
and barriers to adoption of
iTEC Learning Stories , Learning
Activities and iTEC
technologies?

•C1-C3 summary (section 2.1)
•National case studies (section 2.2)
•Evaluation of C4 (section 2.4)

Figure 1: Evaluation questions and activities

Work Package 5 partners and their contributions to all activities throughout the year
are summarized in Appendix 7 (section 5.7).
Three key documents are included as part of this deliverable in addition to this report
of activities conducted during period 3. They are:




ID5.6 Internal report four: Report on the fourth iTEC cycle
ID5.7 Evidence of the impact of iTEC on learning and teaching (a summary of
findings from Cycle 1 to Cycle 3)
ID5.8 National case studies of the impact of iTEC on policy and practice: A
cross-case analysis

In addition, important information is provided in the appendices. It should be noted that
the evaluation of the scenario development process is reported in Appendix 3 (section
5.3). Furthermore, the executive summary and case studies from C3 are presented in
Appendix 4 (section 5.4).
This document also refers to the following key internal deliverables which are
accessible via
http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/deliverables.


ID5.5 Internal Report Three: Report on the Third iTEC cycle
15
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This presents the full evaluation findings from C3 in relation to the evaluation
questions.


Evaluation Handbook, C3

This document outlines the procedures, protocols and data collection instruments
for NPCs in Cycle 3.


Evaluation Guide, C4

This document outlines the procedures, protocols and data collection instruments
for NPCs in C4.

1.3 Structure of the document
The report comprises two main parts, A (section 2) and B (section 3), and seven
appendices. In addition, three further documents are included separately as part of the
D5.4 submission (identified above).
Part A (section 2) reports on the impact of iTEC to date:






Cycle 1 to Cycle 3 summary findings: Evidence of the impact of iTEC on learning
and teaching (2.1)
National perspectives: The potential of iTEC to influence policy and wide-scale
practice (2.2)
The scenario development process (2.3)
Cycle 4: Evaluation results (2.4).
Taking stock: The influence of iTEC to date and evidence of innovation (2.5)

In order to conduct the national case studies of the impact potential of iTEC to influence
policy and wide-scale practice, a summary of the evidence of the impact of iTEC on
learning and teaching from C1-C3 was prepared. This was presented as a series of
assertions (for example ‘The iTEC process has positively impacted on teachers’
technology-supported teaching practices’). Each assertion is evidenced by quantitative
and qualitative data, and illustrated through selected quotations. An overview of this
paper is presented in section 2.1 and the full paper is presented separately (ID5.7).
Section 2.2 presents a summary of the key findings arising from the national case
studies. A cross-case analysis was undertaken under three themes: stakeholders’
perceptions of change /innovation enabled through iTEC; how iTEC has supported the
develop of policy and practice to date; and future plans for up-scaling/mainstreaming
iTEC. The full cross-case analysis is presented as a separate paper (ID5.8) and the
data collection instruments are presented in Appendix 2 (section 5.2).
In order to support up-scaling/mainstreaming processes, Work Package 2 produced a
scenario development toolkit (Eduvista) which was used by NPCs, teachers and other
16
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national stakeholders to develop national scenarios for piloting in Cycle 5 (C5). WP5
captured perceptions of this process through questionnaires and an NPC focus group.
A summary of the key findings is presented in section 2.3 and the full report is
presented in Appendix 3 (section 5.3).
Section 2.4 presents a summary of the interim evaluation findings for C4. In particular,
it focuses on teachers perceptions of the widget store and their perceptions of what is
innovative about the iTEC process and outputs (including technologies). The full
evaluation report is presented as a separate document (ID5.6)
Section 2.5 brings together the findings from all evaluation activities to date in relation
to impact on students and teachers, impact on up-scaling and mainstreaming, and
innovation.
Part B (section 3) of this report presents the supporting activities that have taken place
within WP5 during the third year of the project:








Refocusing the evaluation (3.1)
Supporting National Pedagogical Co-ordinators in Cycle 3 and Cycle 4 (3.2)
Collecting and analysing the data (3.3)
Triangulation visits in Cycle 3 (3.4)
Dissemination activities (3.5)
Implications for other work packages (3.6)
Lessons learned and looking forward (3.7)

Section 3.1 presents an overview of how and why the evaluation was refocused in the
spring of 2013 from the classroom to iTEC outputs and the impact at strategic level.
The evaluations at classroom level were scaled down from three case studies per cycle
per country to one case study in Cycle 4. In addition, the teacher questionnaire has
been substantially revised to gather more detailed perceptions of innovation and iTEC
technologies. Overall, the refocusing will facilitate evaluation in more depth of the iTEC
process (scenario and learning activity development), the use of iTEC technologies
and the impact of iTEC on policy and practice (in conjunction with Work Package 11).
Section 3.2 outlines the procedures adopted to support National Pedagogical
Coordinators to undertake data collection on behalf of WP5 during C3 and C4.
Section 3.3 provides an overview of the evaluation activities that took place in C3 and
C4. It also outlines the data collection processes and analytical approaches
undertaken.
Section 3.4 reports on the triangulation visit that was undertaken in C3 to validate the
data collection processes.
Section 3.5 outlines the dissemination activities related to the evaluation results that
have taken place during M25-M36 and those planned for M37 to M48. This includes
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conference presentations, webinars, documents made available on the iTEC website,
and journal articles submitted and in preparation.
Section 3.6 outlines the implications of evaluation activities in M25-M36 for five work
packages: Recommendations for:







WP2 in relation to the scenario development process
WP3 in relation to the learning activity development process and prototype
widgets (TeamUp, ReFlex)
WP4 in relation to the piloting process
WP7/WP10 in relation to the iTEC Composer/SDE
WP8 in relation to the widget store
WP11 in relation to upscaling and mainstreaming

Finally, section 3.7 summarises the lessons learned and future plans for WP5 activities
in period 4.

1.4 Introduction to Cycle 3 and Cycle 4 large-scale pilots
As described in section 3.4 below, NPCs in each country collected evaluation data in
C3 and C4, using the documentation provided by WP5. During C3 triangulation visits
were undertaken (a quality assurance process which was also adopted in C1 and C2).
The purposes of a Triangulation Visit (TV) are to:
•
•
•

Observe the NPCs (or their appointed colleague’s) case study data
collection procedures;
Ensure understanding of and adherence to the case study data collection
protocols as described in the Cycle Evaluation Handbook;
Strive for consistency of data collection procedures across the iTEC
countries.

The original intention was that each country would receive one 2-day Triangulation
Visit by a member of the WP5 evaluation team during the project (during one of the
five cycles). Where possible, the Triangulation Visit would be undertaken by a WP5
colleague who could speak the language of the country being visited. However, where
this was not possible, the lesson being observed and the other data collection activities
would be conducted in English, or the WP5 colleague would be accompanied by an
interpreter.
However, as a result of refocusing the evaluation in the latter stages of the project it
was decided that triangulation visits would no longer be undertaken. The reasons for
this were threefold. Firstly, the reduction in the number of case studies carried out by
each NPC from three per cycle to one per cycle means that NPCs are carrying out
substantially less data collection in C4 and C5. Secondly, it was more important to
carry out triangulation visits in the earlier stages of the project in order to identify where
NPCs required further guidance and support. Thirdly, the refocusing of the evaluation,
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in line with recommendations from the second project review, requires additional
resources for the national case studies and evaluation of the iTEC processes.
Therefore, it was deemed practical to reallocate resources from the triangulation visits
to the new data collection activities.
In the first three cycles, case studies were conducted in the 12 main partner countries
plus in Spain and Germany (co-ordinated by SMART). Triangulation visits were
conducted in eight countries altogether (C1: IT, TR, ES; C2: DE, FR; C3: AT, BE, PT).
Six main partner countries did not receive triangulation visits (EE, HU, IS, LT, NO, SK).
However, the NPCs in these countries benefited from the feedback arising from
triangulation visits in other countries. This feedback was used to inform revisions to the
cycle Evaluation Guides and was shared with all participants at the NPC workshops.
The evaluation of a cycle represents the completion of a cycle process taking
approximately 18 months. Each cycle starts with the development of educational
scenarios by Work Package 2 (see D2.3). Work Package 3 then follows a participatory
design process to create Learning Stories(LSs) , narrative overviews of learning
developed from the more abstract educational scenarios (see D3.3). A LS is
underpinned by a package of Learning Activities (LAs) and exemplifies how the LAs
might work together. The LA, a concrete description of a learning sequence, can be
supported, either partially or completely, by a set of provided technological tools.
Resources developed by Work Package 3 are then localised by NPCs and
disseminated to teachers participating in the piloting process. Work Package 4 offers
support to NPCs and coordinates the large scale pilots (see D4.4).
In C3, two packages of LAs were presented each exemplified by two LSs:
Package 1: Observe and Design
LAs in this package included: Design Brief, Contextual Inquiry - Observation, Product
Design, Participatory Design Workshop, Final Product Design and Reflection.
Two LSs were designed to support the implementation of the package:




Redesigning school: This LS requires students to think about spatial design
and the different motivations of people who use the space. A new space for
future use is designed based on identified current challenges in relation to
school-based activities. See for example, Appendix 4, Case Study Stories:
Slovakia, UK.
Visualizing the planet surface: This LS requires students to design a guided
walk that highlights aspects (wildlife, buildings/monuments/geographical
features) of the local environment for community members or tourists. The final
walk should be based on geocaching, a location-aware smartphone game,
Google map or printed map, or QR codes. See for example, Appendix 4, Case
Study Stories: Portugal, Norway.

Package 2: Benchmark and Design
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LAs in this package were: Design Brief, Contextual Inquiry - Benchmark, Product
Design, Participatory Design Workshop, Final Product Design and Reflection.
Two LSs were designed to support the implementation of the package:




Designing a physics simulation: This LS requires students to design a
simulation that can be used to teach a physics concept (eg friction) to other
students. The simulation can be virtual or physical. See for example, Appendix
4, Case Study Stories: France.
Designing a math learning game: This LS requires students to design a math
learning game to teach a maths concept (eg simple geometry) to younger
students. Students are asked to consider what younger students might find
challenging and what they might find engaging. See for example, Appendix 4,
Case Study Stories: Austria, Estonia, Lithuania, Slovakia, Spain, Turkey.

TeamUp was evaluated as an iTEC technology in C3. In addition, teachers were
recommended to adopt one of the following iTEC shells:





Moodle
dotLRN
Promethean ActivInspire
SMART Notebook

In C4, the LAs were Dream, Explore (Benchmark/Observation), Map, Reflect, Make,
Ask, Show, Collaborate.
The three LSs designed to support the implementation of the package were:




Learning Story 1: Tell a Story – Narrating an academic topic through audiovisual means.
Learning Story 2: Create an Object – Developing a tangible design.
Learning Story 3: Create a Game – Constructing a playful activity.

The LAs and LSs from all piloted cycles can be found on the Resources pages of the
iTEC website in all project languages (http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/learning-activities).
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2 PART A: THE IMPACT OF ITEC
This part of the deliverable presents the evidence gathered to date on the impact of
iTEC on students and teachers in the classroom, and on policy making and
mainstreaming activities at national, regional and local levels.
It is divided into five sections, presented in chronological order as activities were
completed in order to present the unfolding story of the impact of iTEC. However, it
can be navigated in different ways according to particular interests as outlined below.
For each area of interest, the relevant sections are listed in order of significance. A
summary of classroom impact, mainstreaming impact and innovation is presented in
section 2.5.

Classroom
impact

•Section 2.1: C1-C3 summaryof findings
•Section 2.4: C4 interim findings

Mainstreaming
impact

•Section 2.2: National case studies
•Section 2.3: The scenario development process
•Section 2.4: C4 interim findings
•Section 2.1: C1-C3 summary of findings

Innovation

• Section 2.4: C4 interim findings
• Section 2.2: National case studies
• Section 2.3: The scenario development process
• Section 2.1: C1-C3 summary of findings

Figure 2: Thematic structure of the report
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2.1 Cycle 1 to Cycle 3 summary findings: Evidence of the
impact of iTEC on learning and teaching
In preparation for activities undertaken in period 3, the evidence from C1 to C3 was
subjected to a meta-analysis. The full evaluation reports for each of these cycles is
available at http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/deliverables. As C3 was conducted in period
3, the executive summary and selected case studies are presented in Appendix 4 (5.4
below). The full summary report is presented in ID5.7).
The summary report presents evidence of the impact of iTEC on learning and teaching,
illustrated by selected quotations from qualitative data and graphs from quantitative
data. This addresses the first evaluation question investigated through WP5: Do iTEC
Learning Stories, Learning Activities and relevant iTEC technologies benefit teaching
and learning? In addition, the conditions for success which emerge from analyses of
barriers and enablers are briefly described (and illuminated further in the summary
report). This addresses the fourth evaluation question: What are the enablers of and
barriers to adoption of iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC
technologies?
The meta-analysis provides evidence of the impact of the iTEC processes and iTEC
resources (LSs, LAs, iTEC technologies) drawing on data provided by 827 teachers2
representing 18 different European countries. The iTEC processes include:






The scenario development process which includes a set of tools to support
scenario design at national, regional and local levels. This process has resulted
in the development of tools to identify relevant trends which could impact on
classroom change and for assessing levels of innovation in an organisation. In
addition, procedures for supporting the process of developing scenarios
involving multiple stakeholder groups are also described. An approach to
selecting scenarios for further development is also included. For more
information see D2.3.
The LA development process which takes teachers and other interested
stakeholders through the steps required to develop and document LAs including
forming a design team, selecting a scenario, and identifying design
opportunities and challenges. The LAs can be combined together to underpin a
LS or a particular application of LAs.
iTEC Teacher Training produced in collaboration with the European Schoolnet
CPDLab project supporting the implementation of scenarios created through the
iTEC project. The courses are designed to be localised and adapted for use at
national and regional levels. An online delivery format is also in development.
For more information see D4.4.

2

This is the overall number of survey responses across all three cycles. Some teachers participated in more
than one cycle.

22

iTEC Project

Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx

Teachers have been overwhelmingly positive about their experiences in iTEC and this
has been repeated across all cycles. In the first three cycles the emphasis was on the
impact on teachers’ and students’ classroom practices including pedagogies and use
of technology to support learning and teaching. This is reflected in the findings that
emerge from the meta-analysis of data from C1 to C3.
The key findings are as follows.

1. iTEC has positively
impacted on students’ :

• a) Knowledge, skills and understanding
• b) 21st century skills
• c) Movation, engagement and attitudes
• d) Learning practices

2. The iTEC process has
positively impacted on
teachers' :

• a) Technology-supported pedagogy
• b) Digital competence
• c) Motivation, engagement and attitudes

3. iTEC has the potential
to be taken to scale in
order to achieve policy
objectives through :

• a) Supporting innovation
• b) Increasing the effective use of ICT
• c) Introducing innovative technologies and tools

Figure 3: Key findings from C1-C3

Each assertion is evidenced by survey data and/or case study data3. Exemplars of the
evidence are now provided. More evidence is presented in the full summary report in
ID5.7 submitted together with this document.

3

Speech bubbles contain quotes from case study participants; rectangular boxes contain data from teacher
surveys; rounded rectangular boxes contain excerpts from case study reports.
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1. iTEC has positively impacted on students’:
a. Knowledge, skills and understanding4
66% of teachers (n=826) agreed that the
iTEC process positively impacted on their
students’ assessment data as evidenced
by their assessment data. (teacher survey)

“We had possibilities to improve our practical skills.
We liked working together, collaborating, creating
web-pages, photos, film. We have got a lot of
positive assessment, high scores – it’s especially
inspired us.” (Lithuania, student, C1)

b. 21st century skills5
“I am totally convinced that the digital learning outcomes
have been very substantial, and I think that doing the
learning story has prepared the class for using some of
the tools in a good way later on. I think that may help
increase learning also.” (Norway, Teacher, C2)

90% of teachers (n=826) agreed
that the iTEC process enabled
students to develop creative skills
and new skills for collaborative
work. (teacher survey)

c. Movation, engagement and attitudes
Figure 3: The iTEC process
led to students being deeply engaged in their
work
had a positive impact on student attitudes to
learning
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Figure 4: Impact on students' motivation, engagement and attitudes

Students enjoyed the activity. They enjoyed working outside and working in teams. The increased
interest for studying in this active way was evident. The approach is definitely innovative; the head
of school said that this way of teaching is very innovative, students enjoy it and they remember
much more when they have their own experience. (Slovakia, case study report, C1)

4

In Cycles 4 and 5 teacher surveys and case studies will gather more detailed data on the impact of iTEC on
student learning outcomes.
5

Drawing from Partnership for 21st Century Skills (http://www.p21.org/) and the Assessment and Teaching of
21st Century Skills (http://atc21s.org/) the key skills we focus on here are creativity, collaboration and digital
literacy.
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d. Learning practices
The impact on students’ learning practices (enabled through the introduction of a wider
range of digital tools) has varied according to national and local conditions, and indeed
individual teacher interpretations and implementations. The most important benefits of
iTEC identified by teachers included: an increase in student collaborative work, an
increase in student autonomy and independent learning, increased opportunities for
students to learn beyond the boundaries of the classroom, and enabling different ways
of facilitating teacher-student and student-student communication.
Figure 4: The iTEC process enabled students to ...
learn beyond the boundaries of the classroom
engage with complex, real-world problems
express their ideas in new ways
communicate with each other in new ways
communicate with the teacher in new ways
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Figure 5: Impact on learning practices
“Technology has allowed us to open up our classroom. I’m always connected and I have a
real communication with them beyond the class.” (Spain, teacher, C3)

2. The iTEC process has positively impacted on teachers :
a) Technology-supported pedagogy
97% of teachers (n=826) agreed
that the iTEC process enabled
them
to
incorporate
new
pedagogical practices and 96%
said they would adopt the process
again in the future. (teacher survey)

According to the teacher, the impact on pedagogy was largely
due to the introduction of the new technologies. Thanks to these,
kids were more autonomous in their work, allowing teacher to
assume a less central role, thus becoming a mere "facilitator". In
this way students become more responsible for the construction
of their own knowledge and skills. (Italy, case study report, C1)
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b) Digital competence
Figure 6: The iTEC process develops teachers' ...
ICT skills
knowledge of the pedagogical use of ICT
creative skills
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Figure 6: Impact on teachers' digital competence
“I wasn’t the teacher who was the most... How can I put it? I wasn’t the one who used the most computer
tools in my classroom. I used them from time to time, but not daily. So there, now, it’s really become a
class tool... And I am much more comfortable with it.” (France, teacher, C2)

c) Motivation, engagement and attitudes
“From what I can see, a higher student attainment
and a higher teacher motivation are the key
benefits.” (Austria, head teacher, C2)

84% of teachers (n=826) said they
would use ICT more often in the future
and 73% said they became more
enthusiastic about their pedagogical
practice. (teacher survey)
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3. iTEC has the potential to be taken to scale in order to achieve policy
objectives through :
a. Supporting innovation
Figure 7: Teachers believe that the iTEC process ...
has potential to lead to innovation in the
classroom
should be made available to other teachers
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Yes - definitely

Yes - probably

No

Figure 7: Potential to support innovation

“I am convinced that iTEC is an innovation not only here, in our school but also throughout Hungary.
Finally we have something useful in hand as we don’t have learning stories like that, which give us
guidelines, step by step description and ideas. I feel strongly that this is something that fills a gap.
So I’m pretty sure this will lead to more and more joining us who will incorporate modern
technologies and use them in a deliberate way.” (Hungary, ICT co-ordinator, C2)

b. Increasing the effective use of ICT
Teachers, and therefore students, increased
their use of ICT in the classroom, reporting the
use of an average of 8.2 (SD=2.7) different types
of ICT (most commonly, data capture devices,
digital
resources,
communication
tools,
collaboration tools, media authoring tools) to
support the implementation. (teacher survey)

The difference between the maths lessons
and the other lessons is that in these
lessons we work a lot with Geogebra, with
Facebook, and with Glogster and we record
things and in other lessons we don’t. In the
other lessons the most we can do is some
work on the computer once in a while.
(Portugal, student, C2)

c. Introducing innovative technologies and tools
“I never worked with Google SketchUp before
and because of this project I know how to use it
and I also learned how to develop my own
blog.” (Slovakia, student, C3)

60% of teachers (n=826) agreed that they
used digital tools that they had not used
before and 60% used TeamUp for
allocating
teams
and/or
recording
reflections. (teacher survey)
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The conditions for success are as follows (the importance of each varies according to
national and local conditions).

Access to reliable and sufficient infrastructure

Appropriate school ICT policies

Pedagogical and technical support for teachers

Teacher pedagogical and digital competence

Positive attitudes at all levels towards change

Suitable digital learning resources

Figure 8: Conditions for the successful introduction of innovation tools and technologies

Although the findings are grounded in teacher perceptions and a limited number of
case studies, the evidence of positive impact on classroom practices is compelling.
The LSs and LAs have acted as enablers, inspiring teachers to adopt a wider range of
digital tools and to embed them within their practice, using technology to support
pedagogy on a more regular basis than previously. The technology has supported the
adoption of pedagogical practices (LAs) such as reflection and collaboration. These
pedagogical practices are not new in and of themselves but the integration of LAs and
digital tools (such as blogs, social networking sites and games engines) was perceived
by teachers, students and others to make the experience of learning and teaching
different and more engaging for those involved, with a resulting positive impact on
student outcomes.
Furthermore, there is some emerging evidence that iTEC is scalable with potential to
support innovation through increasing effective use of ICT and the introduction of
innovative technologies and tools. However, due to the focus of the evaluation (on
change in classroom practices) a need to gather more detailed evidence on the
scalability and transferability of iTEC processes and outputs was identified.
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2.2 National perspectives: The potential of iTEC to
influence policy and wide-scale practice
A series of national case studies were undertaken, by WP5 and WP11 working jointly,
with a view to informing exploitation planning, in addition to gathering evaluation
evidence. The report summarises the responses from the 16 country level reports. As
well as forming a key document to inform the evaluation the data have also informed
the 3rd Exploitation Plan D11.5.3. It should be noted that the report presents an analysis
of the evidence gathered through this exercise, but does not attempt to interpret or
provide extensive commentary on the points raised (see D11.5.3 for further
contextualisation and commentary on this data). This task addresses evaluation
questions 2 and 4.
2) Are the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC technologies
sustainable, transferable and scalable?
4) What are the enablers of and barriers to adoption of iTEC Learning Stories,
Learning Activities and iTEC technologies?
The case studies are intended: to capture perceptions of change/innovation enabled
through iTEC; to capture and evaluate how iTEC has supported ICT policy
developments and implementation at national, regional and local levels; and to clarify
future plans for scaling-up iTEC processes at national, regional and local levels. Each
national case study took the form of a report based on a short survey and one or more
online interviews with NPCs, MoE representatives and other key stakeholders
(approximately 3 interviewees per country were involved). The interview questions
were devised jointly by WP5 and WP11. The data collection instruments are presented
in Appendix 3 (5.2.1 and 5.2.2). The case studies were conducted and written up by
interviewers from WP5 and WP11 between June and September 2013. Each
interviewer produced a case study report based on recordings of interviews (not
transcribed) and notes made during interviews, using a report template to ensure
consistent presentation and to facilitate thematic analysis.
As the project is still in progress and the Cycle 5 pilots are yet to be implemented
(December 2013-March 2014) the case studies will be reviewed and finalised from
March-April 2014 through a consultative process with NPCs and other interviewees if
available. This will be coordinated with the development of the national mainstreaming
strategies led by WP11.

2.2.1 Key findings
Innovation and change


The focus on pedagogy within iTEC, and the corresponding pedagogically-led
changes supported by technology, are the most innovative features of the project
for most. Examples include the changing role of teachers and students including
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students as independent learners both individually and in groups, and
opportunities for teacher collaboration.
Technological change has varied from teacher to teacher, and from country to
country, including using existing technologies to change pedagogical practices,
the adoption of new technologies and the increased use of technology in the
classroom.
The iTEC LAs, LSs and Scenarios are seen as innovative and important in
facilitating pedagogical and technological change.
The scenario development process is perceived to be one of the most innovative
aspects of the iTEC project at this point, offering a professional approach to
developing and documenting best practice and a methodology that supports
change management in schools involving ICT. However it should be noted that
at the time of this study the learning activity development process had not yet
been made available to countries and therefore interviewees were unable to
comment on this iTEC output.
Although some iTEC tools (widget store, TeamUp and the iTEC Composer/SDE)
may be useful in supporting change in the future, as yet they have not been
sufficiently developed, or deployed at a large enough scale in the project, to have
a clear impact.

Policy development





While it is important for iTEC to make efforts to link with current and future policy
developments, directly influencing policy is difficult to achieve given the
numerous factors, stakeholders and approaches that are involved in policy
making in each ministry. Fundamental issues also exist such as the timing of
policy making and whether policy relating to education and particularly innovation
and ICT exist at all.
Furthermore, the high degree of autonomy enjoyed by schools means a top-down
approach may not be the most appropriate model for mainstreaming in many
countries.
However, without support at a ministerial level, it will be difficult to address
perceptions that unreliable infrastructure and a highly prescribed curriculum are
barriers to mainstreaming.

Future plans





Support for teachers is crucial if iTEC is to be up-scaled and teachers with highly
diverse skill levels and experiences are to be involved. Support required includes
training and opportunities for collaboration to develop both digital and
pedagogical skills. Clear documentation and multimedia/video resources would
be beneficial.
Engaging with teacher education providers is challenging, particularly as
universities and teacher training institutions operate with a great degree of
autonomy in many countries.
The self-review framework and teacher ambassador scheme are broadly
supported in most countries (similar schemes have already been adopted in
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some), and the possibility of linking with similar schemes already in existence
should be investigated.
In a period when many countries are still in an economic downturn, the lack of
sustainable funding is a concern, especially when considering how to take
forward the HLG recommendations. However, some countries have ideas for
sustaining iTEC through integration with ongoing projects and existing networks.
Some countries have plans to disseminate iTEC approaches in the long term, but
in others interviewees did not yet feel it is clear where responsibility for doing this
lies.

