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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 ï 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 ï Cycle 3 meta-analysis 

Classroom impact 

iTEC has positively impacted on studentsô: 

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 teachersô: 

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 ï 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 
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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 NPCsô 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 wide-
scale 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: 

Å To capture and document the innovative iTEC processes which could 
support mainstreaming 

http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/deliverables
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Å To shift the focus of evaluation from classroom impact to strategic impact 
Å 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 (M30-
M35). 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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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 

ωC1-C3 summary (section 2.1)

ωEvaluation of C4 (section 2.4)

1) Do the iTEC Learning Stories 
and Learning Activities and 
relevant iTEC technologies 

benefit learning and teaching?

ωNational case studies (section 2.2)

ωEvaluation of scenario development process 
(section 2.3)

ωEvaluation of C4 (section 2.4)

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

transferable and scalable?

ωEvaluation of scenario development process 
(section 2.3)

ωEvaluation of C4 (section 2.4)

3) Are the Learning Stories, 
Learning Activities and iTEC 

technologies fit for purpose?

ωC1-C3 summary (section 2.1)

ωNational case studies (section 2.2)

ωEvaluation of C4 (section 2.4)

3) What are the enablers of 
and barriers to adoption of 

iTEC Learning Stories , Learning 
Activities and iTEC 

technologies?

http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/deliverables
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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 óThe iTEC process has positively impacted on teachersô 
technology-supported teaching practicesô). 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: stakeholdersô 
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 
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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: 

Å Observe the NPCs (or their appointed colleagueôs) case study data 
collection procedures; 

Å Ensure understanding of and adherence to the case study data collection 
protocols as described in the Cycle Evaluation Handbook; 

Å 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 ï Narrating an academic topic through audio-
visual means.  

¶ Learning Story 2: Create an Object ï Developing a tangible design.  

¶ Learning Story 3: Create a Game ï 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). 

  

http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/learning-activities


iTEC Project Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx 

  

 

21 

 

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. 

 

 

Figure 2: Thematic structure of the report 

 

  

ωSection 2.1: C1-C3 summaryof findings

ωSection 2.4: C4 interim findings

Classroom 
impact

ωSection 2.2: National case studies

ωSection 2.3: The scenario development process

ωSection 2.4: C4 interim findings

ωSection 2.1: C1-C3 summary of findings

Mainstreaming 
impact

ωSection 2.4: C4 interim findings

ωSection 2.2: National case studies

ωSection 2.3: The scenario development process

ωSection 2.1: C1-C3 summary of findings

Innovation
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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. 

http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/deliverables
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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 teachersô and studentsô 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. 

 

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. 

  

                                                      

3Speech 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 studentsô: 
a. Knowledge, skills and understanding4 

 

 

 

b. 21st century skills5 

 

 

 

 

c. Movation, engagement and attitudes 

 

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

 

 

 

                                                      

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. 

0% 10%20%30%40%50%60%70%80%90%100%

had a positive impact on student attitudes to
learning

led to students being deeply engaged in their
work

Figure 3: The iTEC process

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

66% of teachers (n=826) agreed that the 
iTEC process positively impacted on their 
studentsô assessment data as evidenced 
by their assessment data. (teacher survey) 

 

ñWe 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 ï itôs especially 
inspired us.ò (Lithuania, student, C1) 

 

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

 

ñI 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.ò (Norway, Teacher, C2) 

 

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) 

 

http://www.p21.org/
http://atc21s.org/


iTEC Project Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx 

  

 

25 

 

d. Learning practices 

The impact on studentsô 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 5: Impact on learning practices 

 

 

2. The iTEC process has positively impacted on teachers : 
a) Technology-supported pedagogy 

 

 

 

 

  

0% 10%20%30%40%50%60%70%80%90%100%

communicate with the teacher in new ways

communicate with each other in new ways

express their ideas in new ways

engage with complex, real-world problems

learn beyond the boundaries of the classroom

Figure 4: The iTEC process enabled students to ...

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

ñTechnology has allowed us to open up our classroom. Iôm always connected and I have a 
real communication with them beyond the class.ò (Spain, teacher, C3) 

 

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: Impact on teachers' digital competence 

 

 

 

c) Motivation, engagement and attitudes 

 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

creative skills

knowledge of the pedagogical use of ICT

ICT skills

Figure 6: The iTEC process develops teachers' ...

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

ñI wasnôt the teacher who was the most... How can I put it? I wasnôt the one who used the most computer 
tools in my classroom. I used them from time to time, but not daily. So there, now, itôs really become a 
class tool... And I am much more comfortable with it.ò (France, 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) 

 

ñFrom what I can see, a higher student attainment 
and a higher teacher motivation are the key 
benefits.ò (Austria, head teacher, C2) 
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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: Potential to support innovation 

 

 

 

 

b. Increasing the effective use of ICT 

 

 

 

 

 

c. Introducing innovative technologies and tools 
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should be made available to other teachers

has potential to lead to innovation in the
classroom

Figure 7: Teachers believe that the iTEC process ...

Yes - definitely Yes - probably No

ñI 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 donôt 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 Iôm pretty sure this will lead to more and more joining us who will incorporate modern 
technologies and use them in a deliberate way.ò (Hungary, ICT co-ordinator, C2) 

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 donôt. In the 
other lessons the most we can do is some 
work on the computer once in a while. 
(Portugal, student, C2) 

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) 

ñI 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.ò (Slovakia, student, C3) 
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The conditions for success are as follows (the importance of each varies according to 
national and local conditions). 

 

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. 

  

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
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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 

Á 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.  

Á 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. 

Á The iTEC LAs, LSs and Scenarios are seen as innovative and important in 
facilitating pedagogical and technological change.  

Á 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. 

Á 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 

Á 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. 

Á 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. 

Á 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 

Á 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. 

Á Engaging with teacher education providers is challenging, particularly as 
universities and teacher training institutions operate with a great degree of 
autonomy in many countries. 

Á The self-review framework and teacher ambassador scheme are broadly 
supported in most countries (similar schemes have already been adopted in 



iTEC Project Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx 

  

 

31 

 

some), and the possibility of linking with similar schemes already in existence 
should be investigated. 

Á 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. 

Á 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 

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 
άƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŀŘƻǇǘ ƴŜǿ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎέΦ όCǊŀƴŎŜύ 

 

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 
ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǿƘȅ ƛ¢9/ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΣ άōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƎƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
the schools the ammunition to work with technology from a pedagogical pŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΦέ 
(Belgium) 
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There was also greater collaboration between teachers, including those not 
directly involved in iTEC (three countries). 

 

 

 

 

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

 

 

 

Technological change 

In five countries teachers used existing technologies to facilitate pedagogical 
change6.  

