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AGENDA

SOCRATES ODL Projects’ meeting - 11 and 12th of November 1997

��

									CHE/che/agenno97		

Tuesday  November 11th



10.30 - 13.00  Centre Borschette (rue Froissart, 36) 



Plenary session

Welcome and report on current actions, by Joachim Fronia

Results of Netdays 97 and possible synergies with ODL projects, by Jimmy Jamar

Presentation on “Synergy between national and European schemes - the CTU model”, by Mette Ringsted, Director of the Danish Centre for Technology-supported Learning (CTU)

Overview of the first results from the “educational multimedia” joint call, by Knut Aslaksen

Presentation of the new projects selected in 1997 under the ODL action, by Vivien Hodgson and Cristina Olivos



14.30 - 16.30 Centre Borschette (rue Froissart, 36)



Plenary session



Presentation of 1995 and 1996 ODL projects’ results

Focus on “ODL and multimedia in primary and secondary schools”

MAILBOX, 

Young Reporters for the Environment, 

IMEL, 

EDUVINET

Production Workshop of Learning Materials for Mathematics using Educational Software





16.30 -17.30

Handshake session(s)





19.30 for 20.00 Social event at the Adrienne Restaurant (rue Capitaine Crespel, 1A) ; individual contribution requested



�Wednesday November 12th





9.30 - 12.30 SOCRATES Technical Assistance Office  (TAO, rue Montoyer, 14 and 70),  European Commission (DG XXII, rue Belliard, 7)



Working sessions in sub-groups on the issue of “Managing the innovation process” according to the following sub-issues:

How to embed technology based innovation into organisations;

into schools? 

into Universities & skills developments organisations (including teacher education)? 

How to deal with differences between national and European contents/services? How to create contents/services of European interest? What are these? 

Strategies for managing language and culture differences in ODL

What are the conditions for improving the creation of professional European contents (copyright, quality insurance, partnerships) ? 



14.30 - 16.30  Centre Borschette



Plenary session

Chair: Joachim Fronia

Monitoring issues by André Richier and information on contractual matters by the Technical Assistance Office (Michèle Grombeer and John Stringer)

Reports from the sub-groups

Closing











�Person Attending�Project Title�Reference�E-mail

(please check carefully

and indicate any errors to the TAO)��Franz PALANK�EDISSON�AT�40363�k0102dae@vm.univie.ac.at��Cliona CUNNINGHAM�HUMANITIES�BE�35221�cunningham@coimbra-group.be��Christine PARTOUNE�Education à l'environnement�BE�35281�christine.partoune@skynet.be��Heinrich PINGEL-ROLLMANN�CULA�DE�25080�Culagr@t-online.de��Helmut BRAMMERTS�TANDEM Learning�DE�25192�helmut.brammerts@ruhr-uni-bochum.de��Edmund OHLENDORF

Michael OHLENDORF

Joszef HUND�EDUVINET�DE�25202�ohlendor@ruf.uni-freiburg.de��Christoph HARNISCHMACHER�EVA�DE�35303�harnischmacker@imbse.de��Hans-Peter BAUMEISTER�CEFES�DE�40342�h.baumeister@uni-tuebingen.de��Jørgen CHRISTIANSEN�Learning Materials for Mathematics�DK�39161�joergen_christiansen@fc.sdbs.dk��Pia GUTTORM

Ole HANSEN�SocraTESS Odl Network�DK�39715�pia.guttorm@post.uni-c.dk

ole-hansen@post.uni-c.dk��Rafaela MARCO�NEPTUNO�ES�25116�vicente.frances@uv.es��Karl STEFFENS�TEEODE�ES�25218�karl.steffens@uni-koeln.de��Beatriu PUYAL GONZALEZ�SVM�ES�25267�bpuyal@uoc.es��Montse MORON�TEN in ODL�ES�35248�cetemmsa@lix.intercom.es��Seppo TELLA�APPLAUD�FI�25097�seppo.tella@helsinki.fi��Lilli HEISKANEN�VMF�FI�25121�lilli.heiskanen@aedu.kuopio.fi��Philippe SAUGIER�Young Reporters for the Environment�FR�25111�saugier@ac-grenoble.fr��Georges RENSONNET

Claire BARBIER�ODES�FR�25222�georges.rensonnet@skynet.be

atena@worldnet.fr��Paul HELD�BASE�FR�35251�paul.held@fim.uni-erlangen.de��Robert VALETTE�Sésame du multimédia�FR�40038�eurosesame@citi2.fr��Béatrice HEDDE�Campus Voice�FR�41676�cuhart@campus-voice.com��David BARTON

Dennis CATTERAL�ALTAE�GB�25007�denniscat@aol.com��Carl NEADS

David DICKINS�OBSERVE �GB�25230�c.m.neads@liverpool.ac.uk��Magnus JOHN�ManageLearn�GB�25257�e.m.o.john@open.ac.uk��Stephen FOX�VSM�GB�25261�s.fox@lancaster.ac.uk��Hilary PERRATON�Cost-effectiveness�GB�25271�h.d.perraton@open.ac.uk��Richard TUFFS�PRELUDE�GB�35243�r.tuffs@open.ac.uk��Gareth LONG�PEDESTAL�GB�39707�gareth.long@cs.stockport.ac.uk��Peter GOODYEAR�SHARP�GB�40016�p.goodyear@lancaster.ac.uk��John DOLAN�TELMIE �GB�40076�j.dolan@derby.ac.uk��John HAJDAR�Community Based ODL�GB�40328�j.hajdar@dial.pipex.com��David HORSBOROUGH�BASIC SKILLS�GB�40348�smingay@lewisham.ac.uk��Manolis KOUTLIS

Aggeliki OIKONOMOU�IMEL�GR�25136�koutlis@cti.gr��Savas STAVROS�e-Hermes�GR�39681�savas@ellinogermaniki.gr��James DAVIDSON STEVEN �ARKNET�IE�35227�arknet@iol.ie��Anthony HEERY�TeleLearn�IE�39668�100336.116@compuserve.com��Eric BARCHECHATH�MAILBOX�IT�25093�erxbarch@imaginet.fr��Giorgi GRIMALDI�OTE�IT�25099�grimaldi@casaccia.enea.it��Barbara SALVATICI�CALIBER-NET�IT�25120�campo@dada.it��Giovanni LARICCIA�Gypsies on the web�IT�25138�mc5561@mclink.it��Michel DEBEVE�Pinocchio�IT�25148�uetp@dada.it��Pier Giacomo SOLA�CACTUS�IT�25178�pgs@bologna.nettuno.it��Navarino PANARO�Semper�IT�35323�irrsaeto@arpnet.it��Monica TURRINI�ODL Policy Seminar�IT�35327�pgs@bologna.nettuno.it��Sebastinano CALI�GIOTTO�IT�35329�nettuno@agora.stm.it��Paolo BATTINO

Alessandro LOVARI�Pegasus�IT�40402�pegasus@media.unisi.it��Antoinette WEEKAMP

Bob LEENHOUWERS�InterPriSE�NL�39994�bob@owg.nl

rbonml@pi.net��Thorleif HJELTNES�Do ODL�NO�25090�thorleif.hjeltnes@idb.hist.no��Ann-Kjersti SLETTEN�DIOTIMA �NO�25107�Ann-Kjersti.Sletten@hil.no��Andrea VERGARI�OrthODL�NO�25163�andrea.vergari@fa.uib.no��Thorleif HJELTNES�MECPOL�NO�35318�thorleif.hjeltnes@idb.hist.no��Dan DYRLI DAATLAND�Pre-School Teacher Training�NO�39981�dan.d.daatland@hum.his.no��Daniel APOLLON�EUROLITERATURE�NO�40042�apollon@psych.uib.no��Carlos Vaz de CARVALHO�EDIN�PT�39701�vcarvalho@ipp.pt��Wim AALBERS�DEMETER�SE�25087�kaj.bjork.ite@kristianstad.mail.telia.com��Margareta HELLSTRÖM�Health and Safety �SE�25251�mahe@niwl.se��National AGENCIES