2.2.2 Perceptions of change enabled through iTEC
Interviewees were asked to describe any changes in schools enabled by iTEC in terms
of pedagogy and technology.
The most extensive responses related to pedagogy rather than technology. However,
technology was clearly an underpinning enabler of pedagogical change and although
the pedagogical changes referred to by interviewees could be facilitated without
technology it is clear that it has played a central role. What these responses underline
is the perception that iTEC resources enable pedagogically-led change in the
classroom rather than technology-led change.

The innovation in iTEC is that it gets teachers focused from the start on rethinking their
pedagogical approach and is not technology-led. (Finland)

The concrete benefits [the interviewee] sees arising from iTEC is that it encourages schools
to start with a pedagogical scenario rather than focus on technology. He believes that this
could be the main reason why iTEC will be successful, “because it gives the teachers and
the schools the ammunition to work with technology from a pedagogical perspective.”
(Belgium)

Pedagogical change
The most commonly identified change was the different roles of students and
teachers including students as independent and autonomous learners, and
engaging in group work (12 countries).

The main benefit the iTEC materials
bring is a change in roles of learners
and teachers, with learners playing a
more active role in the learning
process. This is viewed as being a
much
needed
modernisation.
(Slovakia)

Group work and collaboration are
innovative pedagogical changes together
with increased student autonomy.
Teachers are more motivated to
“organize group learning activities and
adopt new approaches”. (France)
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There was also greater collaboration between teachers, including those not
directly involved in iTEC (three countries).
iTEC Learning activities not only move teachers out of their comfort zone in terms of the
way they teach and interact with students, but also encourage teachers to share what they
are doing with others. They are said to be “no longer afraid of a third person seeing what
is happening”. Traditionally teachers remain isolated from each other and other
stakeholders. (Austria)

The structured approach to changing practice was highlighted as an important
change (two countries).

The most radical change for Hungarian teachers is that they “can produce best practices in
a more structured way” making “the process much more professional.” (Hungary)

Technological change
In five countries teachers used existing technologies to facilitate pedagogical
change6.
Teachers continued to use more or less the same technologies and to approximately
the same extent as previously. However, there were changes in the ways in which
teachers used technology, for example, using it for collaboration. (Italy)

In four countries, it was reported that teachers used new technologies and
unfamiliar tools with one noting that using any technology in the classroom was
innovative.
Teachers have also discovered new tools
through iTEC and make more use of ICT than
they might normally, for example, TeamUp was
well-received. Googledocs, blogs and wikis
were
also well used. (The Czech Republic)
6

In many schools the only ICT
activity is in the iTEC class, usually
students using ICT and digital tools
and the teacher using an
interactive whiteboard (Portugal)

The use of existing technologies is unsurprising given that in earlier cycles there were limited opportunities to
use iTEC technologies and that there is no budget in iTEC to fund infrastructure.
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The innovative role of iTEC in facilitating the changes outlined
Eight countries noted that a library of scenarios helps to facilitate change, providing
a good structure and being easy for teachers to use.
Seven countries identified the scenario development process (or specific tools within
the process) as the most innovative iTEC output.
Eight countries identified the LAs (and LSs) as enablers of change because they
provide concrete examples, emphasize innovation and flexibility, and encourage
teachers to become learning designers.

He is “quite impressed” by the library of
iTEC scenarios that already exist and has
particularly looked at those that make
extensive use of different media. He likes
the fact that they are not too high level or
innovative as “this might scare teachers”.
(Belgium)

The scenario development toolkit
is seen as a real asset in
Hungary…it is seen to facilitate a
professional
approach
to
developing and documenting best
practice. (Hungary)

Creating
learning
activities
enabled teachers to consider
themselves learning designers, to
vary the range of activities and to
focus on what students (not the
teacher) are doing. (United
Kingdom)

The most innovative and valuable part of the
iTEC process is scenario development. [The
interviewee] liked the use of trends and
narratives (which give a useful picture and
direction, showing how to move forward).
(Portugal)

Nine countries noted the importance of iTEC support systems in facilitating change
including training through workshops and webinars, technical support and enabling
collaboration at international level.

Technical support and teacher
training was innovative in the
growing use of and confidence
in webinars and the bank of
recordings of them, and a move
away
from
face-to-face
workshops. (United Kingdom)

The opportunity for teachers to participate in
CPDLab workshops has been beneficial,
particularly enabling teachers to find out about
new technologies but also to exchange ideas with
national and international colleagues. Networking 33
with teachers from other countries has been
innovative for French teachers. (France)

iTEC Project

Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx

A focus on pedagogy was noted to be an important aspect of iTEC for facilitating
change in three countries. In another country the introduction of a ‘systemic project
framework’ was also considered to be an enabler.
The concepts of the Widget Store and iTEC Composer/SDE7 were identified as
potentially innovative but iTEC technologies had not yet been deployed at sufficient
scale in the project in order to determine if they could play a key role in facilitating
change.

2.2.3 Impact of iTEC on ICT strategies and policy development
to date
The primary mainstreaming activities to date have concerned dissemination actions.
Nine countries identified seminars/workshops/forums as activities and five countries
identified conferences that have supported up-scaling so far. Other activities include
media coverage (TV, newspapers, magazines), online dissemination (website, blog,
Facebook page), the development of training materials and presence at exhibitions.
A direct impact on strategy and policy development at this relatively early stage when
iTEC results and outputs are incomplete was felt to be unrealistic by several
interviewees. Furthermore, others argued that such an approach may not be feasible,
or even desirable, given the devolved nature of education systems in many countries.
Nevertheless a number of interviewees did identify opportunities to make connections
between iTEC and planned policy developments in their respective countries.
In four countries, interviewees felt that it was too early to expect iTEC to have had any
impact, although it may do so in the future. Five countries highlighted the challenge of
directly influencing policy due to the remit of the organisations involved in iTEC. In a
further four countries a top-down approach to mainstreaming was felt to be
inappropriate in current national contexts. In these countries, direct access to schools
through appropriate mechanisms (national networks, educational providers) may be a
more effective approach.
However, in one country interviewees were able to point to evidence that iTEC has
been mentioned in government white papers. In addition, in five countries interviewees
felt that there were opportunities for iTEC to influence strategy and policy development

7

The iTEC Composer/SDE/People & Events directory will be piloted across all countries in Cycle 5.
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in the future, particularly as iTEC aligns closely with current national interests in
technology to support learning and teaching.
Other developments, some directly resulting from iTEC and others indirectly, include
building consortiums and communities of practice, development of teacher training
resources, impact on subject associations or national networks, and impact on
commercial partners.

2.2.4 Future mainstreaming activities
Teachers participating in ITEC are likely to continue to use the new approaches they
had been introduced to (five countries). Of course up-scaling requires involvement of
new teachers; mechanisms being explored (12 countries) include in-service training
for teachers, disseminating information (including scenarios) online and integration
with other ongoing projects.
There is evidence of commitment to continuing to support the approach in six countries
but in six other countries there is less certainty about who might take responsibility for
ensuring the legacy of iTEC has continuing impact on policy and practice (BE, EE, FI,
PT, SK, TR).

Dissemination will continue through events,
workshops, conferences and through the
Sulinet teachers’ portal. There are also mailing
lists and social networking sites and groups
which will be used. Where possible
dissemination will be via other projects
(Hungary)

The Ministerial iTEC working
group will be abolished when
iTEC project ends, which is an
issue in terms of continued upscaling and mainstreaming.
(Turkey)

Conditions for up-scaling to ensure that iTEC can be fully exploited include:






Teachers’ pedagogical and digital competence (nine countries, ranked in top
seven in pre-interview survey)
 could be facilitated through training and support
Ministerial/stakeholder engagement with exploitation plans for iTEC (nine
countries)
 could be facilitated through greater engagement of High Level
Group
and
European
Schoolnet
Steering
Committee
representatives (representing partner MoEs)
Access to reliable and sufficient infrastructure (six countries)
 could be facilitated through funding and/or bring your own device
schemes
A flexible curriculum (five countries)
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 in countries where the curriculum is prescriptive some teachers are
still able to be creative and adopt new approaches within such
constraints; sharing such exemplars may help to motivate others to
consider changing their practice
Pedagogical and technical support for teachers (four countries, ranked in top
seven in pre-interview survey) particularly in relation to the complexity of iTEC
in its current form
 could be facilitated through online approaches to training and
support (webinars, MOOCs) and providing further supporting
guidance to accompany scenarios, Learning Stories, and Learning
Activities
A positive attitude to prioritizing innovation (three countries, ranked in top seven
in pre-interview survey)
 where teachers give priority to other demands on their time this
could be addressed through supporting teachers to adopt iTEC on
a smaller scale (perhaps for 1-2 lessons rather than 5-6 lessons for
example)
A positive attitude to adopting new roles, for example teachers as designers or
as facilitators of group work (three countries)
 could be facilitated through training, support and guidance
Sufficient funding for mainstreaming innovation (two countries, ranked in top
seven in pre-interview survey)
 could be addressed through integrating iTEC with current, ongoing
projects

In October 2012 the High Level Group (HLG) made three recommendations for
supporting mainstreaming:
1. Establishing a self-review framework to identify priority actions and agree plans
for future technology use in schools.
2. Intervening at the level of initial teacher training through focused pilot actions.
3. Supporting MoEs in disseminating iTEC practices through programmes such as
‘Teacher Ambassadors’ or ‘Advanced skills teachers’.
Interviewees were asked for initial reactions and to comment on the feasibility of each
recommendation in their home countries.
Self-review framework
In some countries, similar frameworks exist already (six countries) whilst in two
countries there were concerns over poor fit with national educational systems
(centralised systems, fear of potential misuse of tool). In another country it was felt that
teachers would need familiarity with iTEC to benefit from such a framework.
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Intervening in teacher training
In some countries (seven) preliminary work is already underway to integrate iTEC into
initial teacher training. In an additional two countries national developments could offer
a potential lever for the uptake of iTEC in initial teacher training. However, interviewees
from eight countries suggested that this could be challenging given the autonomy of
universities and teacher training institutions. There were more positive comments in
relation to integrating iTEC with Continuing Professional Development programmes,
particularly given the remit of many of the organisations representing MoEs in iTEC.
Establishing a teacher ambassador programme
Similar schemes already exist or are about to be launched in seven countries8 with
suggestions from some that iTEC might benefit from alignment with these existing
networks. Interviewees from a further three countries suggested that teachers involved
in iTEC are already fulfilling such a role. However, challenges to be resolved were
raised including funding (four countries), incentives for teachers (two countries) and
defining the precise nature of the role (two countries).
Hungary already have a
version of a self-review
framework, based on the
Becta framework. (Hungary)

The National Coordinator has already begun
discussion with one university with the intention of
embedding iTEC practices and methodologies in the
practice of initial teacher training. (Spain)

Turkey already has an ambassador style program planned, with organization due to be
launched in the coming year [as part of iTEC] (Turkey)

2.3 The scenario development process
The scenario development process is one of the key outputs of the project. Additional
data collection has taken place to evaluate the resources and tools developed to
support this process. This activity addresses evaluation questions 2 and 3 although is
focused on an additional output to the LSs, LAs and iTEC technologies which was not
originally foreseen.
2) Is the scenario development process sustainable, transferable and scalable?

88

In Turkey the programme will be launched as part of the iTEC project in the final year. It may not continue
once the project ends.
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3) Is the scenario development process fit for purpose?
The initial reactions and experiences of the scenario development process undertaken
at national level during the summer of 2013 have been captured and analysed. A toolkit
to support the scenario development process (re-launched as Eduvista following
revisions) was presented to NPCs in a draft form at a workshop at NFER, Slough on
January 31st and February 1st 2013. The finalised first version of the toolkit for piloting
were circulated to all NPCs in early April 2013. A follow-up online workshop was
provided by WP4 for NPCs on 30th April 2013. In May 2013 WP4 offered a 2-day faceto-face training event for teachers on the use of the Scenario Development Toolkit. 20
teachers attended representing twelve countries.
The scenario development process involves a range of stakeholders including NPCs,
teachers, curriculum experts, technology providers and students. NPCs were asked to
complete a short questionnaire describing who had been involved and how the toolkit
had been used; eleven responses were received. A focus group for NPCs was held in
June 2013 to gather perceptions on:




the use value and impact of the toolkit;
integrating the toolkit into each country’s systems;
how to improve and strengthen the toolkit.

In addition, teachers involved in the process at national level and other stakeholders
were invited to respond to a short survey via email. 13 teachers representing 9 different
countries and two stakeholders representing two countries responded to this request.
A summary of the analysis of this data is presented here. Data collection instruments
are presented with the full analysis in Appendix 4.

2.3.1 Key findings






The scenario development process is widely viewed by practitioners and policy
makers 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.
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The scenario development toolkit, once finalised, has the potential to be
included in initial teacher training programmes and continuous professional
development.

2.3.2 Overview of the scenario development process
NPCs, and colleagues, provided face-to-face training at national level although in four
countries online sessions were also facilitated. The amount of time devoted to training
varied between 4 and 45 hours, with an average of 12 hours. 60% of the participants
were teachers; other participants included commercial providers (seven countries),
teacher educators (eight countries), policy makers (six countries) and other
participants (nine countries) included pre-service teachers, members of iTEC and
university lecturers.
Post-training support is still in progress and has already been offered in five countries
through online mechanisms (webinars, forums) with plans to provide ongoing support
in five countries. Teachers and stakeholders described post-training activities such as
developing an action plan (5 teachers, 1 stakeholder), writing scenarios (1 teacher)
and reviewing scenarios that had been produced (1 teacher). Teachers felt that their
involvement in the process had been beneficial, for example in alerting them to new
technological tools.
Ten partners submitted 22 scenarios devised using the scenario development toolkit;
10 of these were selected and reviewed by the Integration Committee (WP4)9.

2.3.3 Innovation in the scenario development process
As described above in section 2.2, national case study interviewees felt that the
scenario development process is one of the most innovative outputs of iTEC to date.

Once they are
completed, [the
interviewees] believe
that the iTEC toolkits
will be of great value at
national level. (Finland,
National Case Study)

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)

9

A further five scenarios created by an expert group and during an EUN training session were also reviewed
making a total of 15.
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NPCs also described how the process stimulated thinking about how to innovate in the
classroom using technology, through identifying trends, reviewing scenarios, the use
of the Innovation Maturity Model, and/or thinking about the pedagogical applications of
specific types of technology.
“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.”
(NPC, Portugal)

“[I encouraged the] use of a different
technology in the scenario, discussed why and
how it is different. [We explicitly focused] on
the pedagogy of the technology in the
scenario. Here are some examples [of the
different tools we considered] – QR codes,
Edmodo, Mind Mapping tools, TeamUp."
(NPC, Promethean)

Although too early to evidence the impact of the process (from a national
implementation perspective), NPCs felt that identifying trends, the innovation matrix
and the scenario selection process were potentially valuable aspects of the toolkit.
Teachers enjoyed participating, describing their experiences as ‘stimulating’,
‘engaging’ and ‘inspiring’.

2.3.4 Benefits of the scenario development process
Potential benefits were identified by respondents as:







Supporting curriculum planning
Fostering collaboration between different stakeholders
Discovering new pedagogical practices
Discovering new technologies
Facilitating a structured, professional approach to developing and documenting
best practice
Flexibility to respond to local, regional or national issues

“…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 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)
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2.3.5 Improving the toolkit
NPCs made suggestions about how the first draft of the toolkit (version 1, April 2013)
could be improved. These suggestions have been taken into consideration in the
further development of the toolkit, prior to its relaunch under the title of Eduvista.
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Simplifying the documentation and process.
Improving the presentation (online access, introduction, video tutorials).
Adopting vocabulary that translates easily and is more familiar to teachers.
Inclusion of more practical examples.
Integrating the toolkit with the iTEC Composer/SDE.
Allowing more time for implementation of the process.
Incorporating suggestions for assessment.
Incentivising/facilitating teacher engagement.

NPCs felt that the toolkit has potential to support initial teacher training; at least seven
countries are already engaged in activities to encourage initial teacher training
institutions to adopt the toolkit.
Additional ideas to sustain and embed the toolkit at national level emerged from the
national case studies reported in section 2.2 above.

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)

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)

2.4 Cycle 4: Evaluation results
The iTEC Internal Deliverable 5.5 reports on the evaluation of the project’s Cycle 4
(C4) large-scale pilots between April 2013 and June 2013. The full report is included
in ID5.6,
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The focus of C4 pilots was on ‘real world’ challenges, that is, challenges related to the
sociocultural context of students and which are personally meaningful to them. In this
cycle, three LSs were presented to teachers, underpinned by a set of eight Learning
Activities. The LSs were ‘Tell a Story’; ‘Create an Object’; and ‘Create a Game’. The
most popular LS was ‘Tell a Story’ chosen by 55% of teachers responding to the
survey. This LS is easily applicable across a range of subjects and the process of
producing stories would already be familiar to the majority of teachers and students.
As in previous iTEC cycles, teachers have taken the iTEC resources and used them
as sources of inspiration, adopting and adapting elements according to their own
needs and situations. As a consequence, each implementation is unique to the
teacher.
There were four evaluation questions in C4, assessing the extent to which iTEC LSs,
LAs and technologies benefited teaching and learning and were sustainable and
scalable and fit for purpose, and assessing the barriers and enablers to
implementation10. A mixed methods approach was used with quantitative data on
each teacher’s prior experience and context, together with their implementation of the
LS, being collected via a ‘Teacher Questionnaire’. In C4 the Teacher Questionnaire
was substantially revised to focus more explicitly on teachers’ perceptions of what they
found innovative and of the iTEC technologies. 342 teachers responded to the C4
questionnaire, representing 424 pilots11 across 19 countries. This represents 49% of
874 pilots conducted in C4. In 13 countries, case study data was also collected12,
which included a lesson observation and interviews with the teacher, students, head
teacher and ICT co-ordinator. Teacher focus groups were conducted in ten countries.
A summary of the main findings from C4 is now presented in relation to the four
evaluation questions.
1) Do the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and relevant iTEC
technologies benefit learning and teaching?
2) Are the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC technologies
sustainable, transferable and scalable?
3) Are the Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC technologies fit for
purpose?
4) What are the enablers of and barriers to adoption of iTEC Learning Stories,
Learning Activities and iTEC technologies?

10

The fifth evaluation question, evaluating the piloting process itself is reported on in D4.4 produced by WP4.

11

Some teachers conducted two pilots (ie implemented iTEC with two separate cohorts of learners).

12

One case study was conducted in each country with the exception of Turkey, where five case studies were
conducted.
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2.4.1 Do the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and
relevant iTEC technologies benefit learning and teaching?
As in previous cycles, across all countries, the iTEC LSs, LAs and iTEC technologies
impacted positively on student attainment, motivation and 21st century skills.
Participation also had a positive impact on teacher competences, attitudes and
motivation. The majority of teachers were confident that the iTEC LSs, LAs and
technologies have the potential to lead to pedagogical innovation (87%, n=342)
and technological innovation (81%, n=342) in the classroom as new digital tools
were introduced and technology was used in novel ways, and used more extensively
to support pedagogical innovation.
In line with the iTEC approach designed to foster incremental innovation, through the
project, teachers are motivated to expand the range of pedagogies and
technologies they use and to develop their teaching in new, innovative ways, in
particular to support learning beyond the classroom.
The iTEC resources were reported to be beneficial for teaching and learning in a variety
of ways. These benefits are described below in relation to four assertions:

iTEC improves student learning outcomes

iTEC helps develop teacher competences

iTEC brings about innovative pedagogy

iTEC brings about innovative technology use

Figure 9: Benefits for learning and teaching

1) iTEC improves student learning outcomes
More than 70% of teachers surveyed (n=326) believed that iTEC led to improvements
in students’: creativity, collaboration skills, digital literacy, communication skills,
problem-solving skills, independent learning and critical thinking. The common
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reasons given by survey respondents to account for these improvements were:
increased opportunities for collaboration (55 respondents, 20%), students’ greater
responsibility for learning (44 respondents, 16%), increased student motivation (42
respondents, 15%) and the use of technology to support learning (40 respondents,
14%). Additional improvements emerging from C4 case study data were an increase
in students’ confidence (1 teacher focus group, 6 case studies) and students being
better prepared for the job market (2 teacher focus groups, 4 case studies). As in
previous cycles, a positive impact on student engagement was also identified in both
survey and case study data (31 survey respondents, 7 focus groups and 12 case
studies).
71% of teachers surveyed (n=326) felt that their students’ level of attainment had
increased. A positive impact on attainment was also identified in six case studies and
five teacher focus groups. The reasons most commonly suggested to account for this
improvement in attainment were: greater student motivation (73 respondents, 31%),
increased collaboration (29 respondents, 13%) and additional use of technology (24
respondents, 10%).
2) iTEC helps develop teacher competences
As in previous cycles, iTEC had a positive impact on digital competency (3 teacher
focus groups, 6 case studies) and teacher motivation (5 teacher focus groups, 2 case
studies). Teachers are continuing to introduce new technologies; to use technologies
for different purposes; and to use technologies in a more integrated way throughout
their teaching as described below.
3) iTEC brings about innovative pedagogy
87% of teachers (n=342) agreed that the LSs and LAs have the potential to lead
to pedagogical innovation in the classroom, with 89% agreeing that there had
been a noticeable difference in their pedagogy during piloting. The most common
explanation given was the changing role of students as they began to take on new
roles, as peer assessors (1 teacher focus group, 5 case studies), teacher trainers (2
teacher focus groups, 2 case studies), managers of their own learning (1 teacher
focus group, 3 case studies) and peer tutors (4 case studies). In some cases,
students worked with teacher to co-design approaches to learning (2 teacher focus
groups, 3 case studies). Greater student autonomy (26 survey responses, 5 teacher
focus groups, 7 case studies) and an increase in group work (24 survey responses,
5 case studies) were also noted.
The role of the teacher was also perceived to have changed (27 survey respondents,
4 teacher focus groups, 8 case studies) with teachers stating that they had acted as
coaches, mentors and guides. Moving away from the front of the class, they have
found new ways to support students and to communicate with them as they became
more independent in their learning.
Approaches to assessment altered through the introduction of technology (2 teacher
focus groups, 3 case studies). Teachers mentioned online assessment (online
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questionnaires, multiple choice questions via the interactive whiteboard), assessing
digital artefacts, self- and peer-assessment and easy access to student work. The
introduction of cross-curricular approaches was felt to be innovative by some
teachers (1 teacher focus group, 5 case studies). Facilitating student reflection
(supported by tools such as TeamUp ReFlex and blogs) was seen to be novel (3
teacher focus groups, 4 case studies). Mind-mapping (supported by Popplet13 and a
range of other mind-mapping tools) was noted as innovative by a few participants (12
survey respondents, 1 teacher focus group, 2 case studies).
As in previous cycles, teachers reported using a wide range of types of digital tools.
Four out of five teachers said they used five or more different types of digital tools
during the implementation. Technology was used on a more regular basis and utilised
throughout the learning process by teachers. In addition, student use of technology
was noted to have increased and this was considered innovative by some teachers.
Student uses included producing innovative outputs (2 teacher focus groups, 3 case
studies) and supporting group work (1 teacher focus group, 3 case studies). Teachers
are also changed the ways in which they used technology, in particular to support
learning beyond the classroom (2 teacher focus groups, 5 case studies) and to ‘flip’
learning (2 case studies).
TeamUp was used to support classroom management (2 teacher focus groups, 2 case
studies), student engagement (1 teacher focus group, 2 case studies) and effective
reflection (3 case studies). Eight of 22 teachers who used ReFlex and expressed an
opinion felt that it helped students to reflect deeply and improve their work.
The most important potential benefits14 of the Widget Store were identified by survey
respondents as: accessibility of resources (21 respondents); a structured approach (18
respondents); access to a variety of widgets (13 respondents); ease of use (11
respondents); efficiency and time-saving (11 respondents); and motivational for
teachers and students (11 respondents).
4) iTEC brings about innovative technology use
81% of teachers (n=342) felt that the LS they implemented had the potential to
lead to technological innovation in the classroom. On a scale of 1 (not at all
different) to 10 (radically different) teachers rated how differently their use of
technology had been, the mean rating being 6.0 (SD=2.4, mode=7). 34% of teachers
felt that this was due to the introduction of new digital tools. 11% of teachers
said that they used technology to facilitate different kinds of learning activities
than they had done previously. 10% of teachers said that students’ use of
technology in the classroom had increased and 9% noted that they were now

13

http://popplet.com/

14

Teachers were asked an open question in the survey asking them to identify the potential benefits of the
Widget Store. The relatively small numbers of teachers identifying each of the themes reported here reflects
the fact that individual teachers have varied views and have experienced iTEC in different ways
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using technology more regularly and in a more integrated way. When asked what
the digital tools enabled teachers to do which was different from their previous practice,
96% identified at least one way in which learning had been enhanced. 49 teachers
(15%) referred to new kinds of creative activities, for example the production of videos,
games and 3D models. 35 teachers (15%) identified the use of digital tools to facilitate
collaboration both between students and between teachers. 31 teachers (9%) felt that
digital tools facilitated access to a wider range of research resources.
When asked how their pedagogy had changed, the second most common explanation
given by survey respondents was the integration of new technologies 15 (48 teachers,
14%). Teachers agreed that TeamUp has potential to lead to both technological
innovation (63%, n=214) and pedagogical innovation (64%, n=214) in the
classroom. The majority of teachers who used ReFlex agreed that it has potential
to lead to both technological innovation (22 of 27) and pedagogical innovation
(23 of 27) in the classroom. 76% of teachers (n=126) agreed that the Widget Store
has potential to lead to technological innovation16 in the classroom whilst 83%
agreed it had the potential to enable teachers to discover new digital tools and
services. Other tools identified as innovative (mentioned by individuals) were: videoediting software, tablets, virtual worlds, project management tools, and mind-mapping
software.