 

 

 

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. 

 

                                                      

6 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. 

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 άƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŀŦǊŀƛŘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǎŜŜƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ 
ƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎέΦ  ¢ǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
stakeholders.  (Austria) 

 

¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŀŘƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŦƻǊ IǳƴƎŀǊƛŀƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ άŎŀƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ 
ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ ǿŀȅέ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭΦέ  (Hungary) 

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) 

 

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) 

 

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) 
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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.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

 

 

 

IŜ ƛǎ άǉǳƛǘŜ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘέ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭƛōrary 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 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǎ άǘƘƛǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǎŎŀǊŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎέΦ 
(Belgium) 

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) 

The scenario development toolkit 
is seen as a real asset in 
IǳƴƎŀǊȅΧƛǘ ƛǎ ǎŜŜƴ ǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ŀ 
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) 

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 
with teachers from other countries has been 
innovative for French teachers. (France) 
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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 ósystemic project 
frameworkô 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). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

¶ Teachersô pedagogical and digital competence (nine countries, ranked in top 
seven in pre-interview survey) 
ü could be facilitated through training and support 

¶ Ministerial/stakeholder engagement with exploitation plans for iTEC (nine 
countries) 
ü 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)  
ü could be facilitated through funding and/or bring your own device 

schemes 

¶ A flexible curriculum (five countries) 

Dissemination will continue through events, 
workshops, conferences and through the 
{ǳƭƛƴŜǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇƻǊǘŀƭΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƳŀƛƭƛƴƎ 
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 up-
scaling and mainstreaming. 
(Turkey) 
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ü 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 
ü 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)  
ü 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) 
ü could be facilitated through training, support and guidance 

¶ Sufficient funding for mainstreaming innovation (two countries, ranked in top 
seven in pre-interview survey) 
ü 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 
óTeacher Ambassadorsô or óAdvanced skills teachersô. 

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). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

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) 
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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 face-
to-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 countryôs 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

9 A further five scenarios created by an expert group and during an EUN training session were also reviewed 
making a total of 15. 

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 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƘŜƭǇǎ άǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƴŜǿ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎŀƭ 
ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΦέ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ . ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿŀǎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜΦ ώΧϐ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 
what is innovative for Interviewee C is the involvement of 
a wider range of stakeholders in the process, particularly 

students. (France, National Case Study) 
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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.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 óstimulatingô, 
óengagingô and óinspiringô. 

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 

 

 

 

 

 

άThe 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.έ 

(NPC, Portugal) 

άώL ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǘƘŜϐ 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] ς QR codes, 
Edmodo, Mind Mapping tools, TeamUp." 

(NPC, Promethean) 

 

άΧǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
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 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ L/¢ ǎƪƛƭƭǎύέ (Spain, teacher) 

άClearly, 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.έ (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) Simplifying the documentation and process. 
2) Improving the presentation (online access, introduction, video tutorials). 
3) Adopting vocabulary that translates easily and is more familiar to teachers. 
4) Inclusion of more practical examples. 
5) Integrating the toolkit with the iTEC Composer/SDE. 
6) Allowing more time for implementation of the process. 
7) Incorporating suggestions for assessment. 
8) 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4 Cycle 4: Evaluation results 

The  iTEC Internal Deliverable 5.5 reports on the evaluation of the projectôs Cycle 4 
(C4) large-scale pilots  between April 2013 and June 2013. The full report is included 
in ID5.6, 

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)  
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The focus of C4 pilots was on óreal worldô 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 óTell a Storyô; óCreate an Objectô; and óCreate a Gameô. The 
most popular LS was óTell a Storyô 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 teacherôs prior experience and context, together with their implementation of the 
LS, being collected via a óTeacher Questionnaireô. In C4 the Teacher Questionnaire 
was substantially revised to focus more explicitly on teachersô 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: 

 

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 studentsô: creativity, collaboration skills, digital literacy, communication skills, 
problem-solving skills, independent learning and critical thinking. The common 

iTEC improves student learning outcomes

iTEC helps develop teacher competences

iTEC brings about innovative pedagogy

iTEC brings about innovative technology use
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reasons given by survey respondents to account for these improvements were: 
increased opportunities for collaboration (55 respondents, 20%), studentsô 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 studentsô 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 studentsô 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 óflipô 
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 studentsô 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 



iTEC Project Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx 

  

 

46 

 

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 technologies15 (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: video-
editing 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 teachersô 
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 



iTEC Project Title: ITEC-D5 4_MMU_V4.Docx 

  

 

48 

 

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, time-
consuming).  

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 
studentsô 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, teachersô 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, up-
scaling 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 studentsô 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 
studentsô 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 teachersô 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; 

¶ Teachersô 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 ñto consider 
themselves learning designers, to vary the range of activities and to focus on what 
students (not the teacher) are doingò (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),  

¶ studentsô 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. 

2.5.4 Concluding 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 countryôs 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 March-
April 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 one-
hour 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 óyesô or ónoô 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 óC4 Evaluation Guideô 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 ï 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 Group interview with 6-8 students 
o Interview with head teacher 
o Interview with ICT co-ordinator (if applicable) 
o 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 Kozmaôs 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). 
 

3.3.1 Cycle 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 No. 
pilots 

No. 
evaluations 

No. pilots 
represented 
by 
evaluations 

 

Response 
rate (%) 

Case 
studies 

iMmS 
(optional) 

NPC Q 

Austria 20 11 20 100% 3 0 Yes 

Belgium 84 44 49 58% 3 0 Yes 

Czech 
Republic 

14 7 14 100% N/A 0 No 

Estonia 38 21 36 95% 3 4 Yes 

Finland 26 25 26 100% N/A 1 Yes 

France 15 14 14 93% 3 3 Yes 

Germany 
(SM) 

8 5 6 75% N/A N/A N/A 

Hungary 54 43 46 85% 3 3 Yes 

Israel 9 5 8 89% 3 0 Yes 

                                                      

19 In some cases teachers piloted the iTEC resources and technologies with two cohorts of students. 
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Italy 14 10 10 71% 3 0 Yes 

Lithuania 70 29 47 67% 3 0 Yes 

Norway 23 15 16 70% 3 1 Yes 

Poland 
(SM) 

2 2 2 100% N/A N/A N/A 

Portugal 33 3520 33 100% 3 0 N/A 

Slovakia 25 12 13 52% 3 5 Yes 

Spain 
(SM) 

29 2021 22 76% 3 0 Yes 

Spain(PR) 3 2 2 67% N/A N/A N/A 

Turkey 82 27 28 34% 12 0 Yes 

UK (PR) 29 7 11 38% N/A 3 No 

Totals 578 334 403 70% 36 20 13 

 