��Sylvia KREUZBERGER�National Agency AT���kreuzberger.soc@beb.ac.at��Renilde REYNDERS�National Agency BE nl���renilde.reynders@vlaanderen.be��Klas LENBERG�National Agency SE���klas.lenberg@eupro.se��Geoffrey PAULUSZ

Keith HOLDER�National Agency GB���ecet.dfee.ch@gtnet.gov.uk

��Christian ROGER�National Agency FR���c.roger@socrates-france.org��Rune RAMPSTAD�National Agency NO���siu@siu.no��
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EUROPEAN COMMISSION - DG XXII - UNIT 4





CONTACT�FUNCTION�TEL�FAX�E-MAil��



Joachim Fronia�Head of Unit (Adult Education, LINGUA, ODL)�32 2 295 96 92�299 63 21�joachim.fronia@dg22.cec.be��Corinne Hermant�ODL strand, participation to Task Force�32 2 296 34 55�“�corinne.hermant@dg22.cec.be

��André Richier�“Educational software and�32 2 296 91 10�“�andre.richier@dg22.cec.be��Cristina Olivos�multimedia” and follow up of�32 2 296 56 14�“�cristina.olivos@dg22.cec.be��Knut Aslaksen�the actions in this field�32 2 296 99 22�“�knut.aslaksen@dg22.cec.be��







TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE OFFICE



CONTACT�FUNCTION�TEL�FAX�E-MAil��Vivien Hodgson�Responsible for ODL�32 2 233 01 71�233 01 50�v.hodgson@socrates-youth.be��Pascale Balcon�Administrative Officer ODL�32 2 233 02 03�  “�p.balcon@socrates-youth.be��ODL stands for Open and Distance Learning
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Presentation of Projects



















Title�

Person(s) Presenting

��

MAILBOX�

Eric BARCHECHATH

��

Young Reporters for the Environment�

Philippe SAUGIER

��

IMEL�

Manolis KOUTLIS



��

Production Workshop of Learning Materials for Mathematics using Educational Software

�

Jørgen CHRISTIANSEN

��

EDUVINET�

Edmund & Michael OHLENDORF

��



�SUMMARY OF PROJECTS PRESENTATIONS





Jeunes reporters pour l'environnement



Par Philippe Saugier





"Jeunes reporters pour l'environnement" est un réseau européen de lycées. Les élèves enquêtent sur des problèmes de science et d'environnement auxquels leur région est confrontée. Hors des murs de l'école, ils partent à la rencontre des acteurs de la vie locale : entreprises, collectivités locales, laboratoires, public, etc. Ils communiquent leurs travaux sur Internet, par delà les frontières, et présentent leurs résultats au public, en partenariat avec la presse locale.



101 lycées répartis dans 9 pays européens composent aujourd'hui le réseau qui bénéficie d'un soutien des DG XI et XXII, et de partenaires nationaux des pays participants.



Les lycées sont répartis dans six grands thèmes : énergie, eau, littoral, déchêts, villes et agriculture. Au sein de chaque thème, il existe plusieurs "équipes de reportage" composées de 3 à 6 lycées d'au moins trois pays différents, et étudiant un problème précis en commun (par exemple : les économies d'énergie dans l'habitat). Chaque équipe de reportage dispose d'un atelier d'écriture virtuel au sein de l'agence de presse : il s'agit d'une interface structurant les échanges via le site Web (logiciel HyperNews).



Expérience initiée sous sa forme actuelle depuis 1994, et préfigurée dès 1989 dans le cadre d'un projet pilote, "Jeunes reporters pour l'environnement" a permis d'acquérir une vision avancée des obstacles à la coopération �européenne via Internet entre lycées, et des réponses qui peuvent y être apportées.



Le projet a en particulier mis en évidence les difficultés liées à la gestion de la tension entre la nécéssité de s'appuyer sur une pédagogie de projet forte au niveau local pour nourrir des échanges consistants et exploitables, et le peu de temps que cela laisse disponible pour échanger véritablement dans le cadre de l'organisation actuelle de l'enseignement secondaire, très peu flexible.



L'apprentissage de la gestion de cette tension constitue ainsi l'un des principaux défis pour les quelques six cent enseignants engagés dans l'opération. Les difficultés qui se sont fait jour tout au long de ce parcours démontrent que des activités de coopération entre lycées nécessitent une véritable formation.



Plus précisément, elles suggèrent qu'une telle formation ne soit pas prioritairement axée sur un thème ou une discipline particulière (environnement, géographie, mathématiques ...) ni sur l'apprentissage d'un outil (apprendre l'HTML, apprendre les moteurs de recherche, apprendre l'IRC etc.) mais sur l'expérimentation d'une méthodologie émergente: que se dire entre Européens - comment se le dire, avec quelle fréquence, dans quelle langue, etc. - qui ait du sens vis-à-vis des objectifs pédagogiques de chaque partenaire?

��

De plus, une telle formation semble requérir l'engagement des équipes enseignantes dans un processus long de recherche-action - ce qui revient à faire tomber la barrière entre exercer son métier et se former, pour se placer en permanence en situation d'expérimenter, d'évaluer et d'en tirer des leçons (c'est à dire engager la communauté enseignante en elle-même à mettre en pratique le message de l'apprentissage tout au long de la vie).

�Enfin, la présentation a développé deux enseignements tirés du projet et qui revêtent un intérêt général pour la communauté éducative européenne :



Comment intégrer de tels projets aux programmes scolaires?

Quels usages des technologies de l'information peuvent faciliter la 

pédagogie de projet dans l'enseignement secondaire ?

���



Projet MAILBOX



par Eric Barchechath



Il faut tout d'abord rappeler que MAILBOX est un projet d'observation de SOCRATES-EOD. Une observation assez innovante dans le contexte de l'enseignement ouvert et ˆ distance et ceci ˆ plusieurs titresÊ:



¥	l'objet de l'observationÊ: l'utilisation rŽelle des technologies de communication (messageries et courrier Žlectronique, tŽlŽconfŽrence, usages de l'Internet et du Web)Ê;

¥	les lieux d'observationÊ: 17 classes qui utilisent les technologies de communication de fa�on usuelle (dont 6 de l'enseignement primaire et 11 du secondaire dans 6 paysÊ: Belgique, France, Italie, Norv�ge, Royaume-Uni, Suisse)Ê;

¥	la nature de l'observationÊ: une approche de type ethnographique qui a amenŽ les observateurs ˆ s'immerger sur des pŽriodes assez longues au sein des classes et des Žtablissements qui ont servi de terrain ˆ l'observationÊ;

¥	le partenariat qui a conduit le projetÊ: composŽ de chercheurs (en psychopŽdagogie et en anthropologie de la communication) et de praticiens (consultants et dŽcideurs en mati�re d'enseignement ouvert et ˆ distance)Ê;

¥	le point de dŽpart du projetÊ: non pas la technologie mais bien l'Žducation. Avec ces questionsÊ: quels sont les usages dans l'Žducation des technologies de communicationÊ? Quel est l'impact de ces usages sur les apprentissagesÊ? Comment ces technologies sont-elles mises en Ïuvre dans les expŽriences qui apparaissent exemplairesÊ?