Differences between countries17: Teachers in Finland, France and the UK were most
likely to indicate that technology was being used for new learning activities, while
teachers in Estonia most frequently identified the fact that students had a more active
role in determining the use of technology, and those in Norway were most inclined to
say they were using technology more regularly.
The use of technology to support creative activities was most frequently mentioned by
teachers from Estonia, Portugal, Slovakia and the UK. While those from Spain were
the most likely to say digital tools had enhanced collaboration, those from Austria most
likely to mention the impact on student engagement; those from Italy most likely to
refer to student communication; and teachers from Israel most commonly referred to
monitoring and increasing the visibility of student work.
TeamUp was used by the largest proportions of teachers in Spain, Israel, Italy,
Lithuania, Portugal and Turkey. The Widget Store was used by the largest numbers of
teachers in Turkey, Italy, Portugal, Lithuania and France. The iTEC Composer/SDE

15

Technologies that had not been used previously to support learning and teaching.

16

Teachers were not asked whether or not the iTEC Widget Store has the potential to lead to pedagogical
innovation as it is primarily a classroom management tool.
17

Differences identified are those where at least 20% of teachers surveyed (or at least two teachers if the
sample size was less that 10) indicated a particular response.
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has only been used in Austria to date while ReFlex has been used by very small
numbers of teachers (responding to the survey) from ten countries.
The factors thought to influence improvements in learning outcomes and attainment
varied somewhat from country to country. Increased collaboration was most frequently
identified as factor among teachers from the Czech Republic, Finland, Hungary and
Italy. Greater student autonomy was most commonly mentioned by teachers from
Estonia, Finland, Israel, Norway, Slovakia and Spain. Student motivation was most
likely to be identified by teachers from the Austria, Belgium, Estonia, Czech Republic,
Germany, France, Lithuania, Portugal, Spain and the UK. The use of technology
featured most frequently among the reasons suggested by teachers from Italy and
Spain.

2.4.2 Are the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and
iTEC technologies sustainable, transferable and scalable?
Many teachers have plans to use the iTEC technologies, LSs, LAs or other aspects of
the iTEC approach again. Some intend to try the approach with another class; others
are keen to embed iTEC technologies as part of everyday practice; and some expect
to design new teaching activities using the iTEC methodology. iTEC tools and
approaches are also being transferred to other teachers within the pilot schools,
supporting mainstreaming at a local level. Unsurprisingly, transfer to teachers in
other schools has been limited to date and more support at a national or international
level may be required to encourage teachers to disseminate their experiences more
widely.
iTEC teachers will continue to use iTEC outputs in the future
86% of teachers responding to the survey said they would use the LSs and LAs again
and between 71% and 81% would use the iTEC technologies (TeamUp: n=214,
ReFlex: n=27, the Widget Store: n=126) again. Case study data also confirm teachers’
intentions to continue to use iTEC resources in the future (5 teacher focus groups, 8
case studies) including re-using the same LS, continuing to embed technologies, and
re-using the LAs.
There is evidence that iTEC is already being transferred to other teachers in the
pilot schools and this activity is expected to increase
87% of teachers said that they would recommend the LSs and LAs to other teachers,
with between 70% and 85% indicating they would recommend iTEC technologies
(TeamUp, ReFlex, the Widget Store) to others. 83% of teachers said they had shared
their experience of LSs and LAs outside iTEC, with 23 of 27 teachers sharing their
experience of ReFlex and 63% of teachers sharing their experience of TeamUp. There
is some evidence that other teachers in pilot schools have started to make use of iTEC
resources (3 case studies) or have expressed an interest in finding out more (8 case
studies). Inevitably, teachers in some schools have found more interest among their
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colleagues than others with some indicating that colleagues were unlikely to be
interested in innovative pedagogies or technologies (1 teacher focus group, 3 case
studies). Some head teachers interviewed had become actively involved in
disseminating iTEC (5 case studies) whilst others were broadly supportive but less
actively involved.
So far, transfer to teachers in other schools has been more limited
Individual teachers appear reluctant to recommend iTEC to teachers in other schools
for a variety of reasons (including lack of technical skills and confidence). There were
two examples of teachers engaged in such dissemination in the case study data: one
presenting at a conference for maths teachers and one about to become a teacher
trainer who said they would share their experience with students. Some perceive a
centralized approach to dissemination as preferable to a piecemeal approach relying
on individual teachers.
Differences between countries: Teachers in Austria and Italy were least likely to use
LSs and LAs again and those from the same two countries, plus France were least
likely to recommend LSs and LAs to other teachers. Teachers in Austria, the Czech
Republic, Spain (SMART), Finland, France, Italy, Portugal and Turkey were least likely
to either use TeamUp again or to recommend it to other teachers. Teachers from
France and Italy were the least likely to use the Widget Store again and the same two
countries, plus teachers from Lithuania, were least likely to recommend it to other
teachers.
Differences in sustainability, transferability and scalability across countries are
explored in more depth in the National Case Studies presented in D5.4 (to be updated
for D5.5, due M46).

2.4.3 Are the Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC
technologies fit for purpose?
Overall, the LSs, LAs and iTEC technologies (TeamUp, ReFlex, the Widget Store)
were received positively by teachers. The LSs and LAs were perceived as flexible
and practical resources which supported innovation. TeamUp was felt to have
value for student engagement, classroom management and effective reflection.
The Widget Store is seen as potentially useful as a structured and efficient way to
access motivating resources, providing more support is provided to help teachers to
find and use widgets and the range of high quality widgets is expanded. Feedback on
ReFlex was positive, but this tool needs to be piloted more widely.
The findings are now summarised in relation to four assertions.
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Learning Stories and Learning Activities are usable, flexible and enable change
in pedagogical and technological practices
The case study interviews suggested that teachers view LSs and LAs as flexible,
practical and stimulating resources, which encourage teachers to experiment and
make changes to their everyday practices. In particular, the LSs and LAs appear to
encourage teachers to make use of new technologies (eg widgets, mind mapping
software, video editing software) and to use technologies for new purposes. 71% of
survey respondents agreed that they were able to adapt the LS to meet their needs
without help. Examples of the novel ways in which teachers used technologies
included: to support the development of innovative outputs (eg games, videos,
models); to focus on more challenging aspects of pedagogy, such as reflection; to
consider new assessment and monitoring methods; to reconsider their own role; and
to work more closely with colleagues from other curriculum areas.
TeamUp has potential to be innovative and beneficial
As described above, around two-thirds of teachers surveyed believe that TeamUp has
the potential to lead to pedagogical and technical innovation. Providing it is seen
to be reliable, it has the potential to support the development of critical reflection
skills among students as well as having benefits for classroom management and
student engagement. There were challenges for some teachers in relation to student
resistance and insufficient infrastructure. Suggestions for improvement include
linking to other tools (to import student registers for example) and nominating students
as expert users.
ReFlex users were positive but it requires piloting at larger scale
ReFlex was only used by a small proportion of teachers responding to the evaluation.
Like TeamUp it has the potential to support the development of critical reflection
skills among students, offering functionality that is not available through other tools.
However, as an early prototype tool there are a number of technical and usability
problems that need to be resolved (for example, program crashes, difficult to use, timeconsuming).
The concept of the Widget Store was positively received; it should be developed
further
Positive feedback was received about the Widget Store. It is seen as providing
access to a variety of resources in a structured fashion, which can save time and
motivate students and teachers. However, teachers need more support to use the
Widget Store effectively, especially if they are not familiar with using widgets. Work is
also needed to ensure that a good range of high quality widgets is available and
that it is easy for teachers to find widgets suitable for their needs (eg across subject
areas, languages, age groups).
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Differences between countries: Teachers from Germany (SMART), France, Italy and
Lithuania were most likely to say they required help in adapting the LS to suit their
needs.
Accessibility of resources in the Widget Store was most likely to be identified as a
benefit by teachers from Austria, while the structured approach offered was most
commonly mentioned as a benefit by teachers from Portugal. Teachers from Italy most
frequently mentioned a lack of teacher support as a problem; those from Austria
appeared most concerned about the time required to learn to use the Widget Store
effectively; and those from France were most likely to mention the limited range and
quality of widgets. Overall, teachers from France and Italy appeared least positive in
their feedback on the Widget Store.
Teachers from Austria, Belgium, Spain (SMART), Finland, France, Hungary, Italy and
Portugal were least likely to be convinced of the potential of TeamUp to lead to both
the pedagogical and technological innovation.
The numbers using ReFlex are too small detect differences between countries and in
C4 The iTEC Composer/SDE was only piloted in Austria.

2.4.4 What are the enablers of and barriers to adoption of iTEC
Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC
technologies?
Reiterating findings from previous cycles, conditions for success in relation to the
adoption of iTEC LSs, LAs and iTEC technologies are: a positive attitude to change at
all levels, access to reliable and sufficient infrastructure, technical support, institutional
readiness for innovation and, teacher and student digital competence.
In C4 data on barriers and enablers were collected through case studies and teacher
focus groups only. Challenges faced when using iTEC technologies are reported under
evaluation question 3 above.
Conditions for success
A positive attitude to change at all levels As in previous cycles a positive student
attitude was one of the most important conditions for success identified by teachers
(8 teacher focus groups, 10 case studies). A positive teacher attitude is also
important. Teachers need to be open to new ideas and ways of teaching, willing to
learn, and happy to embrace the use of technology in the classroom (5 teacher focus
groups, 12 case studies). Parental support was identified as an enabler (1 teacher
focus group, 7 case studies).
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Access to reliable and sufficient infrastructure
Adequate infrastructure in schools (6 teacher focus groups, 11 case studies) and in
students’ homes (7 case studies) is seen to be important. School policies exploring
the use of Bring Your Own Device continues to be explored by individual institutions
as a potential enabler (1 teacher focus group, 1 case study).
Technical support for teachers
Adequate technical support is an important condition for success (2 teachers focus
groups, 7 case studies).

Institutional readiness for innovation
Organisational culture and ethos was considered an important enabler including fit
with school ethos (6 case studies), school involvement in similar projects (4 case
studies) and a supportive head teacher (6 of 9 head teacher interviews, 78% of survey
respondents, 1 teacher focus group, 1 case study). Curriculum fit is important (7 case
studies). Sufficient time to implement iTEC Learning Stories and Learning Activities
within the curriculum was the most commonly cited condition for success (7 teacher
focus groups, 10 case studies).
In addition, flexibility in the curriculum and assessment requirements are
necessary (5 teacher focus groups, 3 case studies).

Teacher and student digital competence
Adequate student skills in digital literacy and 21st century skills were also identified
as enablers (2 teacher focus groups, 9 case studies). Furthermore, teachers’ skills
and previous experiences were also considered to enable change to take place (4
teacher focus groups, 8 case studies).
As the data relating to barriers and enablers is based on a single case study for each
country (plus a focus group for some), it is not valid to comment on differences between
countries. However, each of the barriers and enablers mentioned in the transcripts or
notes for each country are listed within ID5.6, Chapter 4.
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2.5 Taking stock: The impact of iTEC to date and evidence
of innovation
Drawing together the evaluation findings to date, including the C1-C3 summary of
findings, the national case studies of impact on policy and practice and the C4
evaluation interim findings, the evidence of impact on students and teachers, upscaling and mainstreaming, and innovation is now presented.

2.5.1 Impact on students and teachers
Teachers perceive that iTEC has had a positive impact on students’ knowledge, skills
and understanding; 21st century skills; motivation, engagement and attitudes; and
learning practices. Two thirds of teachers agreed that iTEC impacted positively on their
students’ assessment as evidenced by their assessment data (C1-C3 summary: 66%,
n=826; C4: 71%, n=326). In C4 this was explored in more depth. More than 70% of
teachers agreed that iTEC led to improvements in the following skills: creativity,
collaboration, digital literacy, communication, problem-solving, independent learning
and critical thinking. Reasons given for impacts on learning outcomes included
increased collaboration, greater student autonomy, increased student motivation and
the use of technology to support learning and teaching. Participating in iTEC was
perceived to have a positive impact on student engagement and attitudes (C1-C3
summary: 82% student engagement, 78% student attitude, n=826; C4: 7 teacher focus
groups, 12 case studies).
Other changes in practices include learning beyond the boundaries of the classroom,
different teacher and student roles, and different ways of teachers and students
communicating with each other. As students became more active and more
responsible for their learning, teachers adopted a facilitator role. Whilst teachers have
highlighted the impact of iTEC in terms of their pedagogical practice, use of technology
in the classroom has become more regular and embedded throughout learning and
three out of five teachers (C1-C3 summary) have adopted digital tools that they had
not used to support learning and teaching previously. The pedagogical practices that
are highlighted in the evaluation data and that teachers describe are underpinned by
technology-use. Changes in technology-enabled pedagogical practices are discussed
further in section 2.5.3.
iTEC has positively impacted on teachers’ technology-supported pedagogy (C1-C3
summary: 97% of teachers, n=826; C4: 89%, n=342), digital competence (C1-C3
summary: 80% of teachers, n=826, C4: 3 teacher focus groups, 6 case studies) and
motivation, engagement and attitudes (C1-C3 summary: 73% of teachers, n=826; C4:
5 teacher focus groups, 2 case studies).

2.5.2 Impact on up-scaling and mainstreaming
Across the four cycles of large-scale piloting to date teachers have been very positive
about their experiences and consistently claim that they will continue to use ideas from
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LSs and LAs in their future practice (C1-C3 summary: 96% of teachers, n=826; C4:
86% of teachers, n=342). Of those teachers who tried iTEC technologies (TeamUp,
ReFlex, the iTEC Widget Store) in C4, about three quarters said they would continue
to use them in the future.
Up-scaling at local level has increased over the four cycles to date. Teachers agreed
that they would recommend the iTEC process to other teachers (C1-C3 summary: 97%
of teachers, n=826; C4: 86% of teachers, n=342). Around three quarters of teachers
who used iTEC technologies in C4 agreed that they would recommend them to others.
83% of teachers in C4 (n=342) agreed that they had shared their experience of LSs
and LAs with colleagues not involved in iTEC within their own school. To date, transfer
to teachers in non-iTEC schools has been limited though some individuals have
engaged in dissemination outside their own school. Dissemination within and beyond
school has taken place due to teacher enthusiasm rather than a deliberate project
strategy or requirement to do so.
A direct impact on strategy and policy development at this relatively early stage when
iTEC results and outputs are incomplete was felt to be unrealistic (national case
studies). Furthermore, such an approach may not be feasible, or even desirable, given
the devolved nature of education systems in many countries. Nevertheless, a number
of interviewees did identify opportunities to make connections between iTEC and
planned policy developments in their respective countries.
Up-scaling and mainstreaming approaches will naturally differ from country to country
and be affected by fit with current strategies and policies, influence of policy makers at
regional and local levels, and existing networks, practices and schemes in relation to
supporting ICT in education. The primary mainstreaming activities to date have
concerned dissemination through national networks (facilitated online through portals,
forums and social media tools) and activities such as conferences and workshops.
Future plans (7 national case studies) include: integration with other ongoing projects,
disseminating information online and commercial training.
There are, however, barriers to mainstreaming:







Influencing relevant policy makers (where iTEC partners do not have direct
links);
Limited infrastructure and curriculum constraints;
Teachers’ lack of digital skills;
Lack of technical and pedagogical support;
Teacher training institutions operate autonomously and the benefits of
integrating iTEC processes and outputs in programmes may not be appreciated;
Continued dissemination without dedicated funding will be challenging in some
countries.

There is a need to support engagement with policy makers through the iTEC High
Level Group and European Schoolnet Steering Committee representatives. Training
and support mechanisms need to be put in place. Training should include guidance on
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how to introduce change in classroom practices when infrastructure is limited and the
curriculum is tightly controlled. Further guidance and marketing materials would be
beneficial in relation to engaging teacher training institutions and mainstreaming the
iTEC toolkits.

2.5.3 Innovation
Innovation in the iTEC project relates to both the outputs (and hence the legacy of
iTEC) and the impact of these outputs on classroom practices as evidenced through
the large-scale piloting that has taken place (four cycles to date). To a lesser extent,
some aspects of the iTEC support systems were perceived to be innovative.
Scenario development process, Learning Activities and Learning Stories
As described above the scenario development process includes a set of tools (e.g.
trends analysis, innovation maturity modelling, scenario template) to support scenario
design at national, regional and local levels. At this stage, the scenario development
process is perceived to be the most innovative output of the iTEC project (7 national
case studies) offering a professional approach to developing and documenting best
practice that is capable of engaging teachers with different levels of ICT competence.
The process supports an original approach to rethinking pedagogy with technology that
is not technology-led but pedagogically-led. It also enables teachers “to consider
themselves learning designers, to vary the range of activities and to focus on what
students (not the teacher) are doing” (UK national case study report). It brings a wider
range of stakeholders together, enables a focus on local priorities and provides a
standardised approach. NPCs (who piloted the scenario development process at
national level) felt that identifying trends, the innovation matrix and the scenario
selection process were potentially valuable tools.
The outcomes of the process (resulting from development at project level to date rather
than at national level), the LSs and LAs, are perceived to offer a structured approach
for introducing new technologies into classroom practices. These resources are seen
by many to be innovative for teachers and important enablers of change (8 national
case studies) because they provide concrete and well-structured examples,
emphasise innovation and offer flexibility whilst being easy to use.
iTEC technologies
Most interviewees in national case studies were unable to comment on the iTEC
Widget Store and iTEC Composer/SDE due to limited knowledge about these tools
which were still in an early deployment stage. However, the concepts behind them
were identified as potentially innovative. During C4, teachers were asked to use iTEC
technology prototype tools: TeamUp (available since C1), ReFlex and the iTEC Widget
Store.
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Teachers who used TeamUp felt that it has potential to lead to both pedagogical
innovation (64%, n=214) and technological innovation (63%, n=214) in the classroom.
Using a digital tool to facilitate reflection was perceived to be innovative.
The majority of teachers who used ReFlex felt that it has potential to lead to both
technological innovation (22 of 27) and pedagogical innovation (23 of 27) in the
classroom. As with TeamUp, the innovative aspect was using a digital tool to facilitate
reflection. It was seen to provide simple functionality not yet available through other
tools.
76% of teachers (n=126) who used the ITEC Widget Store felt that it has potential to
lead to technological innovation in the classroom whilst 83% agreed that it has the
potential to enable teachers to discover new digital tools and services. The potential
benefits offered by the iTEC Widget Store are: easy access to a one-stop-shop for
widgets, access to a wider range of tools, great efficiency in relation to classroom
management, and increased engagement (both teachers and students).
Classroom practices
Teachers participating in iTEC pilots have reported changes in technology-supported
pedagogy. The nature of these changes varied from individual to individual. The
filtering processes adopted at European, national, regional and local levels in relation
to the selection, presentation and uptake of LSs and LAs have led to the majority of
teachers making incremental rather than radical changes. This is only natural given
the nature of education and the risks and challenges involved in relation to radical
change. It also reflects the ethos adopted throughout iTEC: that the resources provided
should be a source of inspiration for teachers, introducing them to new pedagogical
approaches and new technologies, and not a prescriptive lesson plan. NPCs and
teachers have naturally selected and adapted resources to best meet national and
local needs.
The library of LSs and LAs created to support piloting did indeed provide new ideas to
teachers in relation to the integration of different technologies to support new
pedagogical practices (97% of teachers, C1-C3 summary, 87% of teachers C4
evaluation). Examples include: changing teacher and student roles; working in teams;
collaboration both between students and between students and their teacher;
collecting data outside the classroom; student autonomy; student reflection; and new
creative activities (video production, game creation, 3D models). Teachers used new
or existing digital tools to support this. Unsurprisingly, individual teachers have very
different views on what is innovative for them personally, leading to a lack of consensus
on what aspects of the LSs and LAs in particular are novel (C3 evaluation report,
ID5.5). When changes are primarily incremental, innovation is difficult to describe or
quantify as what is innovative to one teacher can be normal practice to another.
In relation to technology, more regular and increased use of technology in the
classroom was perceived to be new for both teachers and students. In many cases,
use of technology by students per se was seen to be novel (Portugal national case
study, 9 of 17 student group interviews in C3). Teachers also used a wider range of
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different types of digital tools (most commonly for data capture, digital resources,
communication tools, collaboration tools, media authoring tools, C1-C3 summary).
In C4, 81% of teachers said that their use of technology changed when implementing
the LS. Of those who provided an explanation they said that this was due to:





the use of new digital tools (34% of teachers),
using tools to facilitate different types of learning activity (11% of teachers),
students’ increased use of technology (10% of teachers),
more regular and embedded use of technology by the teacher (9% of teachers).

Teachers discovered and used digital tools that they had not used before (60% of
teachers, C1-C3 summary) inspired by the suggestions for tool use identified to
support LAs18. For example: TeamUp, ReFlex, the iTEC Widget Store, Corkboard.me,
voicethread, Sketchup, Scratch, Popplet, blogs such as Blogger, cloud storage such
as Dropbox, AudioBoo, Instagram, Facebook.
iTEC support systems
The iTEC support systems were considered to be innovative for teachers (7 national
case studies). In particular, the growth in use of webinars to facilitate online training
and the opportunities for teachers to network with international colleagues both online
and in face-to-face workshops were seen to be innovative for the teachers involved.

2.5.4Concluding remarks
The iTEC process and outputs have positively impacted on both students and teachers
including engagement, skills and classroom practices. Teachers have been
overwhelmingly positive about their experiences and consistently claim that they will
continue to use the ideas from LSs and LAs in their future practice. Up-scaling at local
level has increased over the four cycles to date (for example, teachers sharing their
experiences with their peers). The primary mainstreaming activities to date at national
level have been dissemination. Where iTEC aligns closely with current national
interests in technology to support teaching and learning there may be opportunities for
project outputs to influence strategy and policy development in the future. The iTEC
process brings about innovative pedagogy facilitated through innovative technology
use (new technologies or using existing technologies in new ways). The scenario
development process is perceived to be the most innovative output of the iTEC project
thus far, offering a professional approach to developing and documenting best practice
that is capable of engaging teachers with different levels of ICT competence. The LSs
and LAs are perceived to offer a structured approach for introducing new technologies

18

A Learning Activity description includes suggestions for a range of digital tools suitable for supporting the
pedagogical activity.
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into classroom practices. The iTEC technologies piloted so far (TeamUp, the iTEC
Widget Store, ReFlex) have the potential to lead to innovation in the classroom.
The next part of this deliverable documents the supporting activities that have taken
place during period 3 in relation to WP5 tasks and concludes with implications for other
work packages and lessons learned/looking forward.
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3 PART B: SUPPORTING ACTIVITIES IN WP5
3.1 Refocusing the evaluation
Following feedback from the second project review and the subsequent revision of the
Exploitation Plan (D11.5.2, Ellis, 2013), the project adapted the evaluation plan in the
latter stages of the project in order to provide more evidence related to how the iTEC
processes had the potential to be exploited and up-scaled.
The rationale for this refocus was:



To capture and document the innovative iTEC processes which could support
mainstreaming
To shift the focus of evaluation from classroom impact to strategic impact

To place greater emphasis on the evaluation of iTEC technologies To support this
refinement of the evaluation plan, it was necessary to consolidate evaluation work
undertaken to January 2013 (C1, C2 and C3). An additional internal deliverable was
produced to provide a consolidated report on the evidence gained from the first iTEC
cycles, highlighting the impact of iTEC on innovation in the classroom, and the barriers
to up-scaling. An overview of this document is presented in section 0 above and it is
included in full as ID5.8.
The iTEC processes as described in section 2.1 above include the scenario
development process, the design of LAs, technical support and teacher training.
The scenario development process is one of the key outputs of the iTEC project. As
described above it includes a set of tools to support scenario design at national,
regional and local levels. This process has resulted in the development of tools to
identify relevant trends which could impact on classroom change and be used to
assess levels of innovation in an organisation. In addition, procedures for supporting
the process of developing scenarios involving multiple stakeholder groups are also
described. An approach to selecting scenarios for further development is also included.
For more information see D2.3.
The scenario development process involves a range of stakeholders including NPCs,
teachers, curriculum experts, technology providers and students. NPCs were asked to
complete a short questionnaire describing who had been involved and how the toolkit
had been used. A focus group for NPCs was held in June 2013 to gather perceptions
on:




the use value and impact of the Toolkit;
integrating the Toolkit into each country’s systems;
how to improve and strengthen the Toolkit.
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In addition, teachers involved in the process at national level and other stakeholders
were invited to respond to a short survey via email. 13 teachers representing 9 different
countries and two stakeholders representing two countries responded to this request.
Some NPCs did not complete the scenario development process until September
2013. The preliminary analysis of this data is presented below in section 2.4. Data
collection instruments are presented in Appendix 4 (section 5.4).
The toolkit to support the design of LAs (Edukata) will be piloted by NPCs, teachers
and other stakeholders in the autumn of 2013. The outcomes of the evaluation of this
part of the process will be reported in the final deliverable from WP5 (D5.5, due M46).
A similar data collection approach will be undertaken as for the evaluation of the
Scenario Development Toolkit: pre-focus group questionnaires to NPCs, a focus group
with NPCs in the spring of 2014 and email surveys of other participants involved in the
process.
To evaluate the strategic impact of iTEC, National Case Studies have been conducted
(in collaboration with WP11) through group interviews with NPCs, MoE representatives
and other key stakeholders (3 interviewees per country) from June-August 2013. The
preliminary findings will be discussed during the iTEC Mainstreaming Event in October
2013. As the project is still in progress and C5 is yet to be implemented (December
2013-March 2014), the case studies will also be reviewed and revised from MarchApril 2014 through a consultative process with NPCs and other interviewees if
available. The case studies are intended: to capture perceptions of change/innovation
enabled through iTEC; to capture and evaluate how iTEC has supported ICT policy
developments and implementation at national, regional and local levels; and to clarify
future plans for scaling-up iTEC processes at national, regional and local levels. The
findings to date are presented in section 2.2 above. The interviewees were asked to
complete a pre-interview questionnaire about mainstreaming activities undertaken to
date and perceptions of likelihood of identified potential barriers to mainstreaming at
national level. The data collection instruments are presented in Appendix 2 (section
5.2).
From C4 classroom impact is continuing to be evaluated but on a smaller scale as
the evidence from Cycles 1-3 is substantial, positive and confirmatory. The number of
case studies conducted each cycle has been reduced from three per country to one
per country. NPCs have been requested to ensure that teachers selected for case
studies are using iTEC technologies and/or radically innovative scenarios and/or
nationally developed scenarios. The teacher survey has been reduced in length.
Moreover, the focus of the case studies and survey has been refined to more explicitly
identify what teachers feel is innovative about iTEC (in relation to pedagogy and
technology) and what their perceptions of the iTEC technologies are. Data gathered
from teacher conversations in the iTEC European online community and a sample of
national communities will also be analysed and used to inform the C4 and C5
evaluation reports. These amendments have been made in response to comments
made at second periodic review.
As the iTEC project has progressed, there has been an increase in the iTEC
technologies that have been introduced to teachers during piloting. As the iTEC
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technologies, whilst being proof of concept, will be one of the outputs of the project, it
is important to capture teacher perceptions about the potential of these innovative
ideas. Therefore, a greater focus has been placed on gathering data from teachers
about the use of iTEC technologies in C4 and C5.
In C4 the technologies included: TeamUp, ReFlex and the Widget Store. TeamUp is a
prototype tool, developed by Aalto University, designed to organise students into
groups by interests and also enabling students to record reflections. ReFlex, another
prototype tool developed by Aalto University, enables students to build up a series of
reflections about their learning activities which are subsequently displayed on a
timeline. The Widget Store provides a means of curating resources (widgets) and
moving them easily between learning platforms. Teachers are able to create their own
widgets to add to the store. Users can rate and review the widgets. An evaluation of
the Widget Store in C4 is presented in section 2.4.3.
In C5, the iTEC the Composer/SDE will be piloted in addition to those technologies
offered in C4. The iTEC Composer is a planning tool for teachers, incorporating a
recommender system taking account of local technical settings and a People and
Events directory facilitating access to experts and enable teachers to link classroom
activities to national and international events.
The use of the iTEC
Composer/SDE/People and Events directory has been intrinsically linked with the
design process in Edukata (the Learning Activity development toolkit) enabling piloting
to take place at scale in Cycle 5.
The findings from the above work, particularly regarding the national case studies and
perceptions of what is innovative about iTEC, will feed into the third version of the
Exploitation Plan in M37 as well as being incorporated in this deliverable and the final
evaluation report (D5.5, M46).