3.3.2 Cycle 4 overview 

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

Á Learning Story 1: Tell a Story ï Narrating an academic topic through audio-
visual means. (188 teachers surveyed representing 233 pilots) 

Á Learning Story 2: Create an Object ï Developing a tangible design. (73 
teachers surveyed representing 86 pilots) 

Á Learning Story 3: Create a Game ï 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 No. 
pilots 

No. 
evaluations 

No. pilots 
represented 
by 
evaluations 

 

Respons
e rate (%) 

No. of 
focus 
groups 

No. of 
case 
studies 

Austria 76 17 29 38% 1 1 

Belgium 38 7 12 32% 1 1 

Czech Republic 14 7 14 100% N/A N/A 

Estonia 30 13 25 83% 1 1 

Finland 56 22 23 41% N/A N/A 

France 21 16 16 76% 0 1 

Hungary 41 27 31 76% 1 1 

Israel 39 8 15 38% 1 1 

Italy 28 22 22 79% 1 1 

Lithuania 101 35 48 48% 1 1 

Norway 23 12 13 56% 0 1 

Portugal 35 26 26 80% 1 1 

Promethean/Spain 7 1 1 14% N/A N/A 

Promethean/UK 68 12 19 28% N/A N/A 

Slovakia 20 13 15 75% 0 1 

SMART/Germany 5 4 4 80% N/A N/A 

SMART/Netherlands 1 0 0 0% N/A N/A 

SMART/Poland 2 0 0 0% N/A N/A 

SMART/Spain 73 38 45 62% N/A 1 

                                                      

24 The fifth evaluation question, evaluating the piloting process itself is reported on in D4.4 produced by WP4. 
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SMART/UK 6 5 5 83% 1 N/A 

Turkey 190 57 62 33% 1 5 

Totals 874 342 424 50% 10 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 19th March 
2013 (1297 views) 

¶ A webinar on the C3 evaluation results was presented on Wednesday 24th April 
2013. 

¶ The C1-C3 summary was made available on the iTEC resultsô 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,  

Sven Olaf 
Brekke,  

Venke Nesse,  

Jorun Irene 
Tokheim, 

Ola Berge 

Mathematics 
Teaching 

June 2013 
(provisional date 
for publication 
January 2014) 

Sustaining innovation in 
the classroom: The role 
of the iTEC process 

Cathy Lewin British Journal of 
Educational 
Technology 

October 2013 

The changing role of 
teachers and students 

Sarah McNicol Undecided October 2013 

Promoting creativity 
through technology: 
teacher and learner 
experiences 

Cathy Lewin Journal of 
Computer 
Assisted Learning  

November 2013 
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iTEC learning activities 
as a model for 
information literacy 

Sarah McNicol Undecided December 2013 

The impact of one-to-
one technology 

Sarah 
McNicol, Fabia 
Hully 

Undecided January 2014 

Putting the learner in 
the driving seat: the 
impact of iTEC on the 
learning experience  

Cathy Lewin Computers & 
Education 

February 2014 

Reflecting on Bloomôs 
Taxonomy in 
technology-supported 
pedagogy 

Sarah McNicol Undecided February 2014 

The impact of iTEC on 
schools in Spain 

Beatriz 
Manzano, 
Sarah McNicol 

Undecided February 2014 

 

3.6 Implications for other work packages 

 

3.6.1 Scenario 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. 

3.6.2 Learning 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).  

3.6.3 TeamUp/ReFlex (WP 3) 

14. Provide guidance / examples to develop studentsô 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. 

3.6.4 Piloting (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 óStudents 
collaborateô 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.  

3.6.5 The 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. 

3.6.6 Widget 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. 
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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). 

3.6.7 Scaling 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 scalingïup, 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 ï infrastructure and technical support - and 

recommendation 30 ï 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 

teachersô ICT technical and pedagogical skills. Provide training/guidance for 

teachers on: managing group working; supporting studentsô 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 teachersô 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 

CZ The Czech Republic 

DE Germany 

EE Estonia 

ES Spain 

FI Finland 

FR France 

HU Hungary 

IS Israel 

IT Italy 

LT Lithuania 

NO Norway 

PT Portugal 

SK Slovakia 

TR Turkey 

UK United Kingdom 

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

a) ΨtŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎŀƭΩ ƛƴƘƛōƛǘƻǊǎ i) ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ L/¢ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ όƛƴŎΦ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ L/¢ ƛƴ Ŏƭŀǎǎύ  

ƛƛύ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ L/¢ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ  

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)  



 

79 

 

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: 

 

 



 

80 

 

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. 9ǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŀ άǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǳǎŜ ƳŀǘǳǊƛǘȅέ ǎŜƭŦ-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: 

Á An email survey of teachers (13 responses from 9 countries) 
Á An email survey of other stakeholders (2 responses from 2 countries) 
Á A face-to-face focus group with NPCs (all countries represented) 
Á An email pro-forma completed by NPCs (11) 
Á 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 
óotherô 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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Á Portugal: on-going support will be provided using iTEC national community 
forums.  

Á Belgium : making use of the óMETROsystemô  
Á 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: 

Á working on an action plan (5 teachers and 1 stakeholder).  
Á detailed scenario writing (1 teacher)  
Á reviewing scenarios produced (1 teacher).  
Á 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 
ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŜȄǇƭƻǊŜΣ ƳŀǇΣ ƳŀƪŜΣ ǎƘƻǿΩ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ 
(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 1. Quadcopter with 3D printed parts 

Belgium 1. Create collaboratively a class quiz 
Estonia 1. Gamification of the course 

France 1. Personalised learning paths 

Hungary 1. Message in a bottle 

Norway 1. Coding to learn 

Portugal 1. Students as creators of digital learning resources. 

Promethean 1. Flipping the teacher 
2. Students design their own demonstrations of understanding 

SMART 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 

Turkey 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 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛ¢9/ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƘŜƭǇǎ άǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƴŜǿ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΦέ LƴǘŜǊviewee B felt that the use of trends in the process was 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜΦ ώΧϐ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ / ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ 
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 
ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇΧ{ƘƻǿƛƴƎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǿŀȅΧ!ǎƪƛƴƎ 
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 ς 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 óvery goodô (5) and the other three teachers and one stakeholder rated it 
ógoodô (4). When asked to explain their rating, teachers described the experiences 
using terms such as ñstimulatingò (Portugal), ñengagingò (Lithuania) or ñinspiringò 
(Norway). 

The positive features of the scenario development process identified by teachers and 
other stakeholders are described below. 