Nos premiers rŽsultats ont ŽtŽ remis ˆ la fin aožt (Socrates Mailbox, Interim Report) et.�Je voudrais ici rapidement rendre compte de ces rŽsultats.



Que voit-on en effet dans les ŽcolesÊ?

Tr�s certainement, on est tout d'abord frappŽ par la diffŽrence des usages dans les environnements du primaire et du secondaire. Les modes d'organisation de l'Žcole primaire permettent une intŽgration des usages facilitŽe. Cette comparaison entre le primaire et le secondaire met en Žvidence par exemple que la reprŽsentation dominante dans les usages des technologies c'est qu'il faut les destiner ˆ l'acquisition de connaissances. Or l'expŽrience montre qu'elles ont peu de rŽsultats dans ce cadre. 



Rappelons que les finalitŽs des syst�mes Žducatifs sont de trois ordres majeursÊ: 

¥	socialiser les enfants et les jeunes pour en faire des citoyens qui maintiennent l'ensemble de valeurs dŽmocratiques qui fondent nos sociŽtŽs europŽennes en leur lŽguant un ensemble de valeurs, de comportements et d'attitudes Ê;

¥	leur donner un bagage de connaissances et de savoir-faire pour qu'ils puissent s'insŽrer dans la vie Žconomique de la citŽ et contribuer au mieux �tre tant individuel que collectifÊ;

¥	permettre, autant que faire se peut, l'Žpanouissement de leur personnalitŽ, l'expression et le dŽveloppement de leurs talents et de leurs qualitŽs individuels. 





C'est ˆ la seconde des finalitŽs de l'Žcole que l'on pense le plus souvent lorsqu'on se pose la question de l'usage des technologies dans la sph�re Žducative et ce que dŽcouvre l'observateur est d'une toute autre natureÊ: c'est sur la fonction de socialisation que l'impact des usages est le plus fort.���

En second lieu, lˆ o� les usages ont eu un impact fort, cela se voit ˆ ce que l'Žconomie de la classe en a ŽtŽ changŽe :



¥	Dans la fa�on dont les Žl�ves s'articulent les uns aux autres dŽveloppant entre eux  des rapports d'autonomie et de coopŽration. Moindre dŽpendance ˆ l'endroit du ma”tre, mais ni autosuffisance (selfishness), ni dŽpendance ˆ l'endroit des autres Žl�ves.

¥	Dans le changement de statut de l'erreur, qui devient gr‰ce ˆ la machine un ŽlŽment du jeu d'apprentissage.

¥	Dans la nŽcessaire construction d'un rapport de confiance, confiance en soi-m�me, confiance en ses camarades, confiance du ma”tre ˆ l'endroit de la petite communautŽ des apprenants.

¥	Dans le plaisir aussi, parce que l'usage des technologies de communication dans la classe voit les ordinateurs osciller dans leurs statuts entre "instrument de travail" et "support de jeu". On peut d'ailleurs se demander si la faveur dont bŽnŽficie les usages des outils technologiques aupr�s des enfants et des jeunes ne tient pas aussi au fait que nul syst�me d'Žvaluation n'y est directement attachŽÊÉ Il y aurait alors un grand danger ˆ vouloir les incorporer dans les perspectives curriculaires.

Dans l'installation d'un certain merveilleux. L'ubiquitŽ que permet la communication Žlectronique et ce qui se passe dans la machine rec�lent toujours une part de merveilleux qui renforce certainement les perceptions "animistes". Cette rŽintroduction du r�ve et de l'enchantement dans la classe (au moins pour les Žcoliers du primaire) est aussi un important ferment de motivation ˆ apprendre et relie les enfants aux "pourquoiÊ?" incessants qu'ils ont posŽ plus jeunes

Dans l'incertitude aussi. Fonctionnement parfois imprŽvisible des machines, attentes d'affichage de pages Web et "plantages" intempestifs introduisent un premier niveau d'insŽcuritŽ dans les usages.�Mais il y a d'autres insŽcuritŽs qui sont entrŽs dans les classes celles du monde extŽrieur, les souffrances sociales aussi envahissent l'Žcole et y introduisent un flot d'incertitude qu'il Žchoit aux enseignants de traiter "Žducativement".

Dans ce qui se passe au sein des activitŽs propres de communication. On ne peut �tre que frappŽ de l'inanitŽ des messages qu'Žchangent entre les enfants ou les jeunes qui utilisent les syst�mes de messagerie mais ne faire attention qu'ˆ cela c'est passer ˆ c™tŽ d'une des contributions essentielles de ce flux de correspondanceÊ: dans cet Žchange de message que l'on envoie, que l'on re�oit et auquel on rŽpond, c'est un cadre conventionnel tr�s puissant qui se crŽe ˆ l'Žchelle de ces mini-communautŽs virtuellesÊ: un ressourcement aux racines anthropologique du don et du contre-don (donner, recevoir et rendre) qui sont au fondement de l'existence des sociŽtŽs humaines.

¥	Dans la possible transformation des relations de pouvoir dans la classe o� de nouvelles dispositions dans la gestion de l'espace et du temps entra”nent de nouvelles formes d'interaction et de partage des responsabilitŽs entre le ma”tre et les Žl�ves.



�Il est clair qu'une telle analyse rend davantage compte de ce qui se produit au sein des Žcoles primaires (lorsque les usages des technologies de l'information et de la communication sont intŽgrŽs aux pratiques quotidiennes) qu'elle ne rend compte de ce qui se produit dans l'enseignement secondaire. fŽodalitŽs disciplinaires et les modes d'organisation internes de l'institution Žducative constituent aujourd'hui les principaux obstacles ˆ l'usage des technologies dans l'Žducation, des obstacles sans communes mesures avec la pseudo rŽsistance au changement des enseignants, toujours incriminŽe.���



IMEL



by Manolis KOUTLIS





IMEL is about:



exploratory activities

based on team-work and collaboration

for Geography, Maths and Music

implemented by Internet browsable "active" components

used by 4 schools in Greece, UK and Portugal



Method:



Educational activities are designed by teams from University pedagogical departments (Athens, London, Lisbon, Hull) :



together with teachers

Activities are "translated" to reusable components (CTI)

that are later on assembled to applications (by all) 

�



Why a component-oriented approach to the development of educational activities?

Favors the constructivistic approach, end-user programming/authoring 

Components are reusable to a very high degree  

Components can come from many different sources/vendors and used interchangeably

��



�

PWMATH - Production Workshop on Teaching Materials for Mathematics using Educational Software.



By Jørgen H. Christiansen, Orfeus, Denmark





Orfeus was established as a software house 9 years ago and since then we have developed or localised more than 200 different titles for use from pre-school to university level.

From the beginning our target market was limited to the public education sector. Now computers are in 50 % of Danish homes. Therefore we have included this market segment, too. It is quite simply a question if you can make it in this rapidly growing potential market. Unfortunately, there are only few producers of Danish software whose primary targets are educational institutions. This situation we recognise in many other European countries where we have partners.



But producing software is not enough. In several years we have, in collaboration with the Danish Ministry of Education, developed examples of good practise and educational guidelines in order to help teachers and educators in general with really integrating ICT in education. These materials serve as pragmatic examples of how ICT may be used in the different subjects across the curriculum. The result is a series of books with descriptions of lessons and methodologies.

All materials are developed following the same concept. We arrange a production workshop, where teachers with a recognised pedagogical expertise within a given subject are brought together for a week. Normally to an isolated place where they can focus on the subject, and concentrate on working together on this task.