3.2 Supporting National Pedagogical Co-ordinators in
Cycle 3 and Cycle 4
Although they are education experts, NPCs are not professional researchers and
support for the data collection element of their role has been provided by Work
Package 5.
As in previous cycles, in addition to the workshops outlined below NPCs also sought
help and guidance during C3 and C4 in relation to evaluation procedures on an
individual basis either through email, telephone, a forum in the Teacher Community or
in face-to-face settings such as the General Assembly.
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Cycle 3
NPCs were provided with a revised WP5 Evaluation Handbook for C3 and with a onehour briefing session on September 24th 2012.
The Evaluation Handbook (originally produced in the first year of the project) was
revised following C2 to incorporate changes in relation to ethical procedures and to
address issues in relation to data collection (undertaken by NPCs) that became
apparent during analysis of C2 data. It includes the evaluation objectives and detailed
descriptions of the research instruments and protocols.
The session was run online via Flashmeeting and recorded for those NPCs who were
unable to attend. NPCs were informed about the major changes to the evaluation
approach in C3. Firstly, the changes in the pilot management tool (managed by WP4)
were highlighted together with important changes to the administration of the teacher
questionnaire. From C3 this was administered by WP5 directly to teachers through an
email invitation sent via SurveyMonkey. This enabled non-responders to be reminded
easily and NPCs were only asked to intervene when a number of reminders had been
sent. This minimised the work that NPCs were required to undertake. For C3 ethical
procedures were also strengthened and NPCs were invited to act either as Data
Controllers (following national guidelines for ethical procedures and passing
anonymised data to WP5) or Data Processors (collecting informed consent from
participants and following WP5 procedures for data handling). NPCs were also
reminded to probe further when interviewees responded only with a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer
to an interview. They were also reminded to include verbatim quotations in the case
study reports to evidence any claims made.
Issues raised by NPCs primarily concerned the changes in relation to ethical
procedures. For example, one NPC explained that in her country consent forms had
already been developed and used. It was suggested that they could continue to be
used as long as the information in the exemplar consent form was covered in some
way.
Cycle 4
NPCs were provided with revised evaluation guidance for C4 and a one-hour briefing
session on March 14th 2013.
The document to support NPCs was renamed to reflect the substantial changes that
took place as a result of refocusing the evaluation from the classroom to strategic
impact (see section 3.1). It was named ‘C4 Evaluation Guide’ to differentiate it from the
handbook that had previously been used (in C1-C3). The document was slimmed down
as far as possible. An annotated version was sent to NPCs (with comment boxes) to
draw their attention to the main changes. The comments were covered in the
Workshop.


New objectives for C4 (and C5) as a result of refocusing from classroom impact
to strategic impact
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Change from 3 case studies to 1 case study per country, raw data only
Teacher multimedia stories optional rather than mandatory
Evaluation of scenario development process
o NPC survey
o NPC focus group
Evaluation of impact of iTEC on policy and practice
o Recommending interviewees
o Participating as an interviewee if appropriate
Additional activity for C4 evaluation – teacher focus group
o Conduct teacher focus group on iTEC technologies
o Arrange for independent scribe to record content of discussion
Amendments to teacher questionnaire
Revised interview questions and new prompts
New lesson observation note sheet for recording observed lesson

In addition, NPCs were encouraged to focus on the potential of iTEC technologies
rather than the bugs/usability issues likely to be present due to prototype status.
Issues were raised in relation to the timescales/deadlines and some clarifications on
the process required for teacher focus groups. NPCs were told that WP5 understood
that the deadlines were challenging and it was hoped that they would do their best to
fulfill the requirements. Demands on NPCs for the evaluation had been reduced
substantially to account for the additional workload. The number of case studies were
reduced from one to three; there was no longer a requirement for NPCs to write case
study reports (just provide raw data) and WP5 administered the teacher survey directly
via SurveyMonkey (reminders could be sent out by WP5 rather than NPCs).
The Evaluation Guide was revised slightly in light of the feedback from NPCs and
circulated to all NPCs on the 19th March. NPCs were also reminded that they could ask
questions at any time.

3.3 Collecting and analysing the data
NPCs collected evaluation data in C3 and C4, using the documentation provided by
WP5 (see section 3.2 above):




They supported administration of one online survey in each cycle (managed and
administered by MMU) through providing teacher email addresses and
encouraging their teachers to respond:
o Teacher Questionnaire (on the experience of piloting the chosen
Learning Story, in C4 focusing more heavily on perceptions of innovation
in relation to pedagogy and technology rather than impact on
pedagogical practices)
They conducted three case studies in C3 and one case study in C4 involving:
o Lesson observation
o Interview with classroom teacher
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o
o
o
o

Group interview with 6-8 students
Interview with head teacher
Interview with ICT co-ordinator (if applicable)
Teacher-authored multimedia story of the experience (optional from C3)

In C3, NPCs produced a short case study report for two of the three case studies and
arranged for transcription and translation of all data from the third case study. In C4,
NPCs arranged for transcription and translation of all data collected in relation to the
single case study they were asked to conduct. In C3 NPCs completed a questionnaire
about their role in the piloting process. In C4 NPCs reported to WP4 only about the
piloting process but this data was taken into account in the evaluation.
The Associate Partners (from the Czech Republic and Finland) were not obliged to
undertake case studies and in C3 and C4 (as in C1 and C2) chose not to do so. The
industry partners (SMART and Promethean) were also not obliged to undertake case
studies. As in previous cycles, SMART chose to undertake case studies in one of the
two participating countries. Promethean did not undertake full case studies but
encouraged participating teachers to produce multimedia stories.
As in previous cycles, the qualitative data and iTEC Multimedia Stories (iMmS) varied
considerably in terms of levels of detail and the richness of the data.
Data about the subject area, age range and size of cohort were provided by the NPC
for each cohort via the Pilot Management Tool (overseen by Work Package 4). The
Teacher Questionnaire in C3 and C4 required teachers to explicitly identify which LS
and which LAs they included in the implementation.
As in previous cycles, qualitative data were coded using a framework derived from
combining Kozma’s conceptual framework for the SITES-M2 study, student-centred
pedagogical strategies, enablers including a range of digital tools, usability,
sustainability/transferability/scalability and the piloting process (including support,
benefits and shortcomings).

3.3.1Cycle 3 overview
C3 was undertaken between September 2012 and December 2012. As described
above, the two packages of LAs and exemplar LSs that were piloted were:
 LAs: Observe and Design
o LS: Redesigning school (RS)
o LS: Visualising the planet surface (VPS)
 LAs: Benchmark and Design
o LS: Designing a physics simulation (DPS)
o LS: Designing a math learning game (DMG)
18 countries participated in C3. As in previous cycles, in some countries only a very
small number of teachers participated. Overall, NPCs reported that 578
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pilots were implemented. 334 teachers responded to the survey representing 403
pilots19, a response rate overall of 70%. 13 countries participated in pilot case study
data collection.
As in previous cycles the majority of respondents were experienced and ICT
competent teachers; 50% of them were also involved in other initiatives, indicating
their positive attitude towards technology and innovation.
As in previous cycles, teachers took the resources and used them as sources of
inspiration, adopting and adapting elements of them according to their own needs
and situations. As a consequence, each implementation was unique to the teacher.
Teachers reported using a wide variety of digital tools to support the implementation,
the majority using between four and seven different tools, the five most common
being for data capture, communication, media authoring, accessing digital resources
and collaboration.
The most popular LSs were DMG, offered in 11 countries and chosen by 39% of
teachers, and RS, offered in nine countries and chosen by 30% of the teachers.
These two LSs were the most generic, whereas the other two present
specific challenges: VPS requires some activities to take place outside school (thus
requiring additional organization) and DPS is subject-specific.
There were five evaluation questions in C3, assessing the extent to which iTEC LSs,
LAs and iTEC technologies benefited teaching and learning and were sustainable
and scalable and fit for purpose, assessing the barriers and enablers to
implementation, and evaluating the piloting process itself.
Table 1: Overview of data collected in C3
Country

Austria
Belgium
Czech
Republic
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
(SM)
Hungary
Israel
19

No.
pilots

No.
evaluations

No. pilots
represented
by
evaluations

Response
rate (%)

Case
studies

iMmS
(optional)

NPC Q

20 11
84 44
14 7

20
49
14

100%
58%
100%

3
3
N/A

0
0
0

Yes
Yes
No

38
26
15
8

21
25
14
5

36
26
14
6

95%
100%
93%
75%

3
N/A
3
N/A

4
1
3
N/A

Yes
Yes
Yes
N/A

54 43
9 5

46
8

85%
89%

3
3

3
0

Yes
Yes

In some cases teachers piloted the iTEC resources and technologies with two cohorts of students.
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14
70
23
2

10
29
15
2

33 3520
25 12
29 2021
3
82
29
578

2
27
7
334

10
47
16
2

71%
67%
70%
100%

3
3
3
N/A

0
0
1
N/A

Yes
Yes
Yes
N/A

33
13
22

100%
52%
76%

3
3
3

0
5
0

N/A
Yes
Yes

2
28
11
403

67%
34%
38%
70%

N/A
12
N/A
36

N/A
0
3
20

N/A
Yes
No
13

3.3.2Cycle 4 overview
C4 was undertaken between March 2013 and June 201322. As described above one
package of LAs were piloted with three exemplar LSs:




Learning Story 1: Tell a Story – Narrating an academic topic through audiovisual means. (188 teachers surveyed representing 233 pilots)
Learning Story 2: Create an Object – Developing a tangible design. (73
teachers surveyed representing 86 pilots)
Learning Story 3: Create a Game – Constructing a playful activity. (55 teachers
surveyed representing 69 pilots).

The most popular LS was Tell a Story, chosen by 55% of teachers. This was the most
generic idea which was most easily adaptable across a wide range of subject areas.
19 countries participated in C3. As in previous cycles, in some countries only a very
small number of teachers participated. Overall, NPCs reported that a high total 874
pilots were implemented. 342 teachers responded to the survey representing 424
pilots23, a response rate overall of 50%. This response rate (lower than that of C3
which was 70%) represents the challenges faced in collecting data from teachers
when the end of the piloting period coincided with the end of the school year and
teachers were beginning their summer vacations. As in C3, 13 countries participated
in pilot case study data collection.

20

In each of two pilots, two teachers co-taught the class

21

In each of two pilots, two teachers co-taught the class

22

In some a small number of countries the pilots continued until July 2013.

23

In some cases teachers piloted the iTEC resources and technologies with two cohorts of students.
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As in previous cycles, the majority of respondents were experienced and ICT
competent teachers; 64% of them were also involved in other initiatives, indicating
their positive attitude towards positive attitudes to technology and innovation.
As in previous cycles, teachers have taken the resources and used them as sources
of inspiration, adopting and adapting elements of them according to their own needs
and situations. As a consequence, each implementation is unique to the teacher.
The majority of teachers surveyed said they used between 6 and 10 different types of
digital tool during the pilot of the LS. Four out of five teachers used a minimum of five
different types of digital tools. In addition, 70% of teachers used an iTEC shell (Moodle,
dotLRN, Promethean ActivInspire, SMART Notebook or another).
There were four evaluation questions in C4, assessing the extent to which iTEC LSs,
LAs and technologies benefited teaching and learning and were sustainable and
scalable and fit for purpose, and assessing the barriers and enablers to
implementation24.
Table 2: Overview of data collected in C4
Partner/Country

Austria
Belgium
Czech Republic
Estonia
Finland
France
Hungary
Israel
Italy
Lithuania
Norway
Portugal
Promethean/Spain
Promethean/UK
Slovakia
SMART/Germany
SMART/Netherlands
SMART/Poland
SMART/Spain

24

No.
pilots

76
38
14
30
56
21
41
39
28
101
23
35
7
68
20
5
1
2
73

No.
evaluations

No.
pilots
represented
by
evaluations

Respons
e rate (%)

No.
of
focus
groups

No.
of
case
studies

17
7
7
13
22
16
27
8
22
35
12
26
1
12
13
4
0
0
38

29
12
14
25
23
16
31
15
22
48
13
26
1
19
15
4
0
0
45

38%
32%
100%
83%
41%
76%
76%
38%
79%
48%
56%
80%
14%
28%
75%
80%
0%
0%
62%

1
1
N/A
1
N/A
0
1
1
1
1
0
1
N/A
N/A
0
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

1
1
N/A
1
N/A
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
N/A
N/A
1
N/A
N/A
N/A
1

The fifth evaluation question, evaluating the piloting process itself is reported on in D4.4 produced by WP4.
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SMART/UK
Turkey
Totals

6 5
190 57
874 342

5
62
424

83%
33%
50%

1
1
10

N/A
5
17

3.4 Triangulation visits in Cycle 3
Towards the end of C3, Triangulation Visits were carried out in three countries:
Table 3: Triangulation visits

Country

Date of TV

TVisitor

Austria

11.12.12

WP4 colleague fluent in German

Belgium

7.12.12

WP4 colleague fluent in Dutch

Portugal

6.12.12

Maureen Haldane + WP4 colleague
fluent in Portuguese

There were no issues arising in either Country A or C in C3, suggesting that the NPC
training and TVisitor guidance/training has addressed most of the remaining
weaknesses in the data collection and TVisit processes.
In Country B, one aspect of the lesson observation, student group interview and other
data collection requirements were each registered as non-compliant as they were only
partially fulfilled. However, as no further comments were noted in the triangulation visit
checklist, it is not possible to suggest how compliance could have been improved in
this country.

3.5 Dissemination activities
During period 2 a number of dissemination activities have taken place in relation to
WP5.




The evaluation findings from C1 were presented at the British Educational
Research Association conference in Manchester, UK in September 2012.
The evaluation findings from C1 were also presented at the European
Conference on Educational Research in Cadiz, Spain in September 2012.
A webinar on the C2 evaluation results was presented on Monday 17th
December 2012.
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The C2 evaluation report was made available on the iTEC results page and
promoted through the March 2013 newsletter and a blog post on 19 th March
2013 (1297 views)
A webinar on the C3 evaluation results was presented on Wednesday 24 th April
2013.
The C1-C3 summary was made available on the iTEC results’ page and
promoted through a blog post (iTEC news) on 26th July 2013 (over 1500 views)
and through a press release on September 17th 2013.
A paper on the role of the iTEC process in sustaining innovation in the
classroom was presented at the European Conference on Educational
Research in Istanbul, Turkey, in September 2013.

A number of journal articles are now in preparation:
Table 4: Journal articles in preparation

Provisional title

Authors

Target journal

Date
submitted/plan
to submit

How well do existing
information literacy
models support
innovative teaching and
learning?

Sarah McNicol

Library &
Information
Science
Research

July 2013

Accuracy, uncertainty
and new technologies

Sarah
McNicol,

Mathematics
Teaching

June 2013
(provisional date
for publication
January 2014)

British Journal of
Educational
Technology
Undecided

October 2013

Sven Olaf
Brekke,
Venke Nesse,
Jorun Irene
Tokheim,

Sustaining innovation in
the classroom: The role
of the iTEC process
The changing role of
teachers and students
Promoting creativity
through technology:
teacher and learner
experiences

Ola Berge
Cathy Lewin

Sarah McNicol
Cathy Lewin

October 2013

Journal of
November 2013
Computer
Assisted Learning
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iTEC learning activities
as a model for
information literacy
The impact of one-toone technology
Putting the learner in
the driving seat: the
impact of iTEC on the
learning experience
Reflecting on Bloom’s
Taxonomy in
technology-supported
pedagogy
The impact of iTEC on
schools in Spain
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Sarah McNicol

Undecided

December 2013

Sarah
McNicol, Fabia
Hully
Cathy Lewin

Undecided

January 2014

Computers &
Education

February 2014

Sarah McNicol

Undecided

February 2014

Beatriz
Manzano,
Sarah McNicol

Undecided

February 2014

3.6 Implications for other work packages
3.6.1Scenario development (WP 2)
1.
2. Support the development of a wider range of scenarios at national/regional/local
level (matched to local priorities) making use of Eduvista.
3. Offer teachers innovative ideas which can be applied using commonplace
technologies (including some that are not reliant on networking capabilities) and
low-tech resources, alongside the more pioneering and disruptive ideas.
4. Simplify the process and accompanying documentation.
5. Make materials produced accessible for teachers through the use of
comprehensible vocabulary and different media formats (text, video, podcast etc).
6. Include practical exemplars in accompanying documentation.
7. Include suggestions for assessment.
8. Integrate with other iTEC outputs such as the iTEC Composer/SDE.
9. Incorporate evidence of benefits of scenario development process in marketing
materials.

3.6.2Learning Activity (LA) development (WP 3)
10. Ensure that there are clear links between iTEC technologies (eg the Widget Store,
People and Events directory) and the LAs.
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11. Ensure LAs and Edukata are linked effectively with the iTEC Composer/SDE.
12. Support the development of a wider range of LAs at national/regional/local level,
making use of Edukata.
13. Make materials produced accessible for teachers through different media formats
(text, video, podcast etc).

3.6.3TeamUp/ReFlex (WP 3)
14. Provide guidance / examples to develop students’ reflection skills through the use
of these tools.
15. Ensure any remaining technical issues are fixed (or provide detailed guidance on
dealing with these), then ensure teachers are aware that these tools are now
reliable. Guidance on how to install TeamUp on a local server should also be
provided.

3.6.4Piloting (WP 4)25
16. Support MoEs and NPCs to include Initial Teacher Education providers/trainees in
a pilot for C5.
17. Consider ways to integrate examples of good practice posted by teachers in partner
online communities with the teacher stories included within the iTEC website.
18. Review the videos and examples of student work posted on the ‘Students
collaborate’ Facebook group to determine whether it would be appropriate to
incorporate these into the iTEC website to consolidate outputs and raise visibility.
19. Consider alternative (additional) platforms to the iTEC website/forum.

3.6.5The iTEC Composer/SDE (WP7/WP10)
20. Ensure the iTEC Composer/SDE is linked effectively with LAs and Edukata.
21. Provide guidance on the use of the iTEC Composer/SDE suitable for trainee and
newly qualified teachers.

3.6.6Widget Store (WP 8)
22. Improve the moderation procedure for the Widget Store to ensure that all widgets
are of an acceptable quality.
23. Improve resource discovery methods associated with the site (eg search, tagging,
categorisation).
24. Work with WP3 to link widgets with each LA (possibly based on the process
conducted in Portugal).

25

Other recommendations relating to the piloting process are reported in D4.4.

70

iTEC Project

Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx

25. Provide more support for teachers (including training, written guidance and possible
online video demonstrations) to help them to find, use and create widgets. (The
work undertaken in Portugal may provide a model for some aspects of this).
26. Work with teachers to develop the range of widgets available (including widgets in
national languages).

3.6.7Scaling up (WP 11)
27. At European level, WP11 partners should develop mechanisms (or support) to
facilitate transfer to other teachers beyond the individual school as teachers appear
reluctant to do this alone.
Finally, in order to support scaling–up, investment may be required at national level in
order to address all or some of the following barriers identified in iTEC pilots. It should
be noted data reported in the national case studies report suggests that some
recommendations are already being followed up to varying degrees.
28. Recommendations for iTEC MoEs and other stakeholders at a national level (see
also recommendation 29 – infrastructure and technical support - and
recommendation 30 – teacher competence development - below.
a. Analyse WP4 data in relation to website visitors (unique visits, by country)
to determine the reach of iTEC beyond project participants.
b. Scale up the iTEC process to national level. Evaluation of the iTEC process
has shown that it can lead to change and innovation classrooms and that
teachers have been enthusiastic and inspired.
c. Ensure that national support structures are in place to maximise the benefits
offered through iTEC processes and resources. Around one third of teachers
needed support to adapt the resources to meet their needs. Some possible
routes include online resources, links to other projects, school advisors and
commercial providers.
d. Nominate and support teachers who have been involved in several cycles
as iTEC ambassadors to share their experiences and support other
teachers, thus ensuring the approach spreads in their own school and other
schools. Consideration needs to be given to funding for such a scheme and
incentives for teachers and it may be possible to combine the role of iTEC
ambassadors with similar programmes (eg eTwinning ambassadors).
e. Facilitate national dissemination and events (eg workshops, meetings,
exhibitions) led by iTEC ambassadors (see ID5.8 for examples of
dissemination activities). Responsibility for leading this should be assigned
to a relevant stakeholder.
f. Encourage the development of national and local online communities as
they support the uptake of iTEC processes and resources. Local
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communities of practice provide opportunities for local support and
dissemination of practices. This is more likely to happen when there are
several teachers from a single school (or cluster of schools) engaged in
scenario implementation.
g. Consider offering national teacher incentives, including release from
classroom teaching, supporting training and opportunities for accreditation.
Time is the biggest perceived barrier for teachers; teachers need to feel their
investment is appreciated.
h. Translate iTEC case studies and disseminate them widely through national
online communities and CPD networks to maximise reach.
i. Where appropriate, look for opportunities to incorporate iTEC findings into
national ICT policy and strategy documents.
j. Where appropriate, consider support structures for facilitating
mainstreaming through bottom-up mechanisms (via schools directly rather
than national policy making).
29. Infrastructure and technical support
Technical challenges are still the most frequently mentioned barrier.
a. Invest in the development of ICT infrastructure, including the provision of
reliable and sufficient access to the internet.
b. Prioritise the provision of ICT technical support and ICT pedagogical support
within schools (or across clusters of schools).
c. Review national/regional/local school ICT policies to encourage the use of
student-owned devices (BYOD) in school contexts.
d. Review national/regional/local ICT policies to encourage the sharing of
resources (especially resources which are costly, but used infrequently eg
3D printers) between schools (and between schools and
colleges/universities or other community organisations).
30. Teacher competence development:
a. Develop national/regional/local pre- and in-service programmes to increase
teachers’ ICT technical and pedagogical skills. Provide training/guidance for
teachers on: managing group working; supporting students’ reflection and
peer feedback; assessing 21st century skills such as critical thinking and
problem-solving; and supporting students in online environments.
b. Produce national resources to facilitate the development of teachers’ ICT
skills (guides, screencasts, video tutorials, online helpdesks).
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c. Liaise with initial teacher training providers and teachers responsible for
mentoring newly qualified teachers to introduce the iTEC Composer/SDE to
teachers to support lesson planning during the early stages of their careers.
d. Create opportunities for teachers to meet in face-to-face settings (the
inclusion of dissemination/training activities in national teacher conferences
through presentations/workshops for example);
e. Foster positive teacher, student and parent attitudes to change and the use
of technology to support teaching and learning, and develop strategies to
engage head teachers and senior managers.
f. Liaise with other projects that are similar in mission in order to seek mutual
benefit and enhancement of impact.
The above recommendations support those made by the iTEC Higher Level Group in
October 2012 (Dykes & Ayre, 2012):






The development of a review framework would ensure that appropriate actions
are prioritised to maximise the impact at school level of any MoE investment in
infrastructure, technical support and teacher competence development (see for
example recommendations 29 and 30).
A review of initial teacher training programmes would ensure that teachers
develop appropriate technical and pedagogical competences, enabling them to
adopt and adapt iTEC resources (see for example recommendation 7a).
Develop a community of iTEC ambassadors to stimulate uptake of iTEC
resources and participate in national events promoting the benefits of iTEC as
part of a blueprint for mainstreaming (see for example recommendations 5d
and 5e).