Á 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 
wƘƻƭŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ Ǉƻǎǘ ƛǘ ƴƻǘŜǎΧǿŀǎ ŀ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ 
(UK, teacher) 

ΧǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ƻǿƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀǎ ŀ ǘŜŀƳ ƛƴ ŀ 
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 
ǘŜŀŎƘΣ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ L/¢ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣΧύ ό{ǇŀƛƴΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊύ 

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) 

Á 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) 

Á 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) 

Á 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) 

Á 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.  

¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŀŘƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŦƻǊ IǳƴƎŀǊƛŀƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ άŎŀƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ōŜǎǘ 
ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ ǿŀȅέ όLƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ !ύ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƳǳŎƘ Ƴƻre 
ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭΦέ όLƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ .ύ όIǳƴƎŀǊȅΣ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅύ 

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) 

Á 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. 

Á Simplification 

Although this was not mentioned as a significant problem in the teacher surveys27, 
according to NPCs, teachers perceived the first version of the scenario development 
toolkit to be ócomplexô, óoverwhelmingô and óscaryô; 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.   

Á 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 óótoolkitô was debated in the focus group; although some 
where happy with the name, others were not convinced that ótoolkitô 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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Á 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 Microsoftôs óPartners in Learningô. 

Á Inclusion of more practical examples 

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

Á 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.   

Á 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. 

Á 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. 

Á 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: 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Ǉƻǎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛŘŜŀǎΣ ǎƻ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ ǿŜōƛƴŀǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ 
(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) (Slovakia-
NPC) 

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 

.0# 0ÒÅȤ&ÏÃÕÓ 'ÒÏÕÐ 1ÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ 

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. 

 

NAME: 
COUNTRY:  

1. How many people received Scenario Development Toolkit Training? 

¶ Policy makers: 

¶ Commercial providers: 

¶ Teachers: 

¶ Teacher educators: 

¶ Other/s (including individuals with dual roles, please specify): 

 

2. Who provided the Scenario Development Toolkit Training? (Please give details of background, eg 
teacher, teacher-educator) 

 

 

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

 

 

4. How many sessions did you provide and how long did each session last?  
 

5. How did you present the Toolkit to your attendees and what kind of activities did you include in the 
training? 

 

 

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

 

 

7. Briefly describe what you have put in place: 

                                                      

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. 

mailto:s.mcnicol@mmu.ac.uk
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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 

 

 

vнΥ ²Ƙŀǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ǘƻ Lb¢9Dw!¢9 ǘƘŜ ¢ƻƻƭƪƛǘ ƛƴǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΚ 
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 

4ÅÁÃÈÅÒ 1ÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ɀ &ÕÔÕÒÅ #ÌÁÓÓÒÏÏÍ 
3ÃÅÎÁÒÉÏ 4ÏÏÌËÉÔ29 

Thank you for agreeing to answer (in English) the questions below about how you have been involved 

in the Future Classroom Scenario process. 

The questions are designed to help us understand your involvement in the scenario development 
process.  Please provide as much information as possible for each question in order to help us 
understand exactly what you have done. 

 

Note: Please email the completed document to Sarah McNicol (s.mcnicol@mmu.ac.uk) before 1st July 2013. 

 

NAME: 
COUNTRY: 
 

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

maturity model self-assessment) 
 
 

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

 

 
c. After the workshop (eg writing an action plan) 

                                                      

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. 

mailto:s.mcnicol@mmu.ac.uk
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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 ἦ 2 Poor ἦ 3 Average ἦ 4 Good ἦ 5 Very good ἦ 

 

 

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 projectôs 
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 teacherôs prior 
experience and context, together with their implementation of the Learning Story being 
collected via a óTeacher Questionnaireô. 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. 



 

99 

 

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 óinnovative approach to learningô 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 end-
of-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 
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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 studentsô metacognition and self-
evaluation, 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 self-
reflection, 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 ï 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 
ófully with current school policies and plans and in 11 cases, they were believed 
to fit óto some extentô. 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 teachersô 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 



 

103 

 

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 
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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 schoolôs ethos was noted to be important in 17 (of X47) case studies; and a 
flexible approach to school organization including support for óBring Your Own 
Devicesô 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 non-
friendship 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 (self-
motivated), 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. 



 

107 

 

¶ 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 

#ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ 3ÔÏÒÙȡ !ÕÓÔÒÉÁ 

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-ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƛ¢9/ ŀǊŜ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ 
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 

https://www.dropbox.com/
http://scratch.mit.edu/
http://www.corkboard.it/
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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 
ƘŜƭǇ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΨǎ ǊƻƭŜ ǿŀs 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. 

¢9!/I9wΩ{ COMMENTS (+/-) 

On student motivation and behaviourΥ ά¢Ƙƛs class is usually louder and unfocussed 
because they are that good. Giving them something real to work on really increases their 
motivation and ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴέ 

On changes to pedagogy: άBeing 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 
ƻǾŜǊ ŀƎŀƛƴΦέ 

MAIN ENABLERS?  

School infrastructure: Teacher opinion: ñBeing blessed with this kind of infrastructure and 
being used to having it, the implementation enabler was the existing IT infrastructure in 
our schoolέΦ 

Supportive classroom atmosphere: The level of co-operation in the classroom was 
ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ bt/ ǿƘƻ ŦŜƭǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ǘƻ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ άƎƻƻŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 
ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜέΦ 

{¢¦59b¢{Ω /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

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 ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΥ ά²Ŝ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀȅ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦ hǳǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ 
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 
ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦέ 

Y9¸ Lbbh±!¢Lhbκ{ Χ ²I!¢Ω{ b9²κ5LCC9w9b¢ h±9w![[Κ 
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. άYou just need to let them do the things and 
trust them. You are going to be surprised what they come up ǿƛǘƘΦέ  

LINKS: 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƎŀƳŜǎΥ http://scratch.mit.edu/galleries/view/189005 

 

 

  

http://scratch.mit.edu/galleries/view/189005
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#ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ 3ÔÏÒÙȡ "ÅÌÇÉÕÍ 

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 

 

http://www.apple.com/uk/ilife/imovie/
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WHAT HAPPENED?  TEACHER AND STUDENT 
EXPERIENCES 

Introduction to iMovie 

The first lesson was devoted to students learning how to 
ŀǎǎŜƳōƭŜ ƳƻǾƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ ƛaƻǾƛŜΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ ΨǉǳƛŎƪ 
ǎǘŀǊǘΩ ƎǳƛŘŜΦ 

 

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. 