A production workshop starts with all teachers getting to know one another. Then during the first couple of days invited speakers, who are experts on selected IT-areas, introduce the possibilities of using the existing IT materials within the given subject areas.�They then join in groups to produce the guidelines, materials and descriptions that are to serve as inspiration for other teachers.



And now a little more about the European production workshop that we arranged in Elsace in Spring, 1996. Its subject was how to use software in the teaching of mathematics.

Teachers from 13 countries accepted the invitation, which the Danish Ministry of Education on behalf of the project sent to all 18 countries that are eligible for the Socrates programme. 

Everybody was to bring at least 2 pieces of software that could be used in Mathematics teaching. They should present to their fellow participants how they use this software together with their students. A number of invited experts gave courses on the use of spreadsheets and general geometry tools.

After this the participants chose which areas they wanted to work with, and then it was just a matter of continual hard work.

All participants were equipped with an e-mail address and assigned to an electronic conferencing system on the Internet. From the beginning it was clear that the task could not be accomplished in just one week. Furthermore we wanted the developed materials to be tested on real live students back home before the guidelines were published.

To quite a number of the participants it was their first experience with electronic communication, so we had to dedicate part of the workshop to rehearse this. Even though this was only two years ago, major changes have happened to electronic communication via the Internet. Today it will probably not cause the same problems as two years ago. The majority of problems were of a technical nature.���

The participants in this workshop split into 5 different themes. This split also reflected a spread in the age range of the students that the teachers taught in their schools. For the workshop we had invited teachers of primary and lower secondary education, but some of the participants were more experienced in upper secondary education.

The groups were very hard working and productive. Of course this meant that it took much longer time than originally planned to finish the project. Already at an early stage it was decided that the materials should be published on both CD-ROM and on WWW, but the vast amount of information has also made it quite a job to translate it. Now the materials are on the Internet, and we only need the final touch on the CD-ROM before it is published and mailed to all EU countries and Liechtenstein, Iceland and Norway.

The materials are now available on http://www.stac.ac.uk/edu/ODL, in English, German, Spanish and Danish.



We are quite happy with the produced materials, and one of the major results in our work has been the growing attention to the fact that although the different countries have very different educational systems and different traditions, teachers are able to work together in creating educational materials which they agree can serve as examples of good practise in all countries.



The 5 selected themes are:



Basic Mathematics	(Age group: 7-10 years)

Skill: Passing tens in subtraction with numbers < 18

Building My Home	(Age group: 9-11 years)

To build a connection between the daily life of the students and the various mathematical activities at school;

To give students the possibility to work in a experimental and exploring way; 

By using computers to help students achieve new ways of learning 

�Decimal Numbers	(Age group: 12-15 years)

Decimal numbers appear to be a difficult areas in school mathematics. Similar misconceptions are revealed amongst students in different countries. 



Problem Solving	(Age group: 10-16 years)

We explore the use of technologies to support problem solving in a progressive way, starting with simple activities involving frogs jumping over each other, and concluding with investigations into quadratic functions derived from these simple first steps using spreadsheets.



Dynamic Geometry	(Age group: 10-16 years)

In many countries in the European Union, geometry has decreased in popularity; the mathematics lessons for children aged from 10 to 14 becoming dominated by working with numbers. 



It has been a long and often slow and difficult process. The reason for this was the new way to present the results and the amount of materials.

During the work we have been contacted from teachers form other parts of the EU who had heard about the project and wanted to know more. Recently I was contacted by a Swedish scientist who wanted to make a follow-up project working with mathematics teachers from the other EU countries “to create a network via the Internet on real life problems that can be modelled and solved with the aid of mathematics.”

I am happy to say that more members from our original workshop are now actively participating in the creation of this new project.



In our own organisation we are working along these lines, and we hope to be able to start a new production workshop in the near future. This time the subjects will be: Language and Geography.���		

EDUVINET Project (Education via Networks in the European Union)



by Edmund and Michael Ohlendorf



The general objective of EDUVINET is to promote the use of the Internet/WWW for teaching and learning in and between European schools through the development of exemplary European content, teacher training and a variety of other supportive measures.



Nine project partners from eight European Member States (D, IRL, GB, F, P, ES, I, GR) work together in the EDUVINET partner team as well as teachers and students from several test schools.



The target group of the project are primarily teachers but also school administrators, students, parents and other actors in the education sector.



A series of obstacles still hinders the broad based introduction of Internet-supported teaching and learning in and between European schools: e.g., too little teacher training in the use of new information technologies, missing support by the school administration authorities, no integration of the new technology oriented teaching methods into the curricula, missing hardware and software equipment, slow or too few connections to the Internet. However, the most important obstacle seems to be that there still is not enough pedagogically useful content on the Internet above all in the arts.



The EDUVINET partners want to start reducing these obstacles, raise awareness and set a good example by realising the two following activities:

1. On transnational meetings exemplary content, and teaching materials including didactical-methodical guidelines are developed for the use in Internet-supported teaching between European schools. 

�Four subjects of common European interest serve as a starting point for the content development:



- European Identity

- Living Conditions of EU Citizen

- Global Challenge

    - European Monetary Union

2. On regional and local levels key actors in the education sector, above all school administrators and teachers, are trained in the use of electronic networks (Internet/WWW) for teaching, learning and self-studying purposes partly by using the developed materials.



An important role with regard to the dissemination of the project idea, the exchange of results and the realisation of the project plays the EDUVINET Web-site on the Internet (EDUVINET Service - http://www.merian.fr.bw.schule.de/eduvinet/). All materials and content developed by the partner team can be found there. A special Web-based discussion forum software makes it possible to discuss the developed materials with other teachers, educators and school classes on the Internet. Furthermore, the Web-site was designed with the aim to be a European online orientation point and resource centre for the partner team and for all others not directly participating in the project (school administration experts, teachers, students, parents or adults who want to train themselves). For this purpose hundreds of relevant links to educational resources on the Internet have been collected and ordered into different sections. The EDUVINET site is full text searchable for keywords and can be extended with own content or URLs using special online submission forms.

���

A CD-ROM version of the EDUVINET Web-site including all materials will be available at the end of the project.



EDUVINET in this way wants to contribute:



 to extend the educational European content available on the Internet

�to help to overcome geographical and curriculum boundaries in teaching and learning between European schools

 to prepare young people, teachers and adults for the requirements of the information society in a better way than it could have been achieved with conventional teaching methods

 to use scarce educational resources more efficiently in Europe

��

�
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Handling the innovation process



Overview of the discussions held during the ODL projects’meeting on the 11th and 12 of November 1997





How is the innovation process proceeding in the field of technology-supported learning? What are the incentives to innovation? What are the difficulties and the obstacles to innovation? How can we overcome them?



We have chosen to map the many questions and arguments brought by the projects’ representatives according to two strands of reflection:



the transition from innovation to generalisation, and the many levels which are addressed from the regulatory, organisational, economic, cultural points of views ;

the articulation between actors, inside the projects, and between projects and the different levels and organisations at local, regional, national and european level.



The transition from innovation to its generalisation



There are a series of pre-requisite to innovation.



Hardware basis and infrastructure is required if projects and educational actors are to benefit from innovation. 



In many cases, this basis is not there. The computers that are available in classrooms e.g. do not have enough memory or do not have the proper modems or cards to download pictures from the Internet etc. And, in addition the need for regular updating of hardware is unrealistic.



The software basis is also lacking. The quality of products and online services does not meet the requirements of users. We lack a critical mass of products and services that are genuinely user friendly and upon which practice could be built.