3.7 Lessons learned and looking forward
In order to support NPCs in C5, the Evaluation Guide distributed prior to C4 will be
reviewed and updated. A workshop will be offered in November 2013 to inform NPCs
of any changes to data collection and provide an opportunity for them to ask questions.
Facilitating the online survey directly through SurveyMonkey reduced the burden on
NPCs as reminders can be sent automatically. The response rate for C4 was
substantially lower than in C3. This could be attributable to the challenge of managing
data collection from a larger sample, as was the case in C4, and also to the timing of
the survey, the end of the school academic year. In C5 the survey will be administered
at the end of the spring term before many schools break up for Easter holidays. The
surveys will be made available earlier than previously and greater efforts will be made
to encourage non-responders to participate, enlisting the help of NPCs as necessary.
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The analytical approach undertaken for C2, to analyse quantitative data separately for
each country then conduct a meta-analysis, proved to be too demanding on resources.
Instead, a compromise has been adopted with some analyses undertaken by
aggregating country data and selected questions analysed separately for each country.
This enables some commentary on differences between countries to be made whilst
ensuring that the analyses are manageable.
To date, efforts to engage other researchers in the analysis of data have not been
fruitful for various reasons. Anonymised data have been shared with project partners
on request. For example, Work Package 3 have requested all data to date relating to
TeamUp and ReFlex. A new approach under investigation is the recruitment of
research institutions as Associate Partners. This will be pursued between October
2013 and December 2013. Data from the evaluation of C1-C4 will be anonymised and
made publicly available via the iTEC website. This will be promoted at national level
via partners involved in iTEC. Data from C5 will be made available as soon as possible
after its preparation for analysis in April 2014.
The first phase of the national case studies has been completed. The original plan
involved conducting more in-depth case studies in 2-3 countries. However, it is unclear
whether or not further research of this nature would be insightful as mainstreaming
activities in all countries are still at an early stage. Undertaking further case studies will
be reviewed following the iTEC mainstreaming event in October 2013. Irrespective of
the decision made, interviewees from all countries will be asked to review the national
case studies prior to the end of the project in order to capture the most up to date
information about mainstreaming activities.
Tasks to be undertaken in period 4 are:












Webinar on C4 evaluation results.
Dissemination of evaluation results through journal publications and
conference presentations.
Review and revision of Evaluation Guidance for NPCs.
Workshop for NPCs to support data collection in C5.
Preparation of online surveys for C5 including new questions on the iTEC
Composer and relevant features such as the recommender, and People and
Events directory.
Large-scale evaluation of the final technical prototypes: iTEC Composer, SDE
and People and Events directory.
Evaluation of learning activity development process including a focus group for
NPCs on their experiences and an email survey for teachers and other
stakeholders.
Analysis of C5 evaluation data and writing the Cycle 5 evaluation report.
Webinar on C5 evaluation results.
Review and revision of national case studies of the impact of iTEC on policy
and practice.
Final evaluation report (D5.5)
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The final evaluation report (D5.5) will present the evidence of the impact of iTEC on
learning and teaching, evaluations of the iTEC outputs and iTEC technologies, and
evidence of the potential of iTEC for influencing policy and wide-scale practice.
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5 APPENDICES
5.1 Appendix 1: Acronyms
5.1.1 Country Codes
AT Austria

FR France

PT Portugal

CZ The Czech Republic

HU Hungary

SK Slovakia

DE Germany

IS Israel

TR Turkey

EE Estonia

IT Italy

UK United Kingdom

ES Spain

LT Lithuania

FI Finland

NO Norway

5.1.2 Other Acronyms
C1 Cycle 1
C2 Cycle 2
C3 Cycle 3
C4 Cycle 4
LA Learning Activity
LS Learning Story
NPC National Pedagogical Coordinator
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5.2 Appendix 2: National case studies of the impact of iTEC on policy and practice:
Data collection instruments
5.2.1 Pre-interview questionnaire

iTEC: Dissemination and up-scaling
Please complete this template and send it back to <provide email details here> at your earliest convenience (and no later than 24 hours
before our interview date).
Country:
Your name:
1) Please list the activities that have taken place to date to support mainstreaming of iTEC processes (eg training, dissemination):
Activity

At what level has this taken place
(national, regional, local)

Which organisations have been
involved so far (eg initial teacher
training providers, government
agencies)?

77

Considering the results of the Survey of Schools: ICT in Education and other research findings as they relate to your country:
2) To what extent is each of the following likely to be a barrier to scaling up iTEC outcomes in schools in your country?
Type of barrier

a) ‘Pedagogical’ inhibitors

Barrier

Please rate
from 1 = Not
at all to 5 =
Very likely

i) Teachers’ insufficient ICT skills (inc. pedagogical use of ICT in class)
ii) Students’ insufficient ICT skills
iii) Lack of support and training for teachers
iv) Inflexibility of the curriculum and assessment
v) Other <please specify here>

b) Technical infrastructure
in schools

i) Not enough <please specify of what here>?
ii) Out of date, unreliable
iii) Slow bandwidth
iv) Lack of connectedness (VLE accessible to all 24/7)
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v) Lack of technical support for teachers
vi) School policies (eg locked down systems, personally owned mobile phones not
allowed)
vii) Other <please specify here>
c) Institutional / systemic
barriers

i) Pressure of examinations
ii) Timetabling
iii) Constraints of space in school buildings and classrooms difficulties
iv) School culture and negative attitudes from students, teachers and parents
v) Political and economic realities
vi) Other <please specify here>

3) Which are the main barriers in the list above and how might they be overcome:
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5.2.2 Interview schedule
Interviewer introduces iTEC, outlines the exploitable outputs and the impact of the iTEC process
(ascertain whether or not interviewees have read the Evidence of the Impact of iTEC).
Introduction (10 mins)
1. What is your role?
2. Briefly describe your prior knowledge of, or involvement in, iTEC
A. Perceptions of change/innovation enabled through iTEC (20 mins)
Drawing on the summary of evaluation findings to date and thinking about the impact of the iTEC
process <page references here>:
1. Describe any changes in schools that have been enabled as a result of iTEC so far in your
country in terms of:
a. Pedagogy (including curriculum, teaching and learning approaches, learning
management, professional development, and assessment)
b. Technology (i.e. access to and use of ICT equipment, services and applications)
2. Which of the changes you describe are the most innovative / radical / far-reaching in your
country? Can you say why you think so?
3. How has the iTEC process (from scenario development to Learning Activities) supported such
changes? Could they have happened without iTEC?
4. What parts of iTEC process for developing and piloting scenarios would you describe as the
most innovative and why? Consider the following parts of the process:
a. Scenario development
b. Design of Learning Activities
c. Technical support and teacher training
5. Which of the key iTEC outputs as listed above do you think has the most value within your
education system, and why? Which ones are you familiar with and which ones are you not
familiar with?
B. How iTEC has supported ICT policy development and implementation at national, regional and
local levels so far (20 mins)
Thinking about national ICT policy and the iTEC project as a whole and its processes, toolkits and
technologies:
1. Have the iTEC project, processes / toolkits and technologies encouraged you to rethink your
ICT strategy? In what ways? Can you give specific examples?
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2. How have the iTEC project, processes / toolkits and technologies concretely supported ICT
policy development and implementation to date at a) national level, b) regional levels and c)
local/school levels?
3. Are there any other ICT developments that have taken place as a result of iTEC? If so, could
you tell me a little more about it/them?
C. Future plans in relation to scaling-up iTEC processes at national, regional and local levels (35
mins)
1. Does the evidence from iTEC convince you that the iTEC processes / toolkits and technologies
will be valuable mechanisms for enabling change in the classroom? To what extent? (If not,
why not?)
2. How might the findings/outputs of iTEC feed into ICT policy development at a) national level,
b) regional levels and c) local/school levels in the future?
3. How will the lessons, output and activities of the iTEC project continue to have an impact in
your country after the end of the project, and how will this be demonstrated?
4. Which organisations will continue to be involved after the project and which new
organisations might be involved?
5. What else needs to happen to ensure that up-scaling of the iTEC process takes place and is
successful?
6. Turning to the recommendations made by the iTEC Higher Level Group presented in the
Evidence of the Impact of iTEC <page references here>, what are your initial reactions to
these? Can you describe how any of these already apply to work you are aware of in your
country? To what extent is each of the three recommendations feasible in your country?
a. Establishing a “technology use maturity” self-review framework
b. Intervening at the level of initial teacher training
c. Establishing a teacher Ambassador programme or programme to identify advanced
skills teacher
7. After the end of the project, would you be interested in participating in an EUN Working
Group which continues the iTEC work on developing future classroom scenarios and Learning
Activities?
D. Any other comments?
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5.3 Appendix 3: Evaluation of the 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.
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5.3.1 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.
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

Countries

Workshop activities to create/adapt scenarios

BE, FR, HU, NO, PT, SMART, TR

Presentation of toolkit

AT, FR, IT, NO, PT, UK

Discussion of trends

NO, SK, SMART, UK

Pre-workshop activities

FR, PT, SMART, TR

Discussion of innovation matrix

SK, SMART, UK

Post workshop review/presentation of scenarios

AT, PT

Discussion to rank scenarios

FR, UK

Individual (or small group) ranking activity

SK

Gathering of participant expectations

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:
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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)

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)

5.3.2 Scenarios created
Ten of the partners from whom data was collected by WP5 submitted a total of 22
scenarios devised using the scenario development toolkit26, 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

Scenarios submitted

26

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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Austria
Belgium
Estonia
France
Hungary
Norway
Portugal
Promethean
SMART

Turkey

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
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

5.3.3 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)
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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:
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).
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5.3.4 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
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).
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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.
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).
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5.3.5 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 27,
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.


Presentation

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.

27

Possibly because the teachers had prior experience of iTEC so were familiar with some of the processes and
terms used.
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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.


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
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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)

5.3.6 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)
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)
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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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5.3.7 Pre-focus group questionnaire

NPC Pre-Focus Group Questions
The questions below are designed to help you to describe the Future Classroom Scenario (FCS)28
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.

COUNTRY:
NAME:
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:

28

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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for post-training support;



to support anyone who was unable to attend the training;



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.

5.3.8 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?
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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 self-evaluate and plan for improvements in learning and teaching supported by ICT?
3. Which elements of the toolkit show the most need for improvement and how?

5.3.9 Teacher and stakeholder questionnaire

Teacher Questions – Future Classroom
Scenario Toolkit29
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.

COUNTRY:

NAME:

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)

29

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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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?

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

☐

5 Very good

☐

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

Thank you!
Your help with this is very much appreciated.
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5.4 Appendix 4: Executive Summary and case studies from
Cycle 3
5.4.1 Cycle 3: Executive Summary
This document, iTEC Internal Deliverable 5.5, reports on the evaluation of the project’s
Cycle 3 large-scale pilots between September 2012 and December 2012.
The focus of Cycle 3 (C3) pilots was engaging students in the process of design. Four
Learning Stories (LSs) were presented to teachers, each underpinned by a set of six
Learning Activities (LAs) concerned with design processes. The fours LAs were
Redesigning school (RS), Visualizing the planet surface (VPS), Designing a physics
simulation (DPS) and Designing a math learning game (DMG). The six LAs were
Design Brief, Contextual Inquiry (Observation for RS and VPS, Benchmarking for DPS
and DMG), Product Design, Participatory Design Workshop, Final Product Design and
Reflection.
The most popular Learning Stories were DMG, offered in 11 countries and chosen by
39% of teachers, and RS, offered in nine countries and chosen by 30% of the teachers.
These two LSs are the most generic, whereas the other two present specific
challenges: VPS requires some activities to take place outside school (thus requiring
additional organization) and DPS is subject-specific.
334 teachers responded to the C3 survey, representing 403 pilots30 across 18
countries. As in previous cycles, teachers have taken the resources and used them as
sources of inspiration, adopting and adapting elements of them according to their own
needs and situations. As a consequence, each implementation is unique to the
teacher. Teachers report using a wide variety of digital tools to support the
implementation, the majority using between four and seven different tools, the five
most common being for data capture, communication, media authoring, accessing
digital resources and collaboration.
There were five evaluation questions in C3, assessing the extent to which iTEC
Learning Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC technologies benefited teaching and
learning and were sustainable and scalable and fit for purpose, assessing the
barriers and enablers to implementation, and evaluating the piloting process itself.
A mixed methods approach was used with quantitative data on the teacher’s prior
experience and context, together with their implementation of the Learning Story being
collected via a ‘Teacher Questionnaire’. 334 teacher questionnaires were completed
representing 403 of 578 pilots conducted in C3, a response rate of 70%. In 13
countries, qualitative case study data was also collected, which included lesson
observations, interviews with the teacher, head teacher, ICT co-ordinator (if applicable)
and students. Each National Pedagogical Coordinator (NPC) chose approximately
three teachers as case study teachers and a total of 47 case studies were analysed.

30

Some teachers conducted two pilots (ie implemented iTEC with two separate cohorts of learners).
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NPCs also completed an end-of-cycle questionnaire summarising experience at a
national level.
A summary of the main findings is now presented in relation to the five evaluation
questions.

1) To what extent do the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and
relevant iTEC technologies benefit learning and teaching?
Each of the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities and technologies impacted
positively on student attainment, motivation and 21st century skills. Participation also
led to a positive impact on teacher competences, attitudes and motivation. The
majority of teachers were confident or very confident that the iTEC resources (LSs,
LAs, technologies) have the potential to lead to innovation in the classroom. The iTEC
resources led to an increase in effective use of technologies and the uptake of
innovative digital tools in the classroom31. Technology-enabled pedagogical innovation
occurred as teachers adopted new practices such as changes in teacher and student
roles, new forms of assessment such as peer assessment, student-centred and
individualised approaches, and group work.
Teachers considered that the iTEC resources were beneficial for teaching and learning
in a variety of ways:


To improve learning outcomes. C3 of iTEC impacted positively on student
attainment, motivation and 21st century skills. Three out of five teachers felt that
there had been a positive impact on student attainment as evidenced by their
assessment data32. An increase in student motivation was identified as the
most important benefit by 20% of teachers (n=312). Four out of five teachers
felt that students had developed skills in relation to creativity and autonomy. Digital
literacy was noted to be improved in 30 of 47 case studies.



To develop teacher competences. Participation led to a positive impact on
teacher competences, attitudes and motivation. Four out of five teachers stated
that, as a result of participating, they would use digital tools more often in the future.
Three out of four teachers reported that their ICT skills had improved and that they
had a better pedagogical knowledge of the use of ICT in the classroom. Three out
of four teachers felt that participation had enabled them to develop their creative
skills.



To bring about innovation. The majority of teachers (98%) were very confident or
confident that the iTEC resources (LS, LA, technologies) have the potential to
lead to innovation in the classroom, irrespective of the LS they implemented.
Teachers responding to the survey provided over 20 different reasons for why the

31

Tools which teachers had not used to support teaching and learning previously.

32

Limited data were collected in Cycle 3 on learning outcomes; more extensive data will be collected in Cycle 4.
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iTEC resources have the potential to lead to innovation in the classroom from
increased student motivation to increasing creativity in the classroom. The
development of an ‘innovative approach to learning’ was identified as the
most important benefit of iTEC resources by 21% of teachers (n=312). This
covered both technology and pedagogy as described in the remaining bullets
below.


To increase effective technology use. The case studies, survey and NPC endof-cycle questionnaires demonstrated that many different digital tools were used to
support all activities throughout the implementation (four out of five teachers used
four or more different types of digital tools during the implementation). Thus
technology was integrated as a part of everyday practices and employed
regularly throughout the learning process (eg for assessment, reflection,
communication, aspects of classroom management) rather than being an ad-hoc
add-on. This resulted in increased use of technology in the classroom by both
the teacher and the students. Most interestingly, student use of technology in
the classroom was perceived by students participating in the case studies to
be something they had not done before; although teacher use of technology
such as IWBs was relatively commonplace, opportunities for students to engage
with technology in the classroom were more limited prior to iTEC.



To introduce innovative digital tools into the classroom. Three out of five
teachers indicated that they used digital tools they had not used before (eg
Scratch, Sketch Up, blogs). The introduction of new digital tools was identified
as the most important benefit of iTEC resources by 14% of teachers (n=312).
56% of teachers used blogs in their implementations to facilitate reflection and
communication. The main benefits of blogs were noted to be sharing ideas and
resources (easily accessible by all members of the group, at school or home), to
support monitoring of progress, and the development of student communication
skills and engagement with a wider range of stakeholders such as teachers and
learners from other schools and parents. In addition, tools which were familiar to
teachers and students outside school (such as Facebook and YouTube) were also
used.



To change classroom practices. Technology-enabled pedagogical innovation
occurred as teachers adopted new approaches such as changing the role of the
teacher, re-locating learning, adopting new forms of assessment, introducing group
work and other forms of collaboration, using student-centred and individualised
approaches, and creating authentic learning experiences. 85% of teachers
responding to the survey felt that participation led to the integration of new
pedagogical practices (such as those identified above). An increase in
collaboration was identified as the most important benefit by 19% of teachers
(n=312). An increase in student autonomy and independent learning was
identified as the most important benefit by 12% of teachers (n=312). For some
teachers, participation led to evolving current practices, whilst for others, the
change in practice was more radical. Technology enabled the pedagogical changes
through becoming embedded in daily practices and facilitating new assessment

99

methods, student independence, and group work. As a consequence of these new
practices, changes in the teacher and student roles were also noted.
Some examples are:







Assessment:
o Technology-enabled reflection through blogs enabling teachers to
monitor progress, developing students’ metacognition and selfevaluation, supporting peer learning.
o Using learner response systems to provide students with immediate
feedback.
Communication and collaboration:
o Technology such as blogs changing how teachers and students interact
with each other, increasing teacher-student communication and enabling
peer tutoring and peer feedback.
o Using Facebook, Dropbox and blogs to facilitate group work and
collaboration.
Designing and making:
o Using a range of digital tools to support the entire design process (e.g.
Scratch) rather than only to undertake research and present findings.
Independence:
o Facilitating student autonomy and engagement more readily through
student use of technology using blogs for example to support selfreflection, enabling students to refine their ideas.

Differences between countries: The main benefits identified by teachers from
different countries varied. Teachers from eight countries identified an innovative
approach to learning (AT, EE, ES, FI, LT, NO, PT, SK). Teachers from eight countries
identified specific changes to pedagogy such as increased collaboration and enhanced
student autonomy (CZ, EE, ES, HU, IT, PT, SK, TR). Teachers from four countries
identified an improvement in student motivation (BE, FR, LT, NO). Teachers from three
countries identified the introduction of new digital tools (FR, NO, PT).
In relation to the introduction of digital tools, teachers from Belgium used an average
of three different types of digital tools whereas teachers from Italy, Lithuania, Spain
(SMART) and Turkey an average of seven or more different tools.

2) To what extent are the iTEC Learning Stories, Learning Activities
and iTEC technologies sustainable, transferable and scalable?
Evidence gathered thus far is limited and the question will be addressed in depth
through separate national case studies developed with key stakeholders. Nearly all
teachers indicated that they would continue to use iTEC Learning Stories, Learning
Activities and iTEC technologies despite concerns in relation to common barriers to
the uptake of ICT. National Pedagogical Co-ordinators (NPCs) felt confident that the
innovation in case study schools would be sustained beyond the project, and
transferred within and beyond the schools. Nearly all teachers indicated that they were
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very likely or likely to recommend the resources to other teachers. However,
insufficient computers and unreliable connectivity are frequently reported barriers to
ICT uptake.
Evidence from Cycle 3 in relation to sustainability, transferability and scalability is
limited. This is partly because individual teachers are not necessarily concerned with
these issues and partly because many head teachers and ICT co-ordinators do not
feel that it is yet possible to comment. This will be addressed in the later stages of iTEC
through conducting national case studies with key stakeholders including policy
makers, focusing more specifically on these aspects. Nevertheless, some indications
emerged from observations, interviews and questionnaires.


There is some evidence that iTEC teachers are likely to continue using the
iTEC resources in the future. Almost all (96%) teachers indicated they
were very likely or likely to continue to use the approaches introduced in
iTEC and to extend them (eg devising their own LSs). For example, a small
number of case study teachers mentioned adapting and combining ideas from
the wider set of iTEC resources (C1-C3) to create new learning and teaching
resources. NPCs felt confident that innovation in case study schools would
be sustained beyond the project (19 of 36 case studies).



There is some evidence that iTEC approaches are likely to transfer to other
teachers and other schools. There was interest from other teachers (in the
same school and occasionally other schools), especially if this was supported
by the head teacher. 96% of teachers said that they were very likely or likely
to recommend the resources to other teachers. Eight of the case study
interviewees suggested that iTEC had encouraged teachers to work together
more collaboratively in relation to technology-enabled pedagogical change and
there were specific references to running in-house Continuing Professional
Development (CPD) events drawing on experiences of iTEC in two (of the 47)
case studies. National Pedagogical Co-ordinators (NPCs) felt confident
that innovation was likely to be transferred within and beyond the
participating case study school (27 out of 36 case study reports). Data from
two case studies suggests transfer beyond the participating school.



Barriers to ICT uptake are still a concern. A range of barriers were
identified in relation to sustainability, transferability and scalability (see
question 4 below), notably insufficient infrastructure and unreliable Internet
access – both essential pre-conditions for success.

Differences between countries: The majority of teachers in ten countries (AT, HU,
IS, LT, PL, PT, SK, ES) felt it was highly likely (rather than likely) that they would
continue to use the approaches introduced in iTEC. The majority of teachers in eleven
countries (AT, CZ, HU, IS, IT, LT, PL, PT, SK, ES, TR) felt it was highly likely (rather
than likely) that they would recommend the resources to other teachers.
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3) To what extent are the Learning Stories, Learning Activities and
iTEC technologies fit for purpose?
The Learning Stories and Learning Activities were perceived to be fit for purpose,
offering a source of inspiration (rather than a blueprint) enabling teachers to increase
their use of digital tools and develop technology-enabled pedagogies. The
recommended iTEC environments were perceived to be usable and beneficial. The
concept of TeamUp was perceived to be beneficial and worthy of further development
(beyond a prototype).
This question addressed usability, connection to current practice, what works and what
does not work. The iTEC technologies included the following:




Learning Activities (LAs) (7) and Learning Stories (LSs) (4)
iTEC shells (4 recommended: Moodle, dotLRN, ActivInspire, SMART Notebook)
TeamUp

The three main types of resources presented were positively received.


The LSs and LAs are fit for purpose. In almost two-thirds (23 out of 36) of the
case study reports, the Learning Stories and Learning Activities were felt to fit
‘fully with current school policies and plans and in 11 cases, they were believed
to fit ‘to some extent’. Most (62%, 207 of 334) teachers found the Learning
Stories and Learning Activities easy to adapt (if necessary) without help. The
LAs and LSs were sufficiently flexible to meet teachers’ needs and were a
source of inspiration enabling teachers to increase their use of digital tools and
develop technology-enabled pedagogies. However, some teachers required
support to interpret the LAs and LSs and develop resources for their own
classrooms. This reflects the difficulties that arise when developing resources
for teachers with a wide range of backgrounds and experiences, and working in
different educational cultures across Europe.



Teachers were broadly positive about the usability and benefits of the
learning environments. Only 90 of the 334 teachers (27%) indicated that they
had used one or more of the iTEC shells. Four out of five of the teachers (n
= 90) agreed or strongly agreed that the iTEC learning environments were
usable and beneficial. The main benefits of these particular environments
were perceived by these teachers to be the technology itself, its impact on
student attainment, efficiency and ease of use, and the fact that they opened up
new pedagogical approaches. The main challenges included the technology,
insufficient ICT skills for both teachers and students, lack of teacher preparation
time, a lack of interest in the iTEC shells from some students and concerns that
students without home access would be disadvantaged.



The concept of TeamUp has potential. As in previous cycles, teachers feel
that TeamUp is a useful tool with many benefits (such as enabling students
and teachers to track progress, and promoting student self-evaluation) but some
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continue to experience difficulties in relation to reliability and technical issues.
This is hardly surprising given that it is a prototype. For others, time to familiarise
themselves with this tool was a challenge or they had alternative ways of
achieving the same functionality (forming teams, recording reflections).
Differences between countries: Use of specific iTEC shells was reported by fewer
than five teachers in most countries. In PT, 18 of 35 teachers (51%) indicated that they
used Moodle. In ES (SMART), 13 of 20 teachers (65%) indicated that they used
SMART Notebook. In both countries teachers were positive about the usability and
benefits of the iTEC shells, in line with the findings aggregated across countries.
TeamUp was not used in BE, NO and PL. It was used by at least 10 teachers in ES
(SMART), FI, HU, PT and TR. It was use specifically for recording reflections by at
least 10 teachers in ES (SMART), PT and TR. In PT, technical problems using TeamUp
was reported to be one of the main technical challenges that teachers faced (30 of 35
teachers in PT used TeamUp).

4) What are the enablers of and barriers to adoption of iTEC Learning
Stories, Learning Activities and iTEC technologies?
The most important enablers were: a positive student attitude, reliable infrastructure,
support from other teachers, a positive teacher attitude and the Learning
Stories/Learning Activities.
The most important challenges were: a lack of time to prepare and implement the
Learning Stories/Learning Activities, unreliable internet access, negative student
attitudes, insufficient access to technology, TeamUp, the constraints of the curriculum
and facilitating group work.
Enablers
Teachers identified a wide range of enablers, relating to attitudes, resources and
support. Enablers can be grouped under the headings: Student, Teacher, Institutional
and iTEC.


Student-related enablers. The most important student-related enabler (and
the most important perceived enabler overall) was a positive student attitude
identified by 27% of teachers (82 of 299) responding to a question on enablers
in the survey. This included general motivation, enjoying the use of ICT to
support learning, and enjoying student-centred approaches, particularly
collaboration. Although not identified as a main enabler, case study data
identified the importance of student ICT skills for success, sometimes facilitated
through peer support.