T9!/I9wΩ{ COMMENTS (+/-) 

On improved student motivationΥ άI did not think I would accomplish a lot with them in 
but the way they practised speaking French today is really goodΧThey are often hard to 
motivate. If you do this with the whole class and make some traditional exercises, they 
ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ ōƻǊƛƴƎΧDoing this in a more creative fashion, I notice that they learn a lot, 
that they speak and do more.έ 

On student attainmentΥ άI believe the final result will be better, than if I would have let 
every student do ƛǘ ƛƴ ŦǊƻƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƭŀǎǎΧI really believe so.έ 

Overall comments: The teacher was initially apprehensive, but the success of the activity 
ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ƘŜǊ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ άIt was pretty successful. I believe that I will do this more 
oftenΧL was shocked it went so well. And you notice thŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿŜƭƭΦέ 

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 
ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ άƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ōŀǊέ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ Ŝŀǎȅ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
more teachers to become involved. 



 

113 

 

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 self-
ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǿŀȅ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƛ¢9/Υ άThat is what we want to do. We want to develop projects of 
our own and stimulate them so that there iǎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦέ 

School ethos: The ethos of the school is to focus on technology for learning, not just 
teachingΣ άƴƻǘ ǘƻȅǎ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƻȅǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴέ όL/¢ /ƻ-ordinator).  An 
example of this is in the use of iPads by students rather than IWBs by teachers. 

{¢¦59b¢{Ω /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

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.έ 

 

On improved motivation and outcomes: άaȅ CǊŜƴŎƘ ƛǎ 
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.έ 

Y9¸ Lbbh±!¢Lhbκ{ Χ ²I!¢Ω{ b9²κ5LCC9w9b¢ h±9w![[Κ 
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 
ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΥ  άStudents who are less sure of themselves speaking, dare to speak more 
because they can start over. This way there is no problem making errorsΧBecause they 
can correct it afterwards.έ 

LINKS:  

Student videos: 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aK8xnh_ejfE&feature=youtu.be 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-9XJfqUYjC8&feature=youtu.be 

 

 

  

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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#ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ 3ÔÏÒÙȡ %ÓÔÏÎÉÁ 

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 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƎŀƳŜǎΦ 

¢9!/I9wΩ{ /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

On the positive reaction from studentsΥ άWǳǎǘ ƴƻǿΣ ŦƻǊƳ у ŎŀƳŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ƳŜ ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ ƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦέ 

On changes to learning activities: άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƎŀƳŜǎ 
ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ L Ǝƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ LΩƳ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎŜŘ ōȅ 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦέ 

MAIN ENABLERS?  

Curriculum fit: ¢ƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŦƛǘǘŜŘ ǿŜƭƭ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳΥ άΧŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǘopics in 
ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳέ ό¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊύ 

Enthusiasm of the teacher: The commitment and interest of the teacher was essential 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǿƛŘŜƭȅΥ ά¢ƘŜ 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.έ 
(Headteacher) 

{¢¦59b¢{Ω /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǎŀǿ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀǎ Ŧǳƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎΥ  άΧōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ŜȄŎƛǘƛƴƎέΣ άWe should use 
ƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴέΣ άLǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎΦέ 

Y9¸ Lbbh±!¢Lhbκ{ Χ ²I!¢Ω{ b9²κ5LCC9w9b¢ h±9w![[Κ 
Although this case study made very limited use of technology, the students felt that the 
overall approach was very differŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻΣ ά¦ǎǳŀƭƭȅ 
ǿŜ ǘŀƪŜ ƴƻǘŜǎ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ōƻƻƪǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ Řƻ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪΦέ  Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ 
ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƴƻǾŜƭΣ άUsually 
ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ our projects, which we have done at home, in front of the class. We have 
ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƻǳǊ ƘƻƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴ ƳŀǘƘǎ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎΦέ 

LINKS:  

Project blog: http://iteceesti.wordpress.com/ 

 

 

  

http://iteceesti.wordpress.com/
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#ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ 3ÔÏÒÙȡ &ÒÁÎÃÅ  

THE LEARNING STORY:  Designing a Physics Simulation (DPS) 

THE TEACHER ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ΨŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦ 

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 briefΣ ōǳǘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ άǎǘŜǇ-by-ǎǘŜǇέ 
questions, so that the pupils could better understand what they had to do.   
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¢ƘŜ ǘŀǎƪ ǿŀǎ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ р άǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎέΦ  9ŀŎƘ ƻƴŜ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 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 
ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ǿƻǊƪǎǇŀŎŜΦ 

¢9!/I9wΩ{ COMMENTS (+/-) 

On why the project was engaging for students: άLǘΩǎ ŀ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƘŀǘ L ƘŀŘ ƴŜǾŜǊ 
ŘƻƴŜΧ ōȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŀǎǘǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ƛǎ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ 
ƛŘŜŀǎΧ ƛǘ ǎǇŀǊƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǇƛƭǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΧ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻōƛƭŜ 
ǘŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜǎΧ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜȄƛǎts in terms of technological items, to 
Řƻ ŀƴ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΧ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇέ  

On problems experienced in blogging due to a lack of student skills: άL ƎŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǎƪ 
of setting up the blogs at home. As far as I was concerned, it would be quite straightforward, 
ōǳǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȄ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ƛǘΧ ǎƻƳŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŀƴ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƛƴōƻȄ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ 
ŦǳƭƭΣ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǎǿƻǊŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪΧ L ǘƻƻƪ ŀ нƘǊ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ 
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-ƻƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέΦ 

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.  
¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ L/¢ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ: ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛǎ άŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊέ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣ ǎƻ ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ƎƻƻŘ L/¢ 
skills and advises and supports his colleagues in this domain.  
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{¢¦59b¢{Ω /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

On reasons for engagement: άLǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ȅƻǳ want 
ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ 
ǳǎǳŀƭ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎΤ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ 
ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎέ  

On the practical nature of the taskΥ άLǘ ŜƴŀōƭŜǎ ǳǎ 
ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƛƴ 
ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭέ  

 

KEY Lbbh±!¢Lhbκ{ Χ ²I!¢Ω{ b9²κ5LCC9w9b¢ h±9w![[Κ 
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  

{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΥ http://projet -cer-3pst3.overblog.com/ 

 

 

 

  

http://files.eun.org/itec/imms/C3_FR_RB.pdf
http://projet-cer-3pst3.overblog.com/
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#ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ 3ÔÏÒÙȡ )ÓÒÁÅÌ 

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 
ςrelated 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. 

http://www.haifanet.co.il/
http://sixqs.com/sixqs-site/index.xsp
http://www.sixqs.com/sixqs-site/index.xsp
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¢9!/I9wΩ{ COMMENTS (+/-) 

On reflection: άThe reflective activity gave me the opportunity for contemplation on 
teachiƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ŦƻǊ ƎƛŦǘŜŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΧthis introduction was a very beneficial 
infrastructure.έ 
On connecting with other teachers: ά¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇǊŜǇŀǊƛƴƎ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ 
story inspired me to connect with online communities of teachers who are engaged in 
ƻǇǘƛƳŀƭ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎȅΦέ 

On using new tools and techniques: άtǊŜǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ Ƙŀǎ 
encouraged me to use a variety of tools both from the field of ICT and from the field of 
ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎȅΦέ 

άaȅ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎΣ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŘ ƳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ 
ƴŜǿ ŦƻǊ ƳŜΦέ 

MAIN ENABLERS?  