The human resource basis is lacking as well. Most of the school or university projects do not have mechanisms to ensure maintenance or "help desk services" once a project ends, or even in many cases while it is working. When there are support services established at the organisational level the ratio of Help resources to numbers of users is generally extremely low and creates further difficulties.



One strategy for dealing with these difficulties is to launch a series of actions that are aimed at awareness raising of decision-makers. This is one of the critical paths to innovation at all levels. It is impossible to go forward without informing rectors in universities, heads of faculties, school principals and, in addition, parents, students and pupils themselves about the many facets of innovations under way. Innovations is indeed manyfold 



Cultural aspects



When dealing with this field, many of the cultural barriers to innovation are related to negative representations and attitudes toward technology at large. 



Technology as a tool

In some quarters technology is still perceived as a set of linear tools that are, in essence, neutral and which depend upon their context of use. There is little understanding of the fact that such so called "tools" may themselves be embedded in an educational paradigm which does not necessarily match with the dominant paradigm with which it is supposed to fit.





Linear learning / global thinking

For example, most of the learning that is delivered in the classroom still takes place in a very linear fashion - the teacher reads a lesson from page 55 to page 67 - and such learning styles clearly do not fit with technology supported approaches that are based on exploratory and constructivist approaches to learning.



“Devilish”/”angelish” technology

In our humanistic culture, technology is also perceived either as a devilish set of devices which makes us loose track of the human dimension, caring for those who are “at a distance” rather than for those who are “close”, paying more attention to the objects than to the subjects.

This vision coexists with the messianic view of technology, where the “deus ex machina” will solve the problems of society.



A dual society / a cooperative society 

There are also two cultural approaches to technology according to the emphasis given to the reinforcement of social exclusion or a balance to growing inclusion. On one side, the networks could evolve towards top-down approaches, which will privilege paying services and give more emphasis to the providers (and centralisation of knowledge sources) rather than to the users (and decentralisation of production). On the other side, there could be more opportunities for the citizens (at all levels) to express themselves through collaborative learning, collaborative authoring and collaborative working.





A remedy to isolation / peer-making

Many projects have given privilege to this cultural approach: helping the teachers to overcome their isolation ; opening the classrooms.

This links with the attempt to create human networks that share the same set of values and morals, and then to exchange information, services and products through electronic networks. This peer-making process can facilitate the development of specific models of collaboration, within areas of common interest, such as special education or environmental education and between specific groups of learners with common backgrounds and cultures.



In some ways Open and Distance Learning is perceived as a Trojan horse for the introduction of change in the classroom and for reforming education and training. There is, however, still often strong opposition within universities and state educational systems to such change. 



At the same time it is also often perceived as a leverage to the survival of the current system as it gives support to and stands by the revision of test and certification systems without questioning the content of what is taught.



Economic issues

Amongst the barriers to innovation arises the cost of education and the cost of innovation and the necessity to redefine as a service economy at a time when until recently education was mostly based on non-quantifiable and non-quantified parameters.



Whilst in the past ODL may have been seen as a cheap alternative to mainstream education, it is increasingly seen as part of the move away from institutionalised forms of education to more co-operative networked based forms of learning. A key issue is the recognition of new learning/skills both acquired and needed within a knowledge economy where prior learning becomes rapidly obsolete.



Political issues

Another set of barriers are linked to the fact that different models of learners may be foreseen beyond the proposed innovations.

The increased adoption of ODL using, for example Web based learning environments both reflects and contributes to the wider political debate for increased flexibility and mobility in economic life. ODL matches well with the aspiration of organisations to become networked learning organisations.



In such a move, the role of governments should be to guarantee high quality basic education for all citizens and, equally, to ensure free and open access to both 'virtual knowledge' and to human mediators of that knowledge.



Linguistic and cultural issues

In this set of cultural attitudes towards technology, the use of english as the main lingua franca for communicating through electronic networks is certainly another reason for mixed feelings from the ones who consider their language as the expression of their cultural identity. 



The issue is exacerbated by deep national differences regarding the content of education itself e.g. in such areas as history and politics, however, in a paradoxical way, the use of electronic networks can positively contribute to understanding and acceptance of cultural differences and may, in addition, also become one way for the promoters of minority languages or for countries, whose languages are lesser used, to create stable basis for information and communication in these languages.



This being said the linguistic and cultural diminesion of ODL needs to be examined in a more systematic manner. Cultural models need to be developed which pay more attention to the process and organisational aspects of ODL rather than the products or learning materials of ODL. Frequently it is in the organisational structures at a variety of national regional or local levels where more language and cultural problems are encountered.



Regulatory aspects



There remains some important and yet to be resolved regulatory issues



Many parents are worried that their children will have access to information that they feel they should not be exposed to. The Internet offers a new constantly evolving and none hierarchically organised knowledge environment which is, in reality, completely at odds with the controlled presentation of knowledge which children are currently exposed to at the formal education level. The two environments are contradictory of each other and this in itself creates a barrier to innovation and the demand in some quarters for regulation of pupils’ access to the Internet.



Other areas of concern are those of quality assurance and copyright. In order to adopt new technologies, teachers need to feel the content of associated educational resources is of good quality but the judgment of quality is a very subjective and context dependent process. The establishment of evaluation procedures relating to agreed quality standards may seem desirable but will, in practice, always be problematic. None the less if there is to be a “life after projects” and the establishement of a body of knowledge and good practice the issue of evaluating quality is a key one.



Equally key is the issue of copyright both from the perspective of individual project partnerships and of publishers. From the perspective of publishers there still needs to be worked out the issue of copyright protection and rules on the use of multimedia content which is available on the Web.



�

Group 1:	Technology into schools



Chair:		Corinne Hermant



Report:	Karl Steffens



Projects presented and their presenters were SocraTESS Odl (Ole Hansen), TEEODE (Karl Steffens), BASE (Paul Held), ALTAE (David Barton), TELMIE (John Dolan), e-Hermes (Savas Stavros), TeleLearn (Anthony Heery) InterPriSE (Bob Leenhouwers), Pre-School Teacher Training (Dan Daatland) and in addition Rune Rampstad, CULA (Heinrich Pingel-Rollmann), O-TE (Giorgi Grimaldi) , Renilde Reynders and Klas Lénberg.



Although most of the projects primarily focus on ODL, we tried in introducing them to identify topics that had to do with the implementation and the use of ICT in schools. Broadly speaking, it was possible to distinguish between problems that make the implementation of ICT in schools difficult, aspects that might facilitate its implementation, and consequences of the use of ICT. We then began to develop a more elaborate scheme into which we integrated the topics that we had discussed before (see table 1).



In table 1, we distinguished between the points of view of five different agents: teachers, students, institutions, parents, and society. It should be clear that the situation we tried to describe is far more complicated than is depicted in this table: the same topic may be approached from different points of view, and there are interactions between different agents while at the same time, the same person may take points of view of different agents (as teacher, parent, and member of the society, for example). Therefore, the table only exhibits main ideas and maybe most typical ones as they arose from our research in the field of ODL.





1. Teachers



There is no doubt that the teacher´s subjective theory of what actually constitutes learning and instruction will determine to a large degree whether he sees ICT as beneficial for the pursuit of his educational goals or not - independent of the fact that there exist some empirical evidence that some new approaches in instructional design that are based on constructivist ideas and ideas of situated cognition lend themselves particularly well to the implementation of ICT into learning environments. Bransford´s work on anchored instruction and the work of Spiro on cognitive flexibility are good examples of that. Nonetheless, it is the teacher´s interpretation of these findings that will really make the difference.