Teacher-related enablers. As for students, the most important teacher-related
enabler was a positive teacher attitude to change identified by 12% of

103

teachers (37 of 299) responding to a question on enablers in the survey. The
importance of teachers being prepared to experiment with their approaches and
adopt new pedagogies was mentioned in 12 (of 47) case studies.


Institutional-related enablers. The most important institutional-related enabler
was reliable infrastructure identified by 21% of teachers (62 of 299
responses). The availability of resources and Internet access were also
mentioned as enablers in 14 case studies. Support from other teachers was
identified by 16% of teachers (49 of 299 responses). Technical support (for
example from an ICT co-ordinator) was mentioned in five case studies as an
enabler. Although not identified as main enablers: the support of the head
teacher was identified by 9% of teachers (26 of 299 responses) in the survey;
the school’s ethos was noted to be important in 17 (of X47) case studies; and a
flexible approach to school organization including support for ‘Bring Your Own
Devices’ was perceived to be important in 10 (of 47) case studies..



iTEC resources and processes acted as enablers. The Learning Stories
and Learning Activities could be powerful enablers providing ideas for
innovative approaches to learning identified by 9% of teachers (27 of 299
responses). Although not identified as a main enabler, the training offered was
seen to contribute to success by 20 (of 47) teachers in the case study data and
15 teachers responding to the survey. X NPCs also noted that the training was
essential. Teachers enjoyed opportunities to meet others face-to-face and share
knowledge and ideas with each other. Support from the NPC/NTC (National
Technical Coordinator) at national level emerged as an enabler through case
study data with references from 16 (of 47) case studies and 15 teachers
responding to the survey. Fifteen case study teachers also identified being part
of a community of teachers (not necessarily online) as a factor contributing to
success.

Barriers
Barriers can be grouped under the headings: organizational, technical, skills,
pedagogical and attitudinal.


Organizational barriers. The most important barrier identified by teachers was
the lack of time required to prepare and implement the Learning Stories
and Learning Activities (52%, 174 of 334). As in previous cycles, lack of time
related to preparation including training and familiarisation, and finding sufficient
space in the curriculum (in some cases relying on students doing additional
work outside class in order to complete the project). Group work was also
perceived to be time-consuming. Although not a main organizational barrier,
outdated school ICT policies were identified in seven (of 47) case studies,
preventing access to student-owned technologies, and to social media tools like
Facebook and Twitter.



Technical barriers. The main technical barrier identified by 17% of teachers
(56 of 334) in the survey and 25 of 47 case studies was internet access
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problems. The most common were lack of wireless access, limited bandwidth,
unreliable Internet connections and few rooms/machines with an Internet
connection. Insufficient access to technology (including at home) was
perceived to be a main barrier by 16% of teachers (53 of 334) responding to the
survey. A lack of equipment and resources was also mentioned in 29 (of 47)
case studies. Some schools addressed this by encouraging students to bring
their own devices to school, but this raised the issue of financial constraints.
TeamUp was identified as a barrier by 10% of teachers (35 of 334) responding
to the survey. Specific challenges were also noted in relation to the use of blogs
(one of the main types of digital tools promoted through the LS and LAs) to
support teaching and learning; largely that they were time-consuming to set up
and manage (29 of the 117 teachers who used blogs, 17%). Although not
identified as a main technical barrier, lack of technical support was identified as
a challenge in two (of X) case studies. In addition, 31 case study teachers
identified basic technical challenges (such as hardware not working and
difficulties understanding how to use a program or web service) which could be
resolved with adequate technical support.


Student competence barriers. Although not identified as a main challenge by
teachers responding to the survey, inadequate student ICT skills were
mentioned as a challenge in 25 (of 47) case studies. Common issues reported
included skills in handling image and sound files, information gathering skills
and blog writing, as well as organizational problems such as forgotten
passwords. In six case studies, poor student time management skills were also
identified as a challenge. In some cases this was linked to the age of the
students.



Teacher competence barriers. Inadequate teacher ICT skills were mentioned
in 13 (of 47) case studies. Some were not familiar with relatively common digital
tools (eg Dropbox) whilst those who were already ICT confident still reported
the need to learn how to use new tools (demanding an investment of time).



Negative attitudes. Finally, one of the main challenges identified in the survey
was negative student attitudes (14%, 47 of 334). This included included
negative student attitudes in relation to group work and working in nonfriendship groups, and resistance to use of new technologies. In addition,
students in two case studies equated technology use with leisure rather than
learning. In five case studies (of 47) teacher resistance to change was noted
(by head teachers) to be a concern in terms of potential scaling-up of iTEC
processes through the whole school.

Differences between countries: Positive student attitude was identified as a main
enabler in EE, ES (SMART), FR, HU, IS, IT, LT, PT, SK, TR, UK. Sufficient
infrastructure and resources was identified in BE, CZ, ES (SMART), HU, NO, SK, UK.
Support from other teachers was identified in AT, BE, CZ, PT. Positive teacher attitude
was identified in EE, ES (SMART), IS, IT, LT. New pedagogy was identified in DE. The
support of the head teacher (or senior staff) was identified in CZ, ES (SMART), IS.
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Insufficient time was identified as a main challenge in CZ, DE, EE, ES (SMART), FI,
FR, HU, IS, IT, LT, NO, PT, SK, UK (Promethean). Unreliable internet access was
identified in BE, ES (both SMART and Promethean), HU, IT and TR, whilst insufficient
access to ICT resources was identified in BE, FR, IT, NO and UK. Negative student
attitude was identified FI and IT. Curriculum constraints were identified in DE.

5) To what extent was the piloting process effective and what were the
challenges faced?
NPCs found it easy to select LSs and localise the resources. Recruitment for Cycle 3
was successful with 578 pilots undertaken across 18 countries. Of the 75% of teachers
who indicated they had received training and support, the majority of teachers were
satisfied with the provision. Challenges faced included sufficient time to localise
resources (translation), recruit and prepare teachers (including technical training);
supporting teachers unable to attend face-to-face workshops, and maintaining teacher
engagement.
As in previous cycles, NPCs were asked to identify lessons learned and challenges in
relation to localisation of resources, teacher selection, and training and support.


NPCs were easily able to select appropriate LSs and localise resources.
Seven NPCs did not offer schools all Cycle 3 LSs (two of whom offered no
choice and pre-selected a LS), choosing instead those which they felt were most
innovative yet realistic for teachers in their country. NPCs in Estonia and
Lithuania adapted the Designing a Math Learning Games LS so that it was
applicable across other subject areas. As in Cycle 2, LSs which are open and
flexible, based on ideas that are easy to understand and can be adapted
to fit a range of curriculum areas are perceived by NPCs to be most likely
to be successful. When teachers are given a choice of LS they are more likely
to require support (and time) to adapt the resources. Involving teachers in the
selection process (if not offering a completely free choice to teachers) is
important for success; involving students in this process can be beneficial. Two
NPCs noted that translation of the resources was an additional burden when
resources were already stretched.



Recruitment for Cycle 3 was a success. There were 578 pilots across 18
countries. In two countries (Estonia and Lithuania) all teachers who volunteered
to participate in the project were accepted whereas in the rest of the countries,
NPCs adopted some form of selection process. Elements of the recruitment
process that worked well included relying on teachers to volunteer (selfmotivated), involving several teachers from a single school, involving the head
teacher, involving the MoE and regional educational authorities, and ensuring
that teachers had some ICT competency prior to participation. Challenges
included lack of support from head teachers, short timescales and limited
resources for recruitment, lack of incentives for teacher participation, and
ensuring that teachers had the necessary skills.
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The majority of teachers were satisfied with training and support. Most
NPCs started with an initial face-to-face workshop or meeting. Subsequently,
NPCs provided support in a variety of ways with the majority making use of
online tools, including email, blogs, websites, webinars, videoconferencing,
Skype and iTEC shells. Activities that worked well included the inclusion of
practical examples, encouraging teachers (from earlier cycles and pre-pilots) to
share their stories and experience, and the use of national online communities.
Challenges included lack of time to teach advanced ICT skills, and difficulty in
supporting teachers unable to attend face-to-face workshops. In relation to the
iTEC website and forums (previously the Teacher Community), about half the
participating teachers felt they were useful for discovering new pedagogical
practices and new digital tools. However, only 34% of teachers indicated that
they visited the iTEC website/forums at least weekly. Some teachers
experienced technical problems when trying to register for the iTEC forums.

Differences between countries: localisation beyond translation occurred in 8
countries: resources were mapped to the curriculum (IS, NO); Designing Maths
Games was extended to other subject areas (EE, LT); minor amendments were
made (AT, ES, NO) and significant amendments (BE). Some recruitment
challenges were noted by more than one country: lack of support of head teacher
(HU, IT, NO, UK); lack of incentives for teachers (IS, NO, SK, TR); ensuring that
teachers have necessary skills (ES, IT, NO). Six NPCs referred to a national
website and/or community as an effective means of supporting teachers (BE, EE,
FR, HU, LT, NO). Some piloting success factors were highlighted by more than one
NPC: motivated teachers (HU, IS, SK, TR), prior experience (ES, NO), face-to-face
training (HU, IT) and teachers sharing their experiences with others (ES, LT).
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5.4.2 Cycle 3: Case studies

Case Study Story: Austria
THE LEARNING STORY: Designing Maths Games (DMG)
THE TEACHER
The teacher is the ICT co-ordinator at the school. He is relatively new to iTEC, but the
school is considered to be one of the most innovative in Austria and has a strong focus on
e-learning. In the teacher’s view, the technical aspects of a project such as iTEC are fairly
straightforward in a school such as this. However, the introduction of new pedagogies
presents a much greater challenge for teachers.
THE CLASS
Age of students: 8th grade (13-14 years) (who produced games for 9-10 year olds)
Number in class: 12 students
THE LESSON/S
The subject: ICT/Computer studies
Aims/Objectives:
-To design a maths game for primary school students.
-To program the game using Scratch
Over what period of time 16 lessons over 2 months
Location of lessons? In the classroom, in the computer lab and outside the school outside
normal school hours
RESOURCES
iTEC:
Other technology/software:
Desktop computer

Laptops

Digital media
tools

Collaboration tools

Dropbox

Scratch

Corkboard

Virtual
experiments/simulations

This case study provides evidence of:
Use of new learning spaces

Constructivist pedagogies

Effective use of digital tools
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Social/collaborative
learning

Creativity

Expressiveness

WHAT HAPPENED? TEACHER AND STUDENT EXPERIENCES
The teacher divided the class of 12 students into groups of three. Each group was tasked
with developing a maths games for primary school students, using the programming
language Scratch. The end result of the process was to be a number of maths games for
third grade students at the local primary school.
A key aspect of the activity was creating something which has an actual use outside the
school. In this task, the students faced a technical challenge in developing their
programming skills, as well as a pedagogical and design one, namely, ensuring the games
they created were suitable, in terms of interest, topics and ability levels, for primary
school students.
Developing technical skills
The project started in November, when the teacher presented his students a Scratch
tutorial which they worked on individually to acquire the skills needed for the task.
Developing a game
Following this, the students were divided into groups of 4 according to their personal
strengths; this meant that more creative students were mixed with those skilled at
programming. The next step was to gather ideas and design a game in theory. Students
used a program called Corkboard to help them to develop a concept; this tool allowed
students to write and share ideas simultaneously. They also searched the web for existing
maths games suited for primary schools, with those students with more developed
programming skills looking at the programming codes and screening each program. Files
were shared among the group using a Dropbox folder.
As the groups worked, the teacher rarely intervened, allowing the students to be creative
and to explore for themselves. Student were allowed to walk around the classroom and
help each other. The teacher‘s role was one of a coach, supporting the students whenever
necessary, but at the same time allowing them to design and produce their own product.
An important element was the healthy level of competitiveness between the student
groups which was observed during the lesson; this gave the groups impetus, while still
maintaining a co-operative atmosphere in the classroom.
TEACHER’S COMMENTS (+/-)
On student motivation and behaviour: “This class is usually louder and unfocussed
because they are that good. Giving them something real to work on really increases their
motivation and concentration”
On changes to pedagogy: “Being a teacher since 1988, iTEC gave me some ideas to take
new approaches in my pedagogy. It did not change it, but it broadened it quite a bit and
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after 20 years in school, you, as a teacher, are tired of telling the same stories over and
over again.”
MAIN ENABLERS?
School infrastructure: Teacher opinion: “Being blessed with this kind of infrastructure and
being used to having it, the implementation enabler was the existing IT infrastructure in
our school”.
Supportive classroom atmosphere: The level of co-operation in the classroom was
highlighted by the NPC who felt it was relatively unusual to observe such a “good social
climate”.
STUDENTS’ COMMENTS (+/-)
The students felt that creating something which had a real use outside the school
increased their motivation. They cared deeply about getting every detail of the game they
were creating right as they wanted it to be appropriate for the target audience of primary
pupils.
However, this way of working was not particularly new for students in this school; they
were used to innovative approaches: “We normally work that way in school. Our teachers
try very hard not to stand in front of the class and act like experts. We do not like when
knowledge is just thrown at us and we have to learn it and deal with it. In a lot of our
classes we need to actively research and discover the knowledge.”
KEY INNOVATION/S … WHAT’S NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL?
Student attitudes: According to the teacher, the class is normally quite loud and
sometimes the students are not as motivated and concentrated as they should be, but the
introduction of the iTEC learning story led to a noticeable change in their attitudes. The
teacher believes that this is partly because they needed to create something real.
Role of the teacher: The changed pedagogical setting is something the teacher has to
become familiar with, especially the notion of allowing students the freedom to explore
and develop their own individual approach. “You just need to let them do the things and
trust them. You are going to be surprised what they come up with.”
LINKS: Examples of students’ games: http://scratch.mit.edu/galleries/view/189005
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Case Study Story: Belgium
THE LEARNING STORY: Other: Visiting the Doctor
THE TEACHER: The use of more innovative approaches to teaching were relatively new to
this teacher. She was keen to use technologies in the classroom, but uncertain as to how
well it would work.
THE CLASS
Age of students: 14-16 years
Number in class: 13 students
THE LESSON/S
The subject: Foreign languages (French)
Aims/Objectives:
-To complete and correct a dialogue about visiting the doctor in French.
-To learn and perform a dialogue
-To record a dialogue and assemble a video
-To develop skills in using iMovie and iPads
-To evaluate the movies produced by other groups constructively.
Over what period of time? 4 hours over 2 weeks
Location of lessons? In the classroom and adjacent corridor
RESOURCES
iTEC:
Other technology/software:
iPads

iMovie

Blogs

Virtual Learning
Environment

This case study provides evidence of:
New assessment
procedures

Constructivist pedagogies

Creativity

Effective use of digital tools

Expressiveness

Social/collaborative
learning
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WHAT HAPPENED? TEACHER AND STUDENT
EXPERIENCES
Introduction to iMovie
The first lesson was devoted to students learning how to
assemble movies and pictures in iMovie, following a ‘quick
start’ guide.
Listening activity
During the second lesson, students watched a film posted
on the VLE by their teacher, filled in the gaps in the
dialogue and corrected errors. They then planned, as a
group, how they would organize the filming of their
corrected version for the next lesson. When selecting the
groups, the teacher had deliberately mixed stronger and weaker students.
Speaking activity
In the next two lessons, students practised acting out their dialogue before filming their
final versions. They then assembled the movies and wrote a correct version of the
dialogue. Finally, they watched and evaluated the films created by the other groups in the
class.
TEACHER’S COMMENTS (+/-)
On improved student motivation: “I did not think I would accomplish a lot with them in
but the way they practised speaking French today is really good…They are often hard to
motivate. If you do this with the whole class and make some traditional exercises, they
experience it as boring…Doing this in a more creative fashion, I notice that they learn a lot,
that they speak and do more.”
On student attainment: “I believe the final result will be better, than if I would have let
every student do it in front of the whole class…I really believe so.”
Overall comments: The teacher was initially apprehensive, but the success of the activity
exceeded her expectations, “It was pretty successful. I believe that I will do this more
often…I was shocked it went so well. And you notice that they really want to do well.”
MAIN ENABLERS?
Technical support available in the school: The ICT Co-ordinator is actively involved in
supporting iTEC teachers in this school. He provides training and one-to-one support and
motivation for teachers and tries to “lower the bar” to make it as easy as possible for
more teachers to become involved.
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Support of the headteacher: The headteacher is actively involved, supportive of teachers
using technology in the classroom, and is keen for the innovation to continue in a selfsustaining way beyond iTEC: “That is what we want to do. We want to develop projects of
our own and stimulate them so that there is a more support in our school.”
School ethos: The ethos of the school is to focus on technology for learning, not just
teaching, “not toys for teachers, but toys for the students to learn” (ICT Co-ordinator). An
example of this is in the use of iPads by students rather than IWBs by teachers.
STUDENTS’ COMMENTS (+/-)
On the benefits of using technology to practise dialogues: "When you read a dialogue in a
traditional lesson then it does not go that easy, but
with the iPad you can try more often and the teacher
can correct you more so you learn better.”
On improved motivation and outcomes: “My French is
not very good, I cannot read and speak it that well. But in
this course it went better because I was being filmed. I
wanted to do it really well.”

KEY INNOVATION/S … WHAT’S NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL?
Use of technology: The key difference in this class was the use of technology and its
impact on the way in which students approached learning. Although the teacher often
asked students to do a similar exercise, the use of technology made a noticeable
difference to the way they approached it. They were less afraid to make mistakes and
more willing to attempt the dialogue because they knew they could redo it as often as
necessary: “Students who are less sure of themselves speaking, dare to speak more
because they can start over. This way there is no problem making errors…Because they
can correct it afterwards.”
LINKS:
Student videos:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aK8xnh_ejfE&feature=youtu.be
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-9XJfqUYjC8&feature=youtu.be
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Case Study Story: Estonia
THE LEARNING STORY: Designing a Maths Game (DMG)
THE TEACHER The teacher has been involved in iTEC through all of the first three cycles,
but using technology is a challenge in this school as there is limited access to the computer
suite and students do not have ICT lessons.
THE CLASS
Age of students: Form 8 (14-15 years)
Number in class: 16
THE LESSON/S
The subject: Maths
Aims/Objectives:
-To design a maths game (board or computer game)
-To evaluate the games designed by other students.
Over what period of time? 3 lessons
Location of lessons? Classroom
RESOURCES
iTEC:
Other technology/software: None
This case study provides evidence of:
Constructivist pedagogies

Creativity

Social/collaborative
learning

Expressiveness
WHAT HAPPENED? TEACHER AND STUDENT EXPERIENCES
In the first lesson, students were introduced to the project and told they could choose
whether to make a computer game or a board game. As there is only one computer lab at
the school and students do not have ICT lessons, it was difficult for them to make a
computer game, although one student managed to do so.
Students were divided into groups and asked to come up with ideas for a game. The
groups were selected simply by drawing lots. Once the groups had agreed on an idea,
they prepared a draft version to present to the rest of class for feedback. They then
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worked on a final version of the game and, at the end of the project, the class had an
opportunity to play each other’s games.
TEACHER’S COMMENTS (+/-)
On the positive reaction from students: “Just now, form 8 came to see me to tell me that
they would like to take part in the next scenario as well.”
On changes to learning activities: “I don’t think I would have started making games
without this scenario. At the same time, I got very positive feedback and I’m surprised by
the results.”
MAIN ENABLERS?
Curriculum fit: The activity fitted well within the existing curriculum: “…all the topics in
the games can be found in the curriculum” (Teacher)
Enthusiasm of the teacher: The commitment and interest of the teacher was essential
and this has been recognised more widely: “The every year the Ministry of Education asks
schools to submit candidates for various awards and we put forward [name of teacher] as
the Innovative Teacher of the Year, which she also received because of the ITEC project.”
(Headteacher)
STUDENTS’ COMMENTS (+/-)
Students saw the activity as fun and interesting: “…because it’s exciting”, “We should use
it more often”, “It makes lessons more interesting.”
KEY INNOVATION/S … WHAT’S NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL?
Although this case study made very limited use of technology, the students felt that the
overall approach was very different from the types of lessons they were used to, “Usually
we take notes in our exercise books and then do exercises in the workbook.” In particular,
presenting their work to each other and receiving feedback was something novel, “Usually
we don’t present our projects, which we have done at home, in front of the class. We have
presented our homework this way only in maths lessons.”
LINKS:
Project blog: http://iteceesti.wordpress.com/

115

Case Study Story: France
THE LEARNING STORY: Designing a Physics Simulation (DPS)
THE TEACHER This physics teacher is also the ‘digital supervisor’ for the school.
THE CLASS
Age of students: 14-15 years
Number in class: 18 students
THE LESSON/S
The subject: Physics
Aims/Objectives:
 To produce a design for a charger that uses a renewable energy source (except
solar energy in order to use the principle of an alternator)
 To investigate renewable energies (definition, examples)
 To understand the principle of an alternator
 To distinguish the different types of voltage (direct/variable/alternating)
Over what period of time? 1 or 2 hours a week from 30th Nov to 11th Jan
Location of lessons? Computer room and homework
RESOURCES
iTEC:
Other technology/software:
PCs with internet access

Bicycle alternator

This case study provides evidence of:
Constructivist pedagogies

Individualisation

Collaborative learning

Engagement with parents

Engagement with students
from other schools

Creativity

WHAT HAPPENED? TEACHER AND STUDENT EXPERIENCES
The teacher creative some activity sheets, with specific instructions for the pupils. The initial
design brief proved to be quite abstract for the teacher and for his pupils, so these sheets
picked up the core idea of the design brief, but expressed it in the form of “step-by-step”
questions, so that the pupils could better understand what they had to do.
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The task was divided into 5 “workshops”. Each one corresponded to one of the iTEC
activities.
Students worked in groups of between 2
and 4. First, they searched for examples
of renewable energy chargers on the
Internet. They then chose a type of
energy for their charger, tested out the
principle of electricity production, looked
at how an alternator works and at the
distinction
between
direct
and
alternating voltage. They then presented
their work to friends from other schools
or parents, and drew up a sketch of the
charger they would like to construct and finalised their design
Throughout the task, they recorded their progress on a blog and saved their work to the
school’s digital workspace.
TEACHER’S COMMENTS (+/-)
On why the project was engaging for students: “It’s a type of work that I had never
done… by project, which lasts over several sessions, is longer and incorporates more
ideas… it sparked the pupils’ interest… in particular the topic about the mobile
telephones… and to see everything that already exists in terms of technological items, to
do an observation… that was the aim of the comparative workshop”
On problems experienced in blogging due to a lack of student skills: “I gave them the task
of setting up the blogs at home. As far as I was concerned, it would be quite straightforward,
but only one group out of the six managed it… some used an email account inbox that was
full, for others the password didn’t work… I took a 2hr session with them and we created
the blogs slowly but the work progressed in a very uneven way from one group to another
and in the end this had a knock-on effect on the activities”.
MAIN ENABLERS?
Thorough preparation: The teacher prepared the details of his teaching sequence in
advance, including written instructions for creating blogs, a description of each workshop
and demonstrations using objects (alternator, shock charger etc.) to help his pupils
understand how a renewable energy charger works.
Teacher’s ICT skills: The teacher is “digital supervisor” in his school, so he has good ICT
skills and advises and supports his colleagues in this domain.
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STUDENTS’ COMMENTS (+/-)
On reasons for engagement: “It makes you want
to get more involved because it’s different from
usual lessons; it’s another way of looking at
physics”
On the practical nature of the task: “It enables us
to put things into practice, because when we’re in
the lesson we don’t do that at all”

KEY INNOVATION/S … WHAT’S NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL?
Using technology for an extended project: The school has only 4 computer rooms and no
wifi, so activities which require a class to have regular use of the technology are unusual.
Working on a design project: The design brief and design process were new concepts for
both the teacher and students, so both needed to work to understand what these meant
in more concrete terms which could be applied in the classroom.
LINKS:
Multimedia story: http://files.eun.org/itec/imms/C3_FR_RB.pdf
Students’ work and supporting documents: http://projet-cer-3pst3.overblog.com/
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Case Study Story: Israel
THE LEARNING STORY: Designing a Physics Simulation
THE TEACHER This teacher is particularly interested in working with gifted children
THE CLASS
Age of students: 5th and 6th grade(10-12 years)
THE LESSON/S
The subject: Science & Technology
Aims/Objectives:








Developing skills and in the context of collaborative network learning.
Experience in using online resources for a deeper familiarity with the study
material
Providing means for using network tools (as a user and as a designer) which
support learning.
Becoming familiar with web tags, in the context of preparing the product to search
–related situations.
Explicit teaching of thinking processes: focusing on aspects of creative thinking
involved in the processes of searching for information and using search keywords.
Developing a higher order of thinking through planning and design process in the
context of the learning material
Developing a higher order of thinking in the context of ICT literacy.

RESOURCES
iTEC: iTEC community forum
Other technology/software: Moodle/Haifa Net, SIXQS scenario generator
This case study provides evidence of:
Collaborative learning

Constructivist pedagogies

Creativity

Effective use of digital tools Individualisation
WHAT HAPPENED? TEACHER AND STUDENT EXPERIENCES
Fifth graders prepared activities on the topic of Metals, while sixth graders prepared
activities on the topic of Energy. Both groups created activities which were posted on the
gallery of the scenarios generator application, sixqs.com, in both Hebrew and English
versions.
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TEACHER’S COMMENTS (+/-)
On reflection: “The reflective activity gave me the opportunity for contemplation on
teaching methods for gifted students…this introduction was a very beneficial
infrastructure.”
On connecting with other teachers: “The concept and the activity of preparing a learning
story inspired me to connect with online communities of teachers who are engaged in
optimal pedagogy.”
On using new tools and techniques: “Preparing projects linked to learning stories has
encouraged me to use a variety of tools both from the field of ICT and from the field of
pedagogy.”
“My experience with the idea of learning stories, has led me to a place in teaching which is
new for me.”
MAIN ENABLERS?
Enthusiasm of the teacher and commitment to developing innovation and new
approaches through iTEC.
STUDENTS’ COMMENTS (+/-)
On ICT and teamworking: “I think our work on a computer with connectivity, made it very easy on
us and we were able to communicate very well. It was worthwhile to work as a team because
working alone might have been more difficult. As a team, we were able to consult and study
together."
On authentic learning activities: "It's very nice to know that what you do affects someone in the
world. But then again, it's a bit stressful and confusing to know that someone is going to use what
you've created, and it also makes you want to improve it."