Enthusiasm of the teacher and commitment to developing innovation and new 
approaches through iTEC. 

{¢¦59b¢{Ω /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

On ICT and teamworking: άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻǳǊ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘ ǾŜǊȅ Ŝŀǎȅ ƻƴ 
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." 

Y9¸ Lbbh±!¢Lhbκ{ Χ ²I!¢Ω{ b9²κ5LCC9w9b¢ h±9w![[Κ 
{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪ Ǝŀƛƴǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜǊ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜ: "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  

 

 

http://www.sixqs.com/sixqs-site/scenario-view.xsp?id=3858
http://www.sixqs.com/sixqs-site/scenario-view.xsp?id=3812
http://www.sixqs.com/sixqs-site/scenario-view.xsp?id=3866
http://www.sixqs.com/sixqs-site/scenario-view.xsp?id=3764
http://www.sixqs.com/sixqs-site/scenario-view.xsp?id=3854
http://www.sixqs.com/sixqs-site/scenario-view.xsp?id=3845
http://www.sixqs.com/sixqs-site/scenario-view.xsp?id=3846
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#ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ 3ÔÏÒÙȡ )ÔÁÌÙ 

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 
ǘƘƛǎ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΦ {ƘŜ ƘŀŘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ άǇǊƻǘƻǘȅǇŜǎέ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ 
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   Number in class: 28 (14 boys and 14 
girls) 

THE LESSON/S  

The subject:    Earth Science: volcanoes (ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ǘƻǇƛŎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎ 
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 άǇƭǳǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜǿƻǊƪΗέ 
(Teacher) Location of lessons?    In the classroom and also outside school outside normal 
school hours 

RESOURCES 

iTEC: TeamUp  

Other technology/software: 

        Desktop computer  Laptops  Telephone  Learner 
response device 

        YouTube    Unity 3D Prezzi    Hot Potatoes 

        Facebook (closed)  eMail   Thinglink  Interactive 
Whiteboard 

This case study provides evidence of: 

        New assessment procedures Constructivist pedagogies  Creativity 



 

123 

 

        Effective use of digital tools  Expressiveness   
 Engagement with parents 

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 
ǘƻǇƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛ¢9/ /о ά.ŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǎƛƎƴέ ōǊƛŜŦΦ 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 
άǇǊƻŎŜǎǎέ ŀƴŘ άŘŜǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƻǘƻǘȅǇŜέ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ƻǿƴ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ brief, each coming up with different proposals but with a common 
thread: playing games to cover the topic. 

Contextual Inquiry and Benchmarking 

5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƘŀǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ 
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 
ƻŦ άtǊƻŘǳŎǘ 5ŜǎƛƎƴέ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ 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 
ϥŎƻƴǘŜƴŘŜǊǎϥ όǘƘƻǎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘύΦ ¢ƘŜ άƧǳǊȅέ either had to watch a prototype 
presentation, or to test ŀ ǇǊƻǘƻǘȅǇŜ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άǾŜǊŘƛŎǘέ όŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘύ 
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 effectivŜέΦ 

TEACHER COMMENTS (+/-) 
Facebook: "This school would not allow the use of Facebook, but we knew that ALL the 
ƪƛŘǎ Χ have a FB account. The rƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǳǎƛƴƎ C. ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ [{ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘΧ ƳŀȅōŜ kids would have 
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ended up using it for non-school things Χ ŀs 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 imǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǎƘŜ άwanted to 
be a faded presence".  SƘŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 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 studentsΩ desks, and often the janitors don't like it. Spaces are 
ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Χ ά 

MAIN ENABLERS?  
Head Teacher support: (1) allowing the teacher to change lesson schedules and move pc's 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦ όнύ I¢ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΥ άI consider the teachersΩ participation in this kind of 
initiative - and the subsequent transfer of good practice ς 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 
ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άalmost every student has their pc at home". 

{¢¦59b¢{Ω /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

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 ώǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘϐ Χ ŀnd, 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 orŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ Χ ǘƘŜȅ found very useful tutorials on 
YouTube. 

Y9¸ Lbbh±!¢Lhbκ{ Χ ²I!¢Ω{ b9²κ5LCC9w9b¢ h±9w![[Κ 
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, Yƻǳ¢ǳōŜ ŜǘŎύ Χ" 

Head Teacher: The LS has "fostered the development of metacognitive processes, critical 
thinking and autonomyέ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ students to see alternative points of view 
through the PDWs. {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ŀ άŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊation of their 
school and homework, in terms of space, time, work method and individual studyέ. 

The HT noted a growing interest by other teachers in the iTEC experience: άsome teachers 
not participating in the pilot cycle started to do some "iTEC-like" activities, copying some 
pilot featuresέ Χ "This gives me hope that this methodological approach can be extended 
to others inside the school." Χ "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:  ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ {ǘƻǊȅ aŀǇΥ 

http://prezi.com/o4hoa5vumfla/itec-cycle-3-map_cdonnarumma/?kw=view-o4hoa5vumfla&rc=ref-5631483 

 ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ƛ¢9/ aǳƭǘƛƳŜŘƛŀ {ǘƻǊȅ όƛaƳ{ύΥ  

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/prodotto-

finale.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 

 

  

https://outlook.mmu.ac.uk/owa/redir.aspx?C=c9ea24b3df5f46b084d8d5ff2b1d74fb&URL=http%3a%2f%2fprezi.com%2fo4hoa5vumfla%2fitec-cycle-3-map_cdonnarumma%2f%3fkw%3dview-o4hoa5vumfla%26rc%3dref-5631483
https://outlook.mmu.ac.uk/owa/redir.aspx?C=c9ea24b3df5f46b084d8d5ff2b1d74fb&URL=http%3a%2f%2fprezi.com%2ftnq2673k2bqy%2fimms_itec-cycle-3-genesi-di-un-vulcano%2f
http://ivulcanoidi.blogspot.it/p/prodotto-finale.html
http://ilpiugrandespettacolodopoleruzione.blogspot.it/p/final.html
http://vulcanologi.livejournal.com/
http://boystechnological3f.blogspot.it/p/prodotto-finale.html
http://boystechnological3f.blogspot.it/p/prodotto-finale.html
http://leterreemerse.blogspot.it/p/prodotto-finale.html
http://bfdc99.blogspot.it/p/prototipo.html
http://explosivegirls3f.blogspot.it/p/prodotto-finale.html
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#ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ 3ÔÏÒÙȡ ,ÉÔÈÕÁÎÉÁ 

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:   

-¢ƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

-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 

Effective use of digital tools 

Creativity New assessment 
procedures 

 

 

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 

http://scratch.mit.edu/
http://translate.google.com/
http://primarywall.com/
http://www.corkboard.it/
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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. 