There are other aspects that need to be taken into consideration when talking about the use of ICT in school. There is certainly a broad consensus that this use needs to be justified from a pedagogical point of view, i.e. the implementation of ICT into learning environments needs to be embedded in a pedagogical framework. Once this implementation has been achieved, a number of changes may be expected. One of these may be that the teachers will need more advice in using ICT and this may results in what we called reciprocal counselling, i.e. an increase in teachers´ willingness to help each other and give and take advice from each other. Also, due to the fact that teachers and their students connect themselves to other sites all over the world via the Internet, their thinking may reach a more international perspective. Finally, the teacher may come to see ICT as a tool which his students use to acquire knowledge, and this will change his role from that of a knowledge teller to one of a coach who assists his students in learning and problem solving processes. We are aware that such a change of role may threaten the teacher´s identity and may therefore not easily be accepted.



The teacher´s subjective theory on learning and instruction is probably embedded in a more complex and more deeply rooted set of attitudes and beliefs. More specifically, he will probably only assimilate those approaches that that are in line with his attitudes and beliefs. This will make it difficult to induce him to use ICT if he firmly beliefs that it does not make sense to do so. On the other hand, should he accidentally use ICT and find it helpful (he might, for instance, detect that in the Internet, he finds information that he has been looking for very urgently), this might change his attitudes towards ICT.



Finally, the use of ICT by the teacher certainly depends on how competent he feels in this field, and this, in turn, will depend on the training he has received in using ICT for teaching and learning purposes and on the question to what extent her/his experiences were gender-specific ones. The state of affairs seems to be that in the field of training, there is still much left to be done.





2. Students



As for the teachers, we assume that the student´s subjective theory on learning will determine to a large extend whether he is willing to make use of ICT based learning environments. Likewise, his interest in using ICT will not only depend on cognitive factors; his attitudes, beliefs, and his motivational disposition will also play a crucial role as to his willingness to enter into ICT based learning environments. And if we assume that the degree to which a teacher feels competent in using ICT will have a decisive influence on his actual doing so, why should this not be true for students as well?



Students´willingness to use ICT may depend on their attitudes in a way that is different from that in the case of the teachers. Concerning age, we may distinguish between age groups of students that are familiar with ICT and therefore find it easy to actually use ICT for study purposes and age groups that are not familiar with ICT. This, of course, may also be true for teachers. But there is one difference with respect to gender-differences that seems to be more pronounced with students: the vast majority of students who have their own home page are male. A female student probably feels that if she opens a home page of her own, male Internet users may look upon this as an offer that far exceeds what she actually had in mind.



Finally, two other aspects were mentioned that had to do with a student perspective on the use of ICT. One is the question of social class, or, more specifically, the question of class-dependent access to ICT and ICT media like the PC. Although it is probably difficult to define social class nowadays, it is certainly true that not all students will have access to ICT facilities in the same manner. And, last but not least, if they do have access to the Internet, how do they make us of it? Do they, for instance, respect copy right laws, or do they choose to pay less attention to these ethical/legal aspects?





3. Institutions



One of the central aspects from the point of view of the institutions seems to be their respective locations. There is no doubt that the ecology of an institution has a strong bearing on the use of ICT within that institution, and also on the question whether teaching and learning is done in a more real or in a more virtual manner. We assume that in the future, the focus will be more on life-long learning and this will also tend to de-emphasise the importance of real institutions. Maybe in the future we will have more hybrid systems, knowledge centres that the individual will contact when he needs information or training for specific purposes.



Among the problems that might impede the use of ICT in institutions there was mentioned financial resources (or the lack thereof), technical know-how, and the incentives to motivate teachers to use ICT in their classrooms. Finally, it was asked to what extent the use of ICT in learning and evaluation processes might have consequences for certification procedures.





4. Parents and Society



Evidently, the projects that were presented did not primarily focus on parents and society. Nonetheless, the were some topics related to this that did come up in our research. The first one had to do with the Internet. Parents are worried that their children may access information in the Internet that they are not supposed to access. So they want to be sure that this will not happen, and it was agreed that controlling the Internet is one of the important responsibilities of our societies with regard to the use of ICT. There is a need to qualify the information that is stored into the Internet, and it may be desirable to index those servers that provide “good“ information and possibly also index those that do not (although this certainly is highly problematic in itself).



Finally, we agreed that questions of using ICT for teaching and learning purposes will have to be discussed within a societal framework which takes into considerations such local aspects as the social area context of specific schools as well as more global aspects as societal definitions of school and changes in society that will make necessary changes in competence demands and technology use.



We feel that we achieved some systematisation of the different ideas that resulted from our research, but we are aware that more work needs to be done in this field.



�

Groupe 2: Les obstacles ˆ l'innovation dans l'environnement scolaire.



ChairÊ: Mario Bucci 



ReportÊ: Eric Barchechath



Participants : Christian Roger (Agence Nationale France), Christine Partoune (Education à l’environment), Philippe Saugier (Jeunes reporters pour l’Environment), Robert Valette (Sésame du multimédia), Aggeliki Oikonomou (IMEL), Eric Barchechath (Mailbox), Michel Debrève (Pinocchio), Giovanni Lariccia (Gypsies on the Web), Navarino Panaro (Semper) et Sebastinano Cali (GIOTTO).



Six logiques d'obstacles ont ŽtŽ dŽveloppŽes au cours des discussions du groupe de travail, elle se rattachent aux dimensions techniques, Žconomiques, organisationnelles, institutionnelles, pŽdagogiques et psychosociales.

Pour articuler entre elles ces six dimensions qui forment chacune une "matrice" gŽnŽratrice d'obstacles, la discussion a ŽtŽ si riche au sein du groupe qu'il faudrait un travail bien plus consŽquent que celui qui est praticable dans le cadre de l'exercice proposŽ. Il n'est donc pas possible d'organiser les arguments prŽsentŽs en les affectant prŽfŽrentiellement ˆ une des logiques sous-jacentes car chacun d'entre eux emprunte le plus souvent ˆ plusieurs de ces dimensions.

Ainsi au nombre des raisons qui font obstacles ˆ l'innovation dans l'Žcole faut il citer plusieurs arguments qui sont prŽsentŽs ici sans hiŽrarchisation d'importance et sans arrangement d'antŽcŽdence ou logique de succession:

1	L'Žcole est le plus souvent un syst�me clos, fermŽ sur lui-m�me, peu ouvert sur la citŽ, la vie, la rue, la sociŽtŽ, l'entreprise et le monde du travail. Cette ouverture est devenue nŽcessaire, elle ne doit pas signifier pour autant que l'Žcole se fasse dicter sa raison d'�tre, par exemple, par les entreprises ou les circonstances locales. Il s'agit seulement d'en ouvrir les portes pour y laisser entrer la vaste rŽalitŽ du monde et rŽŽquilibrer le monde du "dedans l'Žcole" par le "hors l'Žcole" dont la valeur Žducative n'est pas assez considŽrŽe. Ainsi, il a ŽtŽ avancŽ que les Žl�ves, du point de vue de l'intŽgration de l'innovation technologique sont le plus souvent en avance sur l'Žcole. Engager davantage l'Žcole dans la citŽ c'est l'ouvrir davantage aux innovations et aux changements qu'elles requi�rent.

2	Il y a aussi un effet de conservatisme dans le syst�me Žducatif qui tient ˆ la fa�on dont ses agents comprennent l'idŽal humaniste, dŽmocratique et Žthique qui est celui de l'Žcole. Il faut donner des garanties que les innovations ne sont pas nŽgatrices des valeurs sociales qui fondent la pratique Žducative.