KEY INNOVATION/S … WHAT’S NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL?
Students’ work gains a wider audience: "We have uploaded, for other people, stuff from
which they can learn, and I think this way is very interesting and unique." (Student)
LINKS:
SIXQS: Metals
SIXQS: Mining
SIXQS: Goldrush
SIXQS: Measures units task
SIXQS: 6th grade science mission
SIXQS: Discoveries in radioactivity
SIXQS: Energy and technology
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Case Study Story: Italy
THE LEARNING STORY: Benchmark and Design package of LAs
THE TEACHER
A Maths and Science teacher who had been involved in previous iTEC cycles along with
this class of students. She had never before dealt with the concept of “prototypes” in her
teaching and she felt that it would have been useful to have role-played the part of the
student as a kind of rehearsal before launching into the topic with her own students.
THE CLASS
Age of students: 12yrs - 13yrs
girls)

Number in class: 28 (14 boys and 14

THE LESSON/S
The subject: Earth Science: volcanoes (the school’s curriculum topic at the time the class
was engaged in iTEC Cycle 3)
Aims/Objectives:
 To design and produce a prototype of a "learning object"; a product that, in its use,
conveys knowledge and skills related to certain aspects of the subject matter, ie in
this case, volcanoes
 To collaborate and work in teams
 To communicate and present prototypes
Over what period of time? 2hrs/week over 6 weeks “plus many hours of homework!”
(Teacher) Location of lessons? In the classroom and also outside school outside normal
school hours
RESOURCES
iTEC: TeamUp
Other technology/software:
Desktop computer
response device
YouTube

Laptops
Unity 3D

Facebook (closed)
Whiteboard

eMail

Telephone

Prezzi

Learner

Hot Potatoes
Thinglink

Interactive

This case study provides evidence of:
New assessment procedures

Constructivist pedagogies

Creativity
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Effective use of digital tools
Engagement with parents

Expressiveness

WHAT HAPPENED? TEACHER AND STUDENT EXPERIENCES
The study of volcanoes is covered within the curriculum in this school, as the town where
it resides is very close to the slopes of Mount Vesuvius. The class was introduced to the
topic and to the iTEC C3 “Benchmark and Design” brief. Students described themselves
through the mental notes of TeamUp and 7 groups were formed. Each group had access
to a computer. The first homework for each group was to create its own identity and
Blog. Subsequently, the students were briefed about the project and how it focused on
“process” and “designing a prototype” rather than on content. The groups defined their
own group’s design brief, each coming up with different proposals but with a common
thread: playing games to cover the topic.
Contextual Inquiry and Benchmarking
During this phase, the groups concentrated on research using the web. The groups’
proposals attracted a huge amount of interest within the class. Debates and proposal
comparisons were dealt with via telephone, email and Facebook (closed group) and there
was a considerable amount of discussion about how best to use their Blogs and Facebook
to best effect within the project. Many proposals became better defined and some briefs
were changed as a result of shared debates.
Product Design
In order to plan their prototypes, groups were required to discuss their plan and to
consider what tools would be necessary to accomplish their task. They developed
strategies to carry out their plans and were encouraged to consider anomalies, potential
errors, advantages and disadvantages of their designs. The teacher felt that these aspects
of “Product Design” affected not only the learning process positively, but also the overall
motivation to learn. However, the time factor was underestimated and it was necessary
to have some extra classes that had to be undertaken beyond the school time.The groups
produced prototypes such as: a crossword puzzle (on volcanoes) produced with the
software "Hot Potatoes", a quiz to do through IWB responders, a physical interactive
model (made with traditional materials), a videogame (made with Unity 3D software), etc.
Participatory Design Workshops (PDWs)
For the PDW, the groups invited students from other sections of the school to judge their
prototypes. The chosen setting for the PDW was clearly inspired by TV formats such
"Italia's Got Talent", with a desk of 5 student judges (the assessors) in front of the
'contenders' (those being assessed). The “jury” either had to watch a prototype
presentation, or to test a prototype in order to come up with a “verdict” (an assessment)
and provide feedback.
1. Group presentation of a prototype
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As noted by the teacher and the students, the jury provided real, effective, "harsh but
well-argued" feedback. Some judges focused on the poor presentation skills of a team
("We would have better understood the product if you'd have better communicated!"),
others on the quality of the products.

2. Team members observing the jury while testing its
prototype (a crossword puzzle)

The crossword on volcanoes (one of the
prototypes) was liked a lot by the jury who said
it presented "the right degree of difficulty." Students from the various groups found that
"the most successful prototypes have been
those that could be directly tested", not the
ones that were only presented to the jury.
Students also noted that, the jury was "more
favourable with the most difficult to use
prototypes"

One of the prototypes, a videogame on volcanoes created by a student with Unity 3D (a
not-so-easy-to-use software for a thirteen year old boy!) was strongly criticized because it
was perceived as being "too slow" and "poor fun." Conscious of having done something
very difficult (technical game development), the boy was very hurt by this review.
However, he subsequently realized that the criticisms were constructive and that "he
could build on them".
For one of the earlier PDWs, the class played host to an external expert; an eminent
geologist who shared her thoughts and ideas with the groups about their prototypes. The
students felt very privileged to have the advice of an expert.
Another early PDW had taken place with the Head Teacher, other teachers and some
parents. The students and teacher noted the different kinds of feedback received from
these various participants and it was agreed that the student jury were the most "critical
but effective”.
TEACHER COMMENTS (+/-)
Facebook: "This school would not allow the use of Facebook, but we knew that ALL the
kids … have a FB account. The risk of using FB in this LS was that… maybe kids would have
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ended up using it for non-school things … as the teacher, you need to check it. But there's
a way to prevent it: you must give clear tasks, clear deadlines. Above all, it must change
the way the teacher behaves in the classroom!"
About her teaching style during the LS implementation, the teacher said she “wanted to
be a faded presence". She believed in her students’ autonomy and intervened only when
absolutely necessary.
One of the main issues for the teacher was to organize the classroom for group work: "you
have to the reorganize the students’ desks, and often the janitors don't like it. Spaces are
what they are … “
MAIN ENABLERS?
Head Teacher support: (1) allowing the teacher to change lesson schedules and move pc's
around school. (2) HT opinion: “I consider the teachers’ participation in this kind of
initiative - and the subsequent transfer of good practice – is one of the strategic
dimensions through which to promote and support innovation in school".
Parental support: Parents were very interested in PDWs and also many bought computers
for their children so that learning activities could take place at home. The teacher said that
by the end of the project “almost every student has their pc at home".
STUDENTS’ COMMENTS (+/-)
According to students, the technologies are central to this process: "Because we study
with more interest and fun, more than books. With the latter you learn the subject, but
with the technologies you can look into it [the subject] … and, what's more, with
technologies we can work in teams!"
Students were clearly pleased to use Facebook, otherwise denied in the school.
One of the main challenges for students was to learn how to use software they didn't
already know. In order to overcome these problems … they found very useful tutorials on
YouTube.
KEY INNOVATION/S … WHAT’S NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL?
Teacher: "The LS has proved to be a 'tool' that can facilitate collaboration and social
development within students, improving their learning experience by the use of more
familiar (to the students) communication modes (blogs, FB, YouTube etc) …"
Head Teacher: The LS has "fostered the development of metacognitive processes, critical
thinking and autonomy” and it has helped students to see alternative points of view
through the PDWs. Students have also experienced a “different organization of their
school and homework, in terms of space, time, work method and individual study”.
The HT noted a growing interest by other teachers in the iTEC experience: “some teachers
not participating in the pilot cycle started to do some "iTEC-like" activities, copying some
pilot features” … "This gives me hope that this methodological approach can be extended
to others inside the school." … "It's my intention to make sure that the experience of the
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teachers involved in iTEC may be the subject of discussion within the Teachers Board for
dissemination that really works."
LINKS:

Teacher’s Story Map:

http://prezi.com/o4hoa5vumfla/itec-cycle-3-map_cdonnarumma/?kw=view-o4hoa5vumfla&rc=ref-5631483
Teacher’s iTEC Multimedia Story (iMmS):
http://prezi.com/tnq2673k2bqy/imms_itec-cycle-3-genesi-di-un-vulcano/
Final products: Group blogs and final designs can be viewed via the following group links:
Group1. "Vulcanoidi" Questionnaire designed for IWB and Response devices.
http://ivulcanoidi.blogspot.it/p/prodotto-finale.html
Group2. "Il più grande spettacolo" Volcano model made with the aid of archiCAD
http://ilpiugrandespettacolodopoleruzione.blogspot.it/p/final.html
Group3. "Vulcanologi" Interactive test created in PowerPoint http://vulcanologi.livejournal.com/
Group4. "Techonolgical Boys" Volcano made with recycled materials
http://boystechnological3f.blogspot.it/p/prodottofinale.html
Group5. "Le terre emerse" 3D Game
http://leterreemerse.blogspot.it/p/prodotto-finale.html
Group6. "The Vesuvius boys" Interactive Map using Thinglink http://bfdc99.blogspot.it/p/prototipo.html
Group7. "Explosive girls" Crossword using Hotpotatoes
http://explosivegirls3f.blogspot.it/p/prodotto-finale.html
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Case Study Story: Lithuania
THE LEARNING STORY: Designing Maths Games (DMG)
THE TEACHER The teacher also took part in the second iTEC cycle and plans to take part in
Cycle 4. She is enthusiastic, but her IT skills are fairly limited.
THE CLASS
Age of students: 8-10 years old
Number in class: 18
THE LESSON/S
The subject: Maths
Aims/Objectives:
-To improve students’ mathematical knowledge
-To develop IT skills (eg programming)
-To improve team working skills
Over what period of time? One lesson a week over 6-8 weeks
Location of lessons? Computer lab
RESOURCES
iTEC:
Other technology/software:
Scratch

Blogs

Google Translate

Primary Wall

Corkboard
This case study provides evidence of:
Constructivist pedagogies

Social/collaborative
learning

Creativity

New assessment
procedures

Effective use of digital tools

WHAT HAPPENED? TEACHER AND STUDENT EXPERIENCES
Older primary students created games on the subject of geometry for younger primary
students in grades 2-4 of primary school. The games were based on the topics covered
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under the primary curriculum. Students searched the web for ideas for their game
(including English language sites using Google Translate). Students could choose to work
in a team, in a pair or alone. Students presented their games to each other and received
feedback from their peers on their blog and face to face in their classes.
TEACHER’S COMMENTS (+/-)
On student motivation: Students created games by themselves, which impacted on their
motivation to learn. “Games creation and construction encourages students as well. Good
mood and positive attitudes easies learning, helps to unblock the brain. Therefore
students become more open-minded. They learn easier, feel free and useful to another
students, and able to pass good feelings while presenting work to their classmates.”
On developing students’ maths knowledge through technology: “Technology, as the way
to teach, helped [students] to learn math. The curriculum provides what students should
learn, but we can use different methods and technologies as a method to teach how to
improve math knowledge.”
On a lack of IT support: “We have no ICT coordinator, however administration supports LS
implementation. Speaking about the technologies, it could be helpful to get some support
from IT teacher.”
MAIN ENABLERS?




Flexibility of the Learning Story: “Description of the LS is very comprehensive, detailed and
could be used for different subjects and different ages. Its methodological introduction is very
clear and easy to follow and implement LS into the learning process.” (Teacher)
Support of headteacher: The headteacher is clearly very supportive of the project and
intends to participate in future cycles and to involve other teachers in the school: “I know
about the 4 cycle, and we will ensure our teacher will participate in this. I can propose for
more teachers in our school to participate in iTEC project and older classes as
well.”(Headteacher)

STUDENTS’ COMMENTS (+/-)




On developing their skills using new software: “It was difficult at first to use Scratch. We
didn’t know how figures could move, how manage movement, sizes, how to arrange chat, or
where to find players, use buttons programs, etc. We watched, explored how to do something
and we understood and performed it.”
On engagement in learning: “We learnt to work together, communicate, agree, share ideas,
learnt new software ant to create games. Students will be more engaged in learning while
playing such games.”

KEY INNOVATION/S … WHAT’S NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL?
New methods of assessment and assessment tools: The teacher used Primary Wall,
Corkboard and blogs to support assessment. Students offered feedback on each other’s
games.
Teacher better able to select most appropriate technologies for particular tasks: “First
we used very simple devices (during the 2nd cycle). Now we are more familiar with
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different software. Different kind of software could be chosen for different kind of
learning activities, and teacher is able to choose tools purposefully for presentation, or
narrative activities.” (Teacher)
LINKS:
Geometry blog: http://geometrija-pradinukui.blogspot.com/
Video: http://youtu.be/0ib1s-UBB7I











Students’ games:
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2918805
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2975214
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2985968
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2975236
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2975241
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2970350
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2985981
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2985992
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2986405
http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2918839



Case Study Story: Norway
THE LEARNING STORY: Visualising the Planet Surface (VPS)
THE TEACHER Two teachers, plus the school’s headteacher were engaged in this project on
‘Measuring and calculating on triangles and rectangles with different digital and analogue tools,
and comparing the results.’

THE CLASS
Age of students: 14 years
Number in class: 3 classes (80 students)
THE LESSON/S
The subject: Maths and Geography
Aims/Objectives:





To compare measurements obtained using various digital and analogue measuring tools
To provide opportunities for more enhanced use of the digital map, www.kartiskolen.no
To implement the use of GPS
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Over what period of time? The main activity was carried out during one three-hour
session.
Location of lessons? Football field and computer lab
RESOURCES
iTEC:
Other technology/software:
Smart phones

MotionX GPS
iPhone app

BOSCH laser
measurement
instrument

www.kartiskolen.no
(web-based map
application)

PCs
This case study provides evidence of:
Use of new learning spaces

Effective use of digital tools

Social/collaborative
learning

WHAT HAPPENED? TEACHER AND STUDENT EXPERIENCES
Combining learning goals from the mathematics curriculum related to geometry and
measurements, the students conducted measurements using various instruments, and
applied these for calculating areas, circumferences, etc.
The students were organized in groups of 4-6.
Each group was assigned one of three tasks,
where the tasks were of varying levels of
difficulty and various measurement
instruments were used. In addition, one group
called the media group was given the task of
documenting the other groups’ activities. The
groups took measurements of two football
fields located near the school. The
measurement instruments included students’
iPhones with the MotionX GPS app, a BOSCH
laser instrument, and a tape measure.

After performing the measurements, the groups shared their results for comparison. The
GPS groups uploaded the tracks to a high-resolution map application for Norwegian
schools (www.kartiskolen.no), and made a map layer on top of a satellite photo of the
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area they measured. They were then able to compare their measurements with the
satellite photo using the built-in measurement tool in the map application.
The headmaster researched technologies for use
in the pilot, and provided training on use of the
GPS app for both the teachers and the students
who were to use the app. He also made an
instruction video on how to use the app for
measurement and how to upload data to the map
application. The video was made available to the
participants on YouTube.

TEACHER’S COMMENTS (+/-)
On unreliable technology: “One of the most important barriers, as far as using technology in
schools are concerned, is technology that does not work every time. I have seen too many
examples of lessons at the computer lab that are destroyed due to hardware or software that does
not work properly. We all know how irritating it is when our personal or job- computer is lagging
or is dysfunctional. It is a completely different ballgame when this happens in a classroom with 25
pupils. One or two «sleepy» computers are potential bombs for the teacher and the lesson. It is
therefore absolutely crucial that programs and computers work as they shall.”
On deciding how best to form student groups: This project was a success but it did mean extra
work for the teacher. In particular considerations concerning how to build groups. We chose to
separate in three groups where the pupils had more or less the same skill-level. We can obviously
discuss whether or not this is the best or most proper way of organizing the students, but we do
feel that it worked well in our project.

MAIN ENABLERS?
Support of the headteacher: The main enabler behind the implementation was the
headmaster. In addition to initiating the iTEC participation at the school, he also took on
the role as technological support and as a teacher for one class during the pilot.
School culture: “An important enabler of changing of practises is the school culture concerning
failure ! Is it ok to fail ? How will my colleagues react if the project is a failure? I as a headteacher
try to show my teachers that it is ok to fail. Without failure, no progress. If we shall implement
new and exciting technology into our classrooms, we will have to accept a lot of failures, a lot of
things that does not work out the way we wished they would. But if such failures makes it easier
for us to plan and proceed in our next project, than it is worthwhile. As a school-leader i do think it
is vital that you show your teachers that this is the way to look at piloting pedagogy.”
(Headteacher)

STUDENTS’ COMMENTS (+/-)
On learning outside the classroom: “Several of the pupils mentioned that they liked to work with
mathematics that had to do with the real world outside school” (Headteacher)

KEY INNOVATION/S … WHAT’S NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL?
Students use their own devices (and their expertise in using those devices) within lessons: “To
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give pupils at the age of 14 a lesson concerning their smartphones, is a rewarding experience. They
are very skilled smartphone-users and grasp everything very quickly, and soon starts to inform the
teacher about new functionality that they discover. I am convinced that it would be easy to let a
pupil be the GPS-teacher next time we run this project !” (Headteacher)

The use of student’s smartphones provided an opportunity to reflect on BYOD policies and
practicalities for the school.
Use of new learning environments: Headteacher reported that pupils found it “Fun to have
mathematics outdoors and to calculate with objects in the real world is motivating”.

LINKS:
Teacher’s multimedia story: http://files.eun.org/itec/imms/NO_Venke%20Nesse.pdf
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7ntStOued5E&feature=youtu.be
Tasks:
https://skydrive.live.com/?cid=0cb209e06fc37525&id=CB209E06FC37525%212098&authkey=!ANx
--SJcSH9u2ww
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5.5 Appendix 5: Triangulation Report: Cycle 3
The purposes of a Triangulation Visit (TV) are:




to observe the National Pedagogical Co-ordinator’s (or their appointed colleague’s)
case study data collection procedures;
to ensure understanding of and adherence to the case study data collection
protocols as described in the iTEC (Cycle Two) Evaluation Handbook
to strive for consistency of data collection procedures across the iTEC countries.

During the lifetime of the iTEC project, each country receives one 2-day Triangulation Visit by
a member of the WP5 evaluation team. Where possible, the Triangulation Visit is
undertaken by a WP5 colleague who speaks the language of the country being visited.
However, where this is not possible, the lesson being observed and the other data collection
activities should be conducted in English, or the WP5 colleague will be accompanied by an
interpreter.
Towards the end of Cycle Three, Triangulation Visits were carried out in 3 countries:
Country

Date of TV

TVisitor

Austria

11.12.12

WP4 colleague fluent in German

Belgium

7.12.12

WP4 colleague fluent in Dutch

Portugal

6.12.12

Maureen Haldane + WP4 colleague
fluent in Portuguese

Guidance for the Triangulation Visitor33 was provided in a dedicated handbook: The Visitor’s
Guide for Triangulation Visits which includes the following:





a set of guidance notes34 (addressed to the TVisitor);
a set of questions (that the TVisitor might ask) with answers that explain the
requirements of the TV;
a checklist/proforma (The Triangulation Visit Checklist) of what to observe/report on
during the NPC’s data collection activities;
the interview questions that the NPC will be asking during interviews with:
o a teacher whose lesson has been observed by the NPC

33

In order to avoid too much repetition and for ease of reference the colleague carrying out the Triangulation
Visit will be referred to as the TVisitor.
34

Includes information and guidance concerning observing the NPC’s observation of a Case Study Teacher’s
lesson.
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o a group of students from the observed lesson
o the Head Teacher
o the school’s ICT Co-ordinator (if s/he is involved in the iTEC Project)
The TVisitors also received a copy of the Evaluation Guidance Handbook: Cycle Three; a
handbook provided to support the National Pedagogical Co-ordinators’ Case Study data
collection activities.
For the purpose of this report, the countries will be anonymised and referred to as countries
A, B and C.

5.5.1 Results of the Triangulation Visits
The results of the Cycle 3 Triangulation Visits are presented in six C3 TV Results Tables (for
ease of access) which follow precisely the questions included in the TVisitor’s Triangulation
Visit Checklist; a checklist provided to help support the TVisitor’s observation of the NPC’s data
collection activities and practice.
A seventh TV Results Table is included to show NPCs’ overall adherence to the data collection
protocols and highlights points for consideration by NPCs whilst engaged in their data
collection activities.
Each of the six TV Results Tables (1-6), provides information about whether or not (using
Yes/No/Partly as in the TV Checklist) a National Pedagogical Co-ordinator has carried out the
Case Study data collection activities as required by the protocols set out in the Evaluation
Guidance Handbook: Cycle Three. Salient points/observations made by the TVisitor are
included to shed light on the TVisitors’ judgments, especially where their judgment is “No” or
“Partly” as these two judgments do not always imply non-compliance.
The seven C3 TV Results Tables are presented as follows:
C3 TV Results Table 1: TVisitors’ observations of the NPC’s Lesson Observation
C3 TV Results Table 2: TVisitors’ observations of the Teacher Interview
C3 TV Results Table 3: TVisitors’ observations of the Group Student Interview
C3 TV Results Table 4: TVisitors’ observations of the Head Teacher interview
C3 TV Results Table 5: TVisitors’ observations of the ICT Co-ordinator interview
C3 TV Results Table 6: TVisitors’ observations of other data collection requirements
C3 TV Results Table 7: NPCs’ Overall Compliance in Data Collection Activities
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C3 TV Results Table 1: NPCs’ Lesson Observations
TVisitors’ observations of the NPCs’ Lesson Observations

Did the NPC . . .

Countries:
A/B/C

TVisitors’ Observations and selected
Quotations

Compliance
to Data
Collection
Protocols

(options for TVisitors
to answer: Yes; No;
Partly)

1) … have a copy of
the teacher’s Lesson
Plan?

Yes/Partly/Yes

2) … agree with the
teacher where s/he
should be placed for
observing the lesson?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The lesson plan can be found
on the DOTLRN

2 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: The teacher’s Lesson plan was
requested few days before the visit and an
updated version was given before the Lesson
in the day of the visit.
Yes/Country A: Prior to the visit the teacher
informed us of the setting of the class and its
reasoning. He then suggested where we
should be seated to be able to see the students
working on their computers

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: The room was small and the
students were facing the wall. It was agreed to
have 2 observers instead of just one. The
observers stood in the middle of the room.
3) … observe the
lesson and make
notes as required?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/County A: The NPC stayed at the back
most of the time during the observation. From
his seat he could easily observe the students.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: It was agreed to have 2
observers instead of just one. Also there was a
camera man recording the lesson.
4) … remain
unobtrusive
throughout the
lesson?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: As the students were working
in small groups and autonomously, the NPC
asked questions to the teacher when he was
free, but did not disturb the lesson.

3 out of 3
comply

5) … take an active
part in the lesson?

No/Partly/No

Partly/Country B: During the group work the
students asked for assistance to film

No compliance
required
for
this.

NOTE: This question is
included as a “second
part” to the previous
question about being
unobtrusive in order to
provide an opportunity
to understand the NPC’s
presence in the
classroom

No/Country C: It was previously agreed with
the teacher not to take an active part in the
lesson.

NPCs’ adherence to data collection protocols for observing the Case Study Teachers’ lesson

A: 100%
B: 75%
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C: 100%

No explanation was given as to why the NPC in Country B was only partly compliant with
requirement to have a copy of the lesson plan.

C3 TV Results Table 2: Teacher Interviews
TVisitors’ observations of the Teachers’ Interviews
Did the NPC . . .

Countries:
A/B/C

TVisitors’ Observations and selected
Quotations

Compliance
to Data
Collection
Protocols

(option for TVisitors
to answer: Yes; No;
Partly)

1) … put the teacher
at ease before the
interview began?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The NPC introduced me and
spent a few minutes complementing the
school and doing small talk to put the teacher
at ease.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: The NPC and the second
observer already knew the teacher. So this was
facilitated. And also informed that the
interview was not to evaluate teacher’s work.
2) … request
permission to record
the interview?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: This was done prior to the TV.
Yes/Country B: He explained why the
recordings were taken.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: This request was made
previously by email, in person before the
interview and in the beginning of the
interview. This third time is recorded.
3) … keep to time
without “clock
watching”?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: It felt very natural and he had
a good time management.

3 out of 3
comply

4) … allow the
teacher to answer
the questions fully
without any
interruptions?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: Good interaction

3 out of 3
comply

5) … get through all
the required
questions?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: He asked even some more
when curiosity striked – also to keep up the
conversational style of the interview. Some
questions were already answered during the
conversation at the beginning of the meeting.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: It started at 16:17 and ended
at 17:00.
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Yes/Country B: At the end NPC asked his
assistant to check whether all the questions
had been covered.
6) … avoid reading
through the
questions
mechanistically (in
other words, did s/he
present the
questions in a fairly
informal/conversatio
nal way)?

Yes/Yes/Yes

7) … ask for
clarification and/or
examples and/or
more detail for some
of the teacher’s
answers?

Yes/Yes/Yes

8) … thank the
teacher for
contributing to the
iTEC project?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: He had the questions mostly
in his head. The interaction felt natural!

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/ Country C: The interview went like an
informal conversation. No question was left
behind or remained unclear.

Yes/County A: He asked for example what
exactly went well during the implementation
of this learning story?

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: When necessary further
comments were requested
Yes/Country A: Various times
Yes/Country C: Before and at the end of the
interview.

NPCs’ adherence to data collection protocols for conducting the observed Case Study
Teachers’ interviews

3 out of 3
comply

A: 100%
B: 100%
C: 100%

C3 TV Results Table 3: Student Group Interviews
TVisitors’ observations of the Student Group Interviews
Did the NPC . . .