¢9!/I9wΩ{ /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

On student motivation: Students created games by themselves, which impacted on their 
motivation to learn. άDŀƳŜǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ DƻƻŘ 
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 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉŀǎǎ ƎƻƻŘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭŀǎǎƳŀǘŜǎΦέ 
On developing ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳŀǘƘǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΥ άTechnology, 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 
ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƳŀǘƘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦέ 

On a lack of IT support: ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ƴo ICT coordinator, however administration supports LS 
implementation. Speaking about the technologies, it could be helpful to get some support 
ŦǊƻƳ L¢ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΦέ 

MAIN ENABLERS?  

Á Flexibility of the Learning StoryΥ ά5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [{ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ comprehensive, detailed and 
could be used for different subjects and different ages. Its methodological introduction is very 
ŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ [{ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦέ ό¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊύ 

Á 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: άI 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.έ(Headteacher) 

{¢¦59b¢{Ω /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

Á On developing their skills using new software: άLǘ ǿŀǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ at first to use Scratch. We 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳƻǾŜΣ Ƙƻǿ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǎƛȊŜǎΣ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ arrange chat, or 
where to find players, use buttons programs, etc. We watched, explored how to do something 
ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƛǘΦέ  

Á On engagement in learningΥ άWe learnt to work together, communicate, agree, share ideas, 
learnt new software ant to create games. Students will be more engaged in learning while 
ǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ǎǳŎƘ ƎŀƳŜǎΦέ 

Y9¸ Lbbh±!¢Lhbκ{ Χ ²I!¢Ω{ b9²κ5LCC9w9b¢ h±9w![[Κ 
New methods of assessment and assessment tools: The teacher used Primary Wall, 
Corkboard and blogs to support ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΦ  {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ 
games.  

Teacher better able to select most appropriate technologies for particular tasksΥ άCƛǊǎǘ 
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 
ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦέ ό¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊύ 

LINKS:  

Geometry blog: http://geometrija-pradinukui.blogspot.com/ 

Video: http://youtu.be/0ib1s-UBB7I 

Á {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƎŀƳŜǎΥ 
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2918805  
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2975214  
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2985968  
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2975236  
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2975241  
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2970350  
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2985981  
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2985992  
Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2986405  

Á http://scratch.mit.edu/projects/rytuku/2918839   

 

 
#ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ 3ÔÏÒÙȡ .ÏÒ×ÁÙ 

THE LEARNING STORY:  Visualising the Planet Surface (VPS) 

THE TEACHER ¢ǿƻ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ Ǉƭǳǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƘŜŀŘǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǿŜǊŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻƴ 
ΨMeasuring and calculating on triangles and rectangles with different digital and analogue tools, 
ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦΩ 

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 

http://geometrija-pradinukui.blogspot.com/
http://youtu.be/0ib1s-UBB7I
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
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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 
ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ŀŎtivities. The 
groups took measurements of two football 
fields located near the school. The 
measurement instruments included ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
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 

http://www.kartiskolen.no/
http://www.kartiskolen.no/
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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. 

 

¢9!/I9wΩ{ COMMENTS (+/-) 

On unreliable technology: άhƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎΣ ŀǎ ŦŀǊ ŀǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴ 
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 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƘŀƭƭΦέ 
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 cultureΥ άAn 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 pƛƭƻǘƛƴƎ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎȅΦέ 
(Headteacher) 

{¢¦59b¢{Ω /haa9b¢{ όҌκ-) 

On learning outside the classroomΥ ά{ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǇƛƭǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƭƛƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ 
ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭέ όIŜŀŘǘŜŀŎƘŜǊύ 

KEY INNOVATION/S é WHATôS NEW/DIFFERENT OVERALL? 
Students use their own devices (and their expertise in using those devices) within lessonsΥ ά¢ƻ 
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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-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƛƳŜ ǿŜ Ǌǳƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ηέ όIŜŀŘǘŜŀŎƘŜǊύ 

The use of studeƴǘΩǎ ǎƳŀǊǘǇƘƻƴŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ƻƴ .¸h5 ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
practicalities for the school. 

Use of new learning environmentsΥ  IŜŀŘǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǳǇƛƭǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ άCǳƴ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ 
mathematics outdoors and to calculate with objects in the real ǿƻǊƭŘ ƛǎ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƴƎέΦ 

LINKS:  

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ƳǳƭǘƛƳŜŘƛŀ ǎǘƻǊȅΥ 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 

 

 

 

  

http://files.eun.org/itec/imms/NO_Venke%20Nesse.pdf
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7ntStOued5E&feature=youtu.be
https://skydrive.live.com/?cid=0cb209e06fc37525&id=CB209E06FC37525%212098&authkey=!ANx--SJcSH9u2ww
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-ƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊΩǎ όƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜΩǎύ 

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: ¢ƘŜ ±ƛǎƛǘƻǊΩǎ 
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 
ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ bt/Ωǎ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΤ 

¶ 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 LƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ƻōǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ bt/Ωǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ /ŀǎŜ {ǘǳŘȅ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ 
lesson. 
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o a group of students from the observed lesson 
o the Head Teacher 
o ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ L/¢ /ƻ-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-ƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊǎΩ /ŀǎŜ {ǘǳŘȅ Řŀǘŀ 
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 
ŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎύ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊΩǎ Triangulation 
Visit Checklist; a checklist prƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊΩǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bt/Ωǎ Řŀǘŀ 
collection activities and practice.   

! ǎŜǾŜƴǘƘ ¢± wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǿ bt/ǎΩ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 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 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƘŜŘ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘǎ, ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ άbƻέ ƻǊ 
άtŀǊǘƭȅέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƛƳǇƭȅ ƴƻƴ-compliance. 