3	L'Žcole ne peut pas suivre les rythmes d'Žquipement et les rythmes d'obsolescence des Žquipements informatiques. Plus gravement, elle ne souhaite pas toujours s'engager dans cette course (quand bien m�me des ressources financi�res seraient disponibles) car elle n'est toujours pas assurŽe ou convaincue des bŽnŽfices pŽdagogiques et Žducatifs (en terme d'amŽlioration de la qualitŽ des apprentissages) que l'intŽgration de la technologie est censŽe lui apporter. Cette question de l'investissement et de l'amortissement doit trouver des rŽponses satisfaisantes au niveau local.

4	La formation initiale des enseignants pose de gros probl�mesÊ: aujourd'hui tout l'accent y est portŽ sur les enseignements disciplinaires et l'acquisition de connaissance sans prise en compte suffisante des mŽcanismes d'apprentissages des Žl�ves et sans rŽelle formation pŽdagogique. Ainsi beaucoup d'enseignants (et bien peu des administrateurs de l'Žducation) ne connaissent ni ne respectent les mŽcanismes de production et de construction du savoir par les apprenants. 

5	SymŽtriquement on constate que les enseignants ont aussi une tr�s pauvre connaissance des modalitŽs de production des connaissances (par l'activitŽ scientifique). Toutes les connaissances "scientifiques" apparaissent dans l'Žcole comme des "objets de pouvoir" qui sont infiniment faillibles.  Ces champs de connaissance ne peuvent �tre ignorŽs mais ils seront d'autant mieux traitŽs qu'on prendra en compte un autre champ, celui d'un "vrai savoir"Ê: le chemin lui-m�me de la connaissance qui est aussi mise en qu�te de soi-m�me. 

6	Les enseignants peuvent employer les nouvelles technologies dans des activitŽs non-disciplinaires de mani�re bien plus aisŽe que lorsqu'ils veulent les utiliser dans le cadre de leurs disciplines, o� cet usage est rendu difficile par de multiples contraintes institutionnelles qui tiennent au curriculum, au temps et ˆ l'espace.

7	Les divisions disciplinaires forment un verrou de premi�re importance dans la diffusion de l'usage des technologies dans l'Žducation secondaire. Elles sont un support majeur aux survivances des fŽodalitŽs et des chapelles et inhibent le dŽveloppement de l'innovation.

8	Les pratiques actuelles de gestion de l'espace et du temps tr�s liŽes aux divisions disciplinaires (en particulier dans l'enseignement secondaire) excluent le travail coopŽratif entre les Žl�ves comme aussi entre les profs, alors que le travail coopŽratif entre les Žl�ves est, tr�s certainement, la condition m�me de l'intŽgration de l'innovation technologique dans l'Žcole.

9	Dans le m�me temps, cette gestion du temps essentiellement construite autour des disciplines et des programmes d'enseignements appara”t aujourd'hui injustifiable Žtant donnŽes les populations scolaires et leurs caractŽristiques nouvelles. 

10	La gestion des rythmes scolaires, hŽritŽe des sociŽtŽs agricoles de l'Europe (ou qui ne se justifie que des impŽratifs de rentabilisation des Žquipements touristiques et h™teliers), imposent des contraintes qui sont sans rapport avec les rythmes d'apprentissage et les besoins des Žl�ves. 

11	Les pratiques de gestion de l'espace tiennent davantage ˆ des logiques "territoriales" des lobbies au sein du monde de l'Žducation qu'ˆ des impŽratifs Žducatifs.

12	L'Žcole telle qu'elle fonctionne aujourd'hui est pour l'essentiel tournŽe vers le maintien d'un syst�me de "contr™le" qui correspond pour l'essentiel ˆ des prŽoccupations de "production et de reproduction des Žlites". Le maintien d'un tel syst�me emp�che les pratiques innovantesÊ: les normes d'Žvaluation implicites sont incompatibles avec tout Žcart aux pratiques pŽrennisŽes.

13	L'acquisition de l'outil informatique dans les programmes de formation des enseignants demande certainement ˆ �tre faite du point de vue technique. Mais ce n'est pas l'essentiel et les participants estiment qu'il y a "une sur-orientation sur les probl�mes technologiques". Le plus important ce sontÊ: les stratŽgies pŽdagogiques d'un c™tŽ et de l'autre l'intŽgration et l'inscription des ressources et des outils technologiques dans ces stratŽgies pŽdagogiques. D�s lors que l'on sait ce que l'on veut en faire, la simple ma”trise technique de l'outil s'acqui�re rapidement. Il faut passer ˆ une conception nouvelle des technologiesÊ: des instruments cognitifs qui requi�rent des innovations d'usage.

14	Il faut dŽmystifier la technologie et les promesses qu'elle ne peut pas tenirÊ: les Žl�ves ne passeront pas 8 heures par jour devant leurs Žcrans, il y a beaucoup de choses ˆ faire ˆ l'Žcole o� la technologie n'aura jamais qu'une place marginale. La mystification qui entoure encore aujourd'hui la technologie et ses usages constitue une tr�s grande g�ne ˆ l'acc�s ˆ la connaissance sur ses possibilitŽs rŽelles.

15	Ce qui manque principalement aux enseignants c'est la capacitŽ ˆ concevoir des projets. De ce point de vue, le contexte concret d'exercice de la pratique Žducative dans les Žcoles (le cadre institutionnel dans son ensemble) ne facilite pas la conception de projet par les enseignants parce que l'institution est trop rigide et s'embarrasse de beaucoup de contraintes inutiles et inventŽes. 

16	Dans le cadre strict de leur environnement institutionnel, les enseignants ont les plus grandes difficultŽs ˆ changer leurs pratiques pŽdagogiques. Lorsque le cadre d'opŽration s'Žlargit ˆ une coopŽration transnationale dans le contexte europŽen, la transformation de pratique est facilitŽe, parce qu'elle est lŽgitimŽe par le changement de cadre de rŽfŽrence qui apporte une plus grande motivation et qui permet de suspendre une multiplicitŽ de contraintes.

17	L'innovation dans les pratiques demandent qu'un nouveau statut soit fait ˆ l'Žl�ve comme ˆ l'enseignant. La notion d'empowerment, qui met l'accent sur l'autonomie dans la prise de dŽcision et l'affirmation de la responsabilitŽ des diffŽrents acteurs, est ici centrale. Il faut libŽrer les Žl�ves et les enseignants pour qu'ils soient mis eux-m�mes en position de pouvoir renverser les obstacles. Il faut reconna”tre aux Žl�ves le pouvoir qui leur revient et la responsabilitŽ qui s'y attache comme il faut reconna”tre aux enseignants les pouvoirs et les responsabilitŽs qui sont les leurs au sein de l'Žcole. Il faudrait ainsi mettre en chemin les Žl�ves et les enseignants pour qu'ils "prennent le pouvoir" ("le pouvoir se prend, il ne se re�oit pas comme un bouquet de fleurs"), "inoculer les bons virus qui puissent se reproduire dans le syst�me et le transformer". Mais une telle opŽration requi�re une connivence entre les administrateurs et les pŽdagogues car l'implication de l'encadrement est nŽcessaire pour surmonter les probl�mes de gestion du temps et de l'espace. L'empowerment doit remonter de proche en proche jusqu'en haut de la pyramide.