Countries:
A/B/C

TVisitors’ Observations and
selected Quotations

Compliance
to Data
Collection
Protocols

(options for TVisitors to
answer: Yes; No; Partly)

1) … check with the
teacher that all
relevant permissions
had been granted for
recording the student
interviews?

Yes/Yes/Yes

2) … ask the students
themselves if they

Yes /Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: This was done prior to the
visit.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: This request was made
previously by email, and in the spot the
teacher gave all the permissions signed by
the parents to the NPC.
Yes/Country A: As part of the introduction

3 out of 3
comply
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were happy about
being recorded?

Yes/ CountryB: He explained why the
recordings were taken.
Yes/Country C: This request was made in
person before the interview and in the
beginning of the interview. This second time
is recorded. Each student gave permission
individually.

3) … introduce
him/herself to the
students at the
beginning?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The NPC introduced us and
explained in simple words what she was
doing.

3 out of 3
comply

4) … use name
cards/identity labels
so that the students
could be addressed
using their names?

No/No/Yes

No/Country A: As it was only four students
(two boys, two girls) he had remembered
their names.

No compliance
required for
this.

Yes/Country C: This was done like a small
activity/game before the interview. Each
student wrote his/her own name in an
identification plate.

NOTE: Using name
labels for students
was a suggestion to
help NPCs run the
interview in a more
personable manner.
It was not an
expectation that all
NPCs would do this
nor indeed need to
do this.
5) … allow a few
minutes at the
beginning of the
interview for some
informal chat in
order to put the
students at their
ease?

Yes/Yes/Yes

6) … check what the
students knew about
iTEC and/or provide
them with some brief
information about
the project?

Yes/Partly/Yes

Yes/Country A: He started by asking them
general questions about their informatics
lessons. This way he put the students at ease
and got a feeling of the ITEC scenario was
very much different to the usual teaching
style.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: The previous activity was a
great way to put the students at their ease
and promoted the informal chat. Also the
students were already comfortable with us
because the interview occurred after the
lesson observation.
Yes/Country A: He did that after the
interview. Students did not have a clear idea
about ITEC, so he explained It in simple
words.

2 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: These students participated
also in cycle 2. The question about iTEC
project was addressed to everyone. Four
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Students had the chance to explain what is
iTEC project.
7) … keep to time
without “clock
watching”?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: Good time management

8) … allow all the
students to have an
opportunity to
answer at least one
of the questions?

Yes/Yes/Yes

9) … avoid a
mechanistic
approach to “taking
turns”?

Yes/Yes/Yes

10) … get through all
the required
questions?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country B: At the end NPC asked his
assistant to check whether all the questions
had been covered.

3 out of 3
comply

11) … ask the
questions in a way
which helped the
students to
understand what
they were being
asked?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The students never had a
problem understanding a question.

3 out of 3
comply

12) … thank the
students for their
contributions to the
iTEC project?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country C: It started at 15:41 and ended
at 16:10.
Yes/Country A: The two girls liked to talk
more, but he tried to give the word to the
boys as well by asking them direct questions.

3 out of 3
comply

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: To give all students the
opportunity to answer to at least one of the
questions, the first time one question was
posed the interviewers addressed it to a
specific student (sometimes the same
question was addressed to 2 students).
Yes/Country A: It felt very natural as he had
most of the questions in his head and didn’t
need to read them.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: Nevertheless the above
mentioned all students were allowed to
comment/answer all questions.

Yes/Country C: Several times the questions
were reformulated in order to make it more
clearly to the students.

NPCs’ adherence to data collection protocols for conducting the Student Group interviews

3 out of 3
comply

A: 100%
B: 91%
C: 100%

“Partly” answer to Q6 for country B was not explained, so we can only assume noncompliance.

139

C3 TV Results Table 4: Head Teacher Interviews
TVisitors’ observations of the Head Teachers’ Interviews
Did the NPC . . .

Countries:
A/B/C

TVisitors’ Observations and selected
Quotations

Compliance
to Data
Collection
Protocols

(options for TVisitors
to answer: Yes; No;
Partly)

1) … check that the
Head Teacher was
familiar with the
requirements of the
NPC visit and the role
of the Triangulation
Visitor before the
interview began?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The Head teacher was already
updated by the ITEC teacher.

3 out of 3
comply

2) … put the Head
Teacher at ease
before the interview
began?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The NPC introduced us and
spent a few minutes complementing the
school and doing small talk to put the teacher
at ease.

3 out of 3
comply

3) … request
permission to record
the interview?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country B: He explained why the
recordings were taken.

3 out of 3
comply

4) … keep to time
without “clock
watching”?

Yes/Yes/Yes

5) … allow the Head
Teacher to answer
the questions fully
without any
interruptions?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: He did not interrupt him. On
the contrary, he let the headmaster talk and
ask questions as well.

3 out of 3
comply

6) … get through all
the required
questions?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country B: At the NPC asked his assistant
to check whether all the questions had been
covered.

3 out of 3
comply

7) … avoid a
mechanistic
approach to reading
out the questions?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: He had memorized the
questions before so did not need to read.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: This request was made
previously by email, in person before the
interview and in the beginning of the
interview. This third time is recorded.
Yes/Country A: Great time management.
Yes/Country C: It started at 11:22 and ended at
11:40.

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: All questions were
contextualized.
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8) … ask the
questions in a way
which helped the
Head Teacher to
understand exactly
what s/he was being
asked?

Yes/Yes/Yes

9) … thank the Head
Teacher for allowing
the iTEC activities
(particularly the TV
which involves an
“extra” Visitor!) to
take place in his/her
school?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The questions were very clear.
Yes/Country C: Several times the questions
were reformulated in order to make it more
clearly to the head teacher.

Yes/ Country A: Thanked him for his support
in general and for having taken part in the
interview.

3 out of 3
comply

3 out of 3
comply

Yes/Country C: The NPC thanked the Head
Teacher for allowing the iTEC activities and
also the TV which involved “extra” visitors (1
NPC, 1 NPC colleague, 1 Camera Man, 1
TVisitor and 1 Visitor from MU) to take place
in his school.

NPCs’ adherence to data collection protocols for conducting the Head Teachers’ interviews

A: 100%
B: 100%
C: 100%

C3 TV Results Table 5: ICT Co-ordinator Interviews
TVisitors’ observations of the ICT Co-ordinators’ Interviews
*No ICT Co-ordinator was interviewed in Country C as he had not been involved in supporting the project

Did the NPC ...

Countries:
A/B

TVisitors’ Observations and selected
Quotations

Compliance
to Data
Collection
Protocols

Country C did not
interview the ICT coordinator: see
below table for
explanation.
(options for
TVisitors to answer:
Yes; No; Partly)

1)… put the ICT
Co-ordinator at
ease before the
interview began?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: As the ICT co-oordinator is the same
person as the teacher they had already spent some
time together and thus there was no need for extra
efforts to put him at ease.

2 out of 2
comply

Yes/Country B: Not necessary
2)… request
permission to
record the
interview?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Country B: He explained why the recordings
were taken.

2 out of 2
comply
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3)… keep to time
without “clock
watching”?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The interview felt very natural =
conversation style

2 out of 2
comply

4)… allow the ICT
Co-ordinator to
answer the
questions fully
without any
interruptions?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The interview felt very natural =
conversation style.

2 out of 2
comply

5)… get through
all the required
questions?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Country B: At the NPC asked his assistant to
check whether all the questions had been covered.

2 out of 2
comply

6) … avoid a
mechanistic
approach to
reading out the
questions?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: He had memorized the questions
before so did not need to read.

2 out of 2
comply

7) … ask the
questions in a
way which helped
the ICT Coordinator to
understand
exactly what s/he
was being asked?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: All the questions were easily
understandable

2 out of 2
comply

8)… thank the ICT
Co-ordinator for
contributing to
the iTEC project?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: He thanked him for all the efforts he
has been doing so far and complemented him on his
activities and his students.

2 out of 2
comply

NPCs’ adherence to data collection protocols for conducting the ICT Co-ordinators’
interviews

A: 100%
B: 100%

In Country C, this interview was not conducted because the head teacher is also the ICT coordinator. Furthermore, as an ICT co-ordinator he had no significant intervention in iTEC
activities in that school. For these reasons the NPC decided not to undertake this interview.

C3 TV Results Table 6: Other data collection requirements
TVisitors’ observations of other data collection requirements
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Did the NPC . . .

Countries:
A/B/C

TVisitors’ Observations and
selected Quotations

(options for TVisitors
to answer: Yes; No;
Partly)

1) … have all relevant
documentation to
carry out the data
collection activities?

Yes/Partly/Yes

Yes/Country A: The NPC was very well
prepared.

Compliance to
Data Collecttion
Protocols

2 out of 3 comply

Yes/Country C: The NCP had all relevant
documentation to carry out the data
collection activities. He provided a
folder with:

i.e. . . .
 Evaluation
Handbook ?
 All sets of Interview
Questions?
 Copy of the NPC
Visit Schedule?
 Evidence of
Permissions (as
required by their
own country’s
legislation) to
video/audio record
students?








2) … provide/arrange
for a suitable
interview room for
their own interview?

Yes/Yes/Yes

3) … have all relevant
documents
translated for the
teachers?

Yes/No/Yes

Copy of TV Schedule
All sets of interview questions
Lesson plan: including general
and specific plans, learning
story (that was observed) and
evaluation criteria
Observation table
Copy of procedures

Yes/Country A: The teacher took care of
this part mainly, as he knew the
facilities of the school better.

3 out of 3 comply

Yes/Country C: This was previously
planned and informed. Nevertheless
the room for the head teacher’s
interview had to change.
Yes/Country A: The NPC translated the
questions for the teachers on the spot.

3 out of 3 comply*

No/Country B: Not necessary
Yes/Country C: Every document was in
national language.

4)… have any
evidence that s/he
had
encouraged/reminde
d the case study
teacher to:
 make use of the
iTEC online Teacher
Community site?
 to write up their
multimedia story
(iMmS)?

Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: He mentioned it and
encouraged the teacher various times.

3 out of 3 comply

Yes/Country B: …but without much
success so far.
Yes/Country C: make use of the iTEC
online Teacher Community site? The
teacher was encouraged during the
interview.
- to write up their multimedia story
(iMmS)? The teacher was reminded of
this. She will write it in her blog.
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 to complete the
online survey as
soon as teaching
with the iTEC
Learning Story is
finished?
5) … remember to
collect all relevant
teacher
documentation
before leaving the
school?

- to complete the online survey as soon
as teaching with the iTEC Learning Story
is finished? The lesson we observed was
the last one from this LS. The teacher
informed that she had completed the
online survey right after the lesson.
Yes/Yes/Yes

Yes/Country A: The teacher was going
to send him all the documents via
email.

3 out of 3 comply

Yes/Country C: The teacher gave all the
relevant documentation to the NPC
before the lesson.

(see Evaluation
Handbook, 2.3.2.3.3
p46)
NPCs’ adherence to data collection protocols for collection of case study documents

A: 100%
B: 80%
C: 100%

*As no translation was necessary for teachers in Country B, this is still treated as compliant.
As no explanation was provided as to why the NPC from Country B only partly complied with
the requirement to have all relevant documentation to carry out the data collection activities,
this is treated as non-compliance.

C3 TV Results Table 7: NPCs’ Overall Compliance in Data Collection Activities
NPC Data Collection
Activity

Country A

Country B

Country C

Compliance

Compliance

Compliance

Observation of Case Study
Teacher’s lesson

100%

75%

100%

Conducting observed Case Study
Teacher interview

100%

100%

100%

Conducting Student Group
interview

100%

91%

100%

Conducting Head Teacher
interview

100%

100%

100%

Conducting ICT Co-ordinator
interview

100%

100%

N/A
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Carrying out other data
collection requirements

100%

80%

100%

5.5.2 Final Comments
There were no issues arising in either Country A or C in Cycle 3, suggesting that the NPC
training and TVisitor guidance/training addressed most of the remaining weaknesses in the
data collection and TVisit processes.
In Country B, one aspect of the lesson observation, student group interview and other data
collection requirements were each registered as non-compliant as they were only partially
fulfilled. However, as no further comments were noted in the triangulation visit checklist, it
is not possible to suggest how compliance could have been improved in this country.
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5.6 Appendix 6: Triangulation Visit Guidance, Cycle 3
5.6.1 Introduction
This set of guidelines is provided for colleagues who will be carrying out Triangulation Visits
(TVs) on behalf of the iTEC Evaluation Team (WP5) towards the end of Cycle Three.
The guidance in this document is presented in the form of:
 a set of notes addressed to the colleague carrying out the TV35 (that’s you!);
 a set of questions (that you, the Visitor, might ask) with answers that explain the
requirements of the visit.
During the lifetime of the project, each country will receive a one-day Triangulation Visit by
a member of WP5 or a nominated colleague who speaks the language of the country that is
being visited. It is anticipated that just one day will be required to observe the National
Pedagogical Co-ordinator’s (NPC’s) data collection activities (see Section 2, p4) in one school.
However, you may find that, for practical scheduling reasons, one or two of the participant
interviews to be conducted by the NPC have been scheduled over two days.
The purposes of the Triangulation Visit are:




to observe the NPC’s (or their appointed colleague’s) case study data collection
procedures;
to ensure adherence to the case study data collection protocols as described in the
iTEC Evaluation Guidance Handbook: Cycle 3 (Section 5; pp 31 - 38);
to strive for consistency of data collection procedures across the iTEC countries;

The following documents relate to the Triangulation Visits:
a. The Visitor’s Guide for Triangulation Visits: Cycle 3 (this document)
b. Triangulation Visit Checklist: Cycle 3 (provided by WP5 prior to your TVisit)
c. the iTEC Evaluation Guidance Handbook: Cycle 3 (provided by WP5 prior to
your TVisit)
d. the NPC’s Case Study Visit Schedule (requested by you and provided by the
NPC before your visit)

The above documents are also available to National Pedagogical Co-ordinators.
TV guidance is presented below under the following headings:

35

In order to avoid too much repetition and for ease of reference the colleague carrying out the Triangulation
Visit will be referred to as the TVisitor.
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5.6.2 Preparation for the visit
1. When do the Triangulation Visits take place?
Triangulation Visits are timed to coincide with an NPC’s case study data collection activities.
These will be taking place towards the end of an iTEC Cycle and at a time when a case study
teacher will be implementing an iTEC Learning Story.
2. Who arranges the Triangulation Visits?
The visits are arranged as follows:
1. In the first instance, WP5 Leaders will:
a. contact the NPCs who are selected to receive a TV;
b. send relevant documents to the NPCs and to you, the Triangulation Visitor.
2. You and the NPC will then need to liaise (please cc all correspondence to
m.j.haldane@mmu.ac.uk) in order to:
a. agree and arrange your Triangulation Visit36 (one full day with the NPC) and to
request a copy of the case study visit schedule that the NPC has agreed with
the case study teacher (see Evaluation Guidance Handbook: Cycle 3, Boxed
Note 2, p.33). Remember that this note in the Handbook is addressed to the
NPC);
NB: Please check the NPC’s schedule carefully to ensure that all the data collection activities
(see extract below which is taken from the Evaluation Guidance Handbook: Cycle 3) will be
taking place on the day of your TVisit to the school.

This following extract is addressed to the NPC in the Evaluation Guidance
Handbook, but gives you a clear overview of the NPC’s data collection
activities that you will be observing:
“In each Cycle, when you [NPC] visit each of your three case study
teachers, you will be carrying out the following activities:
 one observation of one iTEC lesson being taught by the case
study teacher;
 four interviews:
 the case study teacher whose lesson you observed
 a small group of students who participated in the
observed lesson
 the Head Teacher (HT)
 the ICT Co-ordinator (ICTC)
 Collection of case study teacher’s documentation”
Evaluation Guidance Handbook: Cycle 3 (p32)

36

Note: Travel and subsistence will be met by WP5
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b. make arrangements for meeting up with the NPC. The NPC may also be able
to advise on accommodation.
3. You are required to keep WP5 Leaders informed of all agreed TV activity. Copying-in
to emails is probably the easiest way to do this. Please cc: Maureen Haldane
(m.j.haldane@mmu.ac.uk) into all correspondence related to TVs.

3. What else do I need to do?
1. 
In preparation for your visit, you will need to read the Evaluation Guidance
Handbook: Cycle 3 and be very familiar with what the NPC is required to do whilst
carrying out data collection activities. Although it is advisable to read the whole of
the document, the most important parts are:
 Section 5: Guidance on the NPC Visit to the Case Study Teachers (pp31-38)
 Section 6: Interview Guidance and Schedules (pp45-51)
2. 
You will also need to read through the document “Triangulation Visit
Checklist: Cycle 3” and make yourself familiar with the “Guidance for Observing” at
the beginning.
3. 
Ensure that you have the following documents with you (either hard copy or
electronically, but bear in mind that you will be required to provide your findings to
WP5 Leaders electronically):
a.
b.
c.
d.

Evaluation Guidance Handbook: Cycle 3
The Visitor’s Guide for Triangulation Visits: Cycle 3 (ie: this document)
Triangulation Visit Checklist: Cycle 3
NPC’s Case Study Visit Schedule (requested by you; sent to you by the NPC)

5.6.3 The Case Study School Visit
On the day of your school visit, you will be observing the NPC’s data collection activities which
include:
1. The NPC observing one full iTEC lesson being taught by the case
study teacher;
2. An interview with the case study teacher whose lesson the NPC
observed;
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3. An interview with a small group of students who participated in
the observed lesson;
4. An interview with the Head Teacher (HT);
5. An interview with the ICT Co-ordinator (ICTC) if involved in
supporting iTEC teacher/s;
6. NPC’s collection of the case study teacher’s documentation.
The following points provide important information about what to do during your school visit:
1. If possible, it is preferable to arrive at the School Reception either with, or at the same
time as your NPC who will then be able to make the introductions to relevant school
colleagues and to the case study teacher in particular.
2. The NPC and/or the case study teacher will be your host/s whilst in school unless the
school requires otherwise.
3. As the main purpose of your TVisit is to observe the NPC’s data collection procedures,
the NPC’s case study visit schedule will provide you with the structure of your visit. For
information about the NPC’s schedule; see: (boxed) “Notes for your attention” nos: 15, p33 of the Evaluation Guidance Handbook: Cycle 3.
4. Whilst observing the case study teacher’s lesson and the interviews, you will need to:
a. use the TV Checklist (see * below) provided;
b. ensure that you are adhering to the “Guidance for Observing”.
*Guidance on how to use the checklist is contained within the TV Checklist
itself.
5. The NPC may also request some of your time to engage in discussions about their data
collection practice, after all, the NPC’s practice has been the focus of your
observations! However, please be aware of this cautionary note . . .
 Giving feedback is not something to be undertaken lightly and only

colleagues who are qualified and experienced should agree to a formal
feedback session. However, it is acceptable for you to share your checklist
notes and to allow the NPC to add any points that will clarify, exemplify or
amplify the points you have made.

5.6.4 You may need to be in school for Two Days . . .
There may be a need for you to be in the school for a second day for two reasons . . .
1. . . . if all interviews have not been completed on the first day
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When the NPC and the case study teacher are organising the schedule for the NPC’s
data collection visit, they will be conscious of the need to schedule the activities so as
to avoid disruption to the smooth running of the school day. For this reason, it may not
be possible to complete all the interviews in one day and therefore, you may need to
visit the school again for a second day. If this occurs, you are sure to have some spare
time between your formal Triangulation Visit tasks and you may be offered
opportunities to make use of this time by taking a more general interest in the iTEC
school.
Do feel free to take up this offer, but please make some general notes about what you
discover as this will be useful to the Evaluation Team.
2. . . . if there is more than one Case Study teacher at the school
It is possible that certain schools may be contributing more than one case study from
the school you are visiting and while on the premises, the NPC may have a second
Case Study teacher to observe and two subsequent interviews to conduct (one with
the observed teacher and one with the group of students from the observed lesson).
If this situation arises, you are free to make one of three decisions:
1. With the consent of the NPC and teacher, and if scheduling permits, take a
formal interest and complete a second set of Case Study data collection
observations (observing a lesson observation plus the two subsequent
interviews in the same way as you did for the first Case Study). This would be
great news for the Evaluation Team!
or . . .
2. If scheduling doesn’t allow you to undertake a complete set of data collection
activities involving this teacher, with the consent of the NPC and the teacher,
take a formal interest in observing any combination of the NPC’s three related
data collection activities. Complete the relevant observation notes for the
activities you are able to observe, but state somewhere on the notes why you
were unable to observe the full set of data collection activities related to this
particular teacher.
or . . .
3. With permission from the school and NPC, take a more general interest in the
iTEC school; meeting other iTEC teachers, meeting students etc. Make some
general notes about what you discover as this will be useful to the Evaluation
Team.
To summarise what may happen if a second day is required . . .
… if your TVisit requires you to stay for a second day, the following activities are possible
on Day Two:
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Possible Activity 1

One or two interviews from Day One may still need to be
undertaken by the NPC and you will need to observe the NPC.

Possible Activity 2

The NPC may invite you to observe the full set of data collection
activities related to a second Case Study teacher teaching an iTEC
lesson in the same school. This is a wonderful opportunity and
should only be undertaken, schedule permitting, on a formal basis
(ie you will need to complete a full set of observation notes for
this second teacher).

Possible Activity 3

You may be invited to meet with other iTEC teachers and/or
students at the school. This will be an informal activity and can
only be one of your Day Two activities alongside either Activity 1
or Activity 2 above, ie this activity cannot be undertaken as a sole
Day Two task.

Possible Activity 4

The NPC may ask for some time to be put aside to enable him/her
to receive feedback on their data collection activities. This activity
can only be one of your Day Two activities alongside either Activity
1 or Activity 2 above, ie this activity cannot be undertaken as a
sole Day Two task.

5.6.5 After the visit
Within two weeks of the TV:
Please send (as email attachments):
- a copy of the NPC’s Case Study Visit Schedule
- your completed Triangulation Visit Checklist: C3
- any accompanying video clips or photographs (for which you have acquired the
relevant permissions)

. . . to: Maureen Haldane (m.j.haldane@mmu.ac.uk)

May we wish you a happy and successful Triangulation Visit!
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5.7 Appendix 7: WP5 partners and their contributions
during period 3
WP5‘s 21 partners are: EUN (WP1 leader, WP4 leader, WP11 leader), FPCE (involved
in WP4), DGIDC (MoE, Portugal), BMUKK (MoE, Austria), ITC (MoE, Lithuania),
MONE (MoE, Turkey), AALTO (WP3 leader), ANSAS (previously INDIRE, MoE, Italy),
TLF (MoE, Estonia), NCIE (MoE, Norway), UB (WP8 leader), K.U.LEUVEN (WP9
leader), UVIGO (MoE, WP10 leader), KM (WP7 leader), FULAB (WP2 leader), MMU
(WP5 leader), MAKASH (MoE, Israel), ELFA (MoE, Slovakia), CNDP (MoE, France),
EDUC (MoE, Hungary) and EDUB (MoE, Belgium).
Partners contributed in the following ways:











Results from ID5.4 (Cycle Two) were presented by MMU at the GA in
September 2012 and at an iTEC webinar in December 2013.
Results from ID5.5 were presented by MMU at the GA in March 2013, and at
an iTEC webinar in April 2013.
AALTO took full responsibility for evaluation of pre-pilots (reported in WP3
deliverables)
MMU, AALTO, KM contributed to revising the questionnaires for Cycle 3; MMU,
EUN, KM, UB, UVIGO, K.U.LEUVEN contributed to revising the questionnaires
for Cycle 4.
DGIDC, BMUKK, ITC, MONE, ANSAS, TLF, NCIE, MAKASH, ELFA, CNDP,
EDUC, EDUB and SMART37
o Translated questionnaire amendments for Cycle 3 (EDUB did not
participate in Cycle 3) and Cycle 4
o Collected evaluation data including three cases studies per cycle (two
provided as a case study report, one set of data translated and
transcribed) (one partner was only able to complete two case studies) in
Cycle 3 and one case study (a set of data translated and transcribed) in
Cycle 4
Promethean38 provided support for evaluation activities and the generation of
teacher multimedia stories and videos.
Associate partners FNBE and DZS also provided support for evaluation
activities although did not participate in case studies.
EUN and MMU conducted triangulation visits to Austria, Belgium and Portugal
in Cycle 3.
MMU provided support to NPCs to undertake evaluation including providing an
Evaluation Handbook and running a Workshop for Cycle 3 on 24th September
2012, providing an Evaluation Guide (explaining the extensive changes in Cycle
4 and Cycle 5, renamed to draw attention to the substantial revisions) and
running a Workshop for Cycle 4 on 14th March 2013.

37

SMART are a partner in iTEC but were not allocated time in WP5.

38

Promethean are a partner in iTEC but were not allocated time in WP5.
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MMU provided further individual support to NPCs as required in Cycle 3 and
Cycle 4 through email and telephone contact.
MMU analysed Cycle 3 data and undertook preliminary analysis of Cycle 4 data.
MMU finalised ID5.5 (Evaluation of Cycle 3) and drafted ID5.6 (Evaluation of
Cycle 4). A draft of ID5.5 was circulated to all partners on 2 nd April 2013.
Feedback was received from three partners (EUN, FPCE, AALTO). EUN made
a substantial contribution to the development of the executive summary and
ensuring that links with ESSIE data were made.
MMU and EUN worked together to refocus the evaluation from the classroom
to focus more on how innovation happens at a systemic level, to identify how
the innovative iTEC processes can be mainstreamed and also to assess the
use of iTEC technologies.
A short session was held on January 31st with EUN, KM, UB and some NPCs
to discuss the evaluation of technologies in the pilots. This fed in to the
development of focus group questions for teachers in Cycle 4 on the use of
widget store.
MMU, EUN and NFER developed the questions for NPCs and other
stakeholders to evaluate the scenario development toolkit.
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