The seven C3 TV Results Tables are presented as follows: 

/о ¢± wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ мΥ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bt/Ωǎ [Ŝǎǎƻƴ hōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
/о ¢± wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ нΥ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ the Teacher Interview 
/о ¢± wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ оΥ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DǊƻǳǇ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ 
/о ¢± wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ пΥ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ IŜŀŘ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ 
/о ¢± wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ рΥ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L/¢ /ƻ-ordinator interview 
/о ¢± wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ сΥ ¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ 
C3 TV Results Table 7Υ bt/ǎΩ hǾŜǊŀƭƭ /ƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ 5ŀǘŀ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ !ŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ 
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C3 TV Results Table 1: NPCsô Lesson Observations 

¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bt/ǎΩ [Ŝǎǎƻƴ hōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ  Compliance 
to Data 

Collection 
Protocols 

Did the NPC . . . Countries:  

A/B/C 

(options for TVisitors 
to answer: Yes; No; 

Partly) 

¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ hōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ 
Quotations 

мύ Χ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƻǇȅ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ [Ŝǎǎƻƴ 
Plan? 

Yes/Partly/Yes 

 

 

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

Yes/Country C: ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ [Ŝǎǎƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴ ǿŀǎ 
requested few days before the visit and an 
updated version was given before the Lesson 
in the day of the visit. 

2 out of 3 
comply 

нύ Χ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
teacher where s/he 
should be placed for 
observing the lesson? 

Yes/Yes/Yes 

 

 

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  

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 out of 3 
comply 

оύ Χ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŜ 
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. 

Yes/Country C: It was agreed to have 2 
observers instead of just one. Also there was a 
camera man recording the lesson. 

3 out of 3 
comply 

пύ Χ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ 
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 

рύ Χ ǘŀƪŜ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ 
part in the lesson?  

NOTE: This question is 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άǎŜŎƻƴŘ 
ǇŀǊǘέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ 
question about being 
unobtrusive in order to 
provide an opportunity 
ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ bt/Ωǎ 
presence in the 
classroom 

No/Partly/No Partly/Country B:  During the group work the 
students asked for assistance to film 

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

No compliance 
required for 
this.   

bt/ǎΩ ŀŘƘŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ ŦƻǊ ƻōǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ŀǎŜ {ǘǳŘȅ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ 
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 

¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ Compliance 
to Data 

Collection 
Protocols 

Did the NPC . . . Countries:  

A/B/C 

(option for TVisitors 
to answer: Yes; No; 

Partly) 

¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ Observations and selected 
Quotations 

мύ Χ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ 
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. 

Yes/Country C: The NPC and the second 
observer already knew the teacher. So this was 
facilitated. And also informed that the 
ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ 

3 out of 3 
comply 

нύ Χ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ 
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. 

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 out of 3 
comply 

оύ Χ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƻ ǘƛƳŜ 
ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ άŎƭƻŎƪ 
ǿŀǘŎƘƛƴƎέΚ 

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

Yes/Country C:  It started at 16:17 and ended 
at 17:00. 

3 out of 3 
comply 

пύ Χ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ 
teacher to answer 
the questions fully 
without any 
interruptions? 

Yes/Yes/Yes Yes/Country A:  Good interaction 

 

3 out of 3 
comply 

рύ Χ ƎŜǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƭƭ 
the required 
questions? 

Yes/Yes/Yes Yes/Country A: He asked  even some more 
when curiosity striked ς 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 
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Yes/Country B: At the end NPC asked his 
assistant to check whether all the questions 
had been covered. 

сύ Χ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ 
through the 
questions 
mechanistically (in 
other words, did s/he 
present the 
questions in a fairly 
informal/conversatio
nal way)? 

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

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

3 out of 3 
comply 

тύ Χ ŀǎƪ ŦƻǊ 
clarification and/or 
examples and/or 
more detail for some 
of ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ 
answers? 

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

Yes/Country C: When necessary further 
comments were requested 

3 out of 3 
comply 

8ύ Χ ǘƘŀƴƪ ǘƘŜ 
teacher for 
contributing to the 
iTEC project? 

Yes/Yes/Yes Yes/Country A: Various times 

Yes/Country C: Before and at the end of the 
interview. 

3 out of 3 
comply 

bt/ǎΩ ŀŘƘŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ /ŀǎŜ {ǘǳŘȅ 
¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ 

A: 100% 

B: 100% 

C: 100% 

 

C3 TV Results Table 3: Student Group Interviews 

¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ DǊƻǳǇ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ Compliance 
to Data 

Collection 
Protocols 

Did the NPC . . . Countries:  

A/B/C 

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

¢±ƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ hōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 
selected Quotations 

мύ Χ ŎƘŜŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
teacher that all 
relevant permissions 
had been granted for 
recording the student 
interviews?  

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

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. 

3 out of 3 
comply 

нύ Χ ŀǎƪ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ 
themselves if they 

Yes /Yes/Yes 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. 

оύ Χ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜ 
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 

пύ Χ ǳǎŜ ƴŀƳŜ 
cards/identity labels 
so that the students 
could be addressed 
using their names? 

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. 

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

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. 

 

No compliance 
required for 
this.   

рύ Χ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŀ ŦŜǿ 
minutes at the 
beginning of the 
interview for some 
informal chat in 
order to put the 
students at their 
ease? 

Yes/Yes/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. 

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. 

3 out of 3 
comply 

сύ Χ ŎƘŜŎƪ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
students knew about 
iTEC and/or provide 
them with some brief 
information about 
the project? 

Yes/Partly/Yes 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. 

Yes/Country C: These students participated 
also in cycle 2. The question about iTEC 
project was addressed to everyone. Four 

2 out of 3 
comply 
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Students had the chance to explain what is 
iTEC project. 

7ύ Χ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƻ ǘƛƳŜ 
ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ άŎƭƻŎƪ 
ǿŀǘŎƘƛƴƎέΚ 

Yes/Yes/Yes Yes/Country A: Good time management 

Yes/Country C: It started at 15:41 and ended 
at 16:10. 

3 out of 3 
comply 

8ύ Χ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ 
students to have an 
opportunity to 
answer at least one 
of the questions? 

Yes/Yes/Yes 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. 

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). 

3 out of 3 
comply 

фύ Χ ŀǾƻƛŘ ŀ 
mechanistic 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ άǘŀƪƛƴƎ 
turnsέΚ 

Yes/Yes/Yes Yes/Country A: It felt very natural as he had 
Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ƘŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 
need to read them. 

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

3 out of 3 
comply 

10ύ Χ 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 

ммύ Χ ŀǎƪ ǘƘŜ 
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. 

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

3 out of 3 
comply 

12ύ Χ ǘƘŀƴƪ ǘƘŜ 
students for their 
contributions to the 
iTEC project? 

Yes/Yes/Yes  3 out of 3 
comply 

bt/ǎΩ ŀŘƘŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ DǊƻǳǇ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ 
A: 100% 

B: 91% 

C: 100% 

  

άPartlyέ answer to Q6 for country B was not explained, so we can only assume non-
compliance. 

 




