18	Toutes les responsabilitŽs qui sont attachŽes aux changements et aux usages innovants des technologies ne doivent pas peser sur l'Žcole et le syst�me Žducatif seuls. L'apport du secteur associatif est essentiel et il a montrŽ ses capacitŽs comme "moteur de l'innovation", c'est un acteur majeur de la vie locale qui a besoin pour fonctionner de soutiens, la plupart du temps modestes, qui lui sont trop souvent refusŽs. Au passage il rappelŽ que es syst�mes de comptabilitŽ au sein du programme SOCRATES sont un handicap ˆ la mobilisation des associations qui requi�rent des formes comptables qui permettent de traiter avec ŽquitŽ le bŽnŽvolat. Proposer un cadre d'action efficace aux associations permettrait aussi localement et sur toute l'Europe de peser sur les freins et les obstacles rencontrŽs dans l'intŽgration de l'innovation technologique.

19	Enfin une autre raison d'obstacles qui demanderait de plus longs dŽveloppements est trouvŽe dans les contextes et les "contextes de contexte" qui s'embo”tent, tout en maintenant des diffŽrences de statut et de traitement qui inhibent bien des possibilitŽs de changement. Les Žl�ves et les enseignants se trouvent dans le contexte de la classe, la classe dans le contexte de l'Žcole, l'Žcole dans celui d'une entitŽ administrative qui la rŽgit et la contr™le, et cette entitŽ administrative ˆ son tour s'int�gre ˆ un contexte plus vaste et ainsi de suite jusqu'ˆ la Commission EuropŽenne. 

Entre ces niveaux, pas de compatibilitŽ parce que les principes organisationnels de ces embo”tements sont hŽritŽs d'un autre temps et que le dispositif institutionnel dans son ensemble n'est pas capable d'intŽgrer le nouveau et d'accueillir sereinement les changements qui remettent en cause des modes d'opŽration bien rodŽs. 

Or de l'avis des participants, il n'y a de changement possible aujourd'hui que si l'on accepte un saut dans l'inconnu. Et nul ne peut s'autoriser un saut dans l'inconnu sans que son environnement tol�re, accepte, reconnaisse voire valorise le droit ˆ l'erreur. Que l'Žcole acqui�re le statut d'un lieu de vie "expŽrimental" o� enseignants et Žl�ves puissent la rŽinventer, voilˆ qui va contre toutes les idŽes re�ues et le terrain est minŽ. Mais "qui ne risque rien n'a rien"Ê: et en effet, si les supports de formation changent, et m�me deviennent toujours plus multimŽdias et technologiques, en revanche, les problŽmatiques de l'Žcole quant ˆ elles restent immuables parce qu'un certain nombre de r�gles sacro-saintes aux fondements (croit-on) de l'Žcole ne sauraient �tre remises en question.

Mais peut-on demander d'introduire des changements sans accepter des remises en question en cha”ne ? Il faut certainement avancer avec prudence parce qu'il faut repenser les contextes et qu'il n'y a pas de vŽritŽ sur le "comment doit-on faire", pour autant tout changement demande de l'audace et il faut crŽer les conditions qui autorisent cette audace. Mais l'enseignant qui introduit des changements dans sa classe n'est pas ˆ l'abri lui-m�me de ce changement et des remises en cause personnelles dont il es porteur. Sans doute peut-il l'accepter, sous rŽserve que le cadre dans lequel s'ins�re son activitŽ accepte lui aussi la remise en question. 

L'exemple est pris de la fa�on dont la Commission EuropŽenne aborde le changement en nous (les participants) invitant ˆ le mettre en Ïuvre dans nos pratiques et par nos projets. Mais justement, ces remises en question profondes qui sont nŽcessaires, on ne les observe pas au sommet. Se peut-il qu'il n'y ait que le bas de l'Žchelle qui n'ait pas fait sa "rŽvolution"Ê? Les participants en doutent totalement et sont tŽmoins de bien plus d'avancŽes ˆ la base qu'au sommet.

Et ce qui est vrai pour la Commission vaut pour toute entitŽ administrativeÊ: ce qui est en cause c'est pour beaucoup la capacitŽ de nos Žlites ˆ accepter d'�tre remises en cause. Ainsi note un participant, il Žtait frappant de voir ˆ propos de la prŽsentation faite en plŽni�re sur le Joint Call MultimŽdia, un chargŽ de mission de la Commission juger que l'opŽration a ŽtŽ un succ�s quand tout ce qu'on entend dans les couloirs des multiples DG associŽes au programme c'est un jugement d'Žchec et "qu'on ne les y reprendra plusÊ!". Et ce participant de s'ŽtonnerÊ: "la Commission ne fait jamais d'erreurÊ? En tout cas ce qui es sžr c'est qu'elle ne les avouera jamaisÊ! Et cela c'est une attitude incompatible avec le changement. Ce discours est totalement paradoxalÊ: faites ce que je dis, ne faites pas ce que je fais".

Et il semble clair aux participants que les enseignants ne peuvent pas se lancer dans l'inconnu si les institutions ne sont pas capables d'autocritiques.

Les participants estiment qu'ainsi peu d'entre eux, gestionnaires de projet, parlent des erreurs commises, des probl�mes rencontrŽs, des rŽflexions auxquels les conduisent leurs difficultŽs, d'Žvaluation, parce qu'il n'existe aucun droit ˆ l'erreur. Pourtant il n'est pas possible de parler d'innovation si on ne peut pas parler de ses erreurs et apprendre de ses erreurs.

C'est pourquoi, il a paru important aux participants de savoir ce qui remonte de l'expŽrience des projets pour les nouvelles ambitions du Programme SOCRATES II et ce qui est fait aupr�s des Etats-membres pour les informer des expŽriences et des rŽflexions qui ont ŽtŽ dŽbattues lors des prŽcŽdentes rŽunions de coordination de SOCRATES-EOD. De m�me il a paru important aux participants de souligner la nŽcessitŽ que ce soit la Commission qui s'adapte aux projets et non l'inverse et donc qu'il existe des mŽcanismes qui rendent possibles une telle adaptation.



�Group 3: Information Technology into Universities & Development Organisations.



Chair: Vivien Hodgson.



Report: David Dickins



We first went round the table introducing our areas of interest.



Carl Neads & David Dickins (Liverpool, GB) described the natural way in which their multimedia project OBSERVE exploited research software developed by Noldus, our Dutch partner, to permit the analysis of video footage of behaviour on the computer, to be used to construct an ODL package of instruction and training in methods and skills in observing behaviour in humans and other animals for advanced school, undergraduate and graduate students.

This was founded upon earlier work using videopacks in which the behaviour was viewed on a separate screen and the computer only used (as an optional alternative to paper and pencil) for recording and analysis.



Thorleif Hjeltnes (from Trondheim, NO) described his involvement in a co-operative venture between some Norwegian universities on some 80 modules involving some 1600 students which led to the notion of MECPOL, now in its third and final year, for developing Open and Distance Learning (ODL) projects outside the universities, not embedded in the programme of any university. There was a tendency, in Norway at least, to see ODL activities as suitable for computer scientists only, a misperception which needed clearly written guidebook material to dispel. 



Paolo Battino (Siena, IT). His Pegasus project, new this October, is concerned with creating a co-ordinated set of ODL ventures across countries with common examination and credits awarded. Teleconferencing is one way to facilitate this co-operation.



Peter Goodyear (Lancaster, GB) is a Professor of Education who researches, inter alia, into electronic mail and similar communication systems for students, how courses get developed, and the design and management of learning environments. The SHARP project is researching how experienced practitioners are able to share their expertise by means of text-based computer conferences. Since these involve interchange of video (and audio) materials including records of actual working practices they are asynchronous. The emphasis is on intelligence giving rise to innovation.



Ann-Kjersti Sletten (Norway) gave the apt name DIOTIMA to her project which is concerned with gender politics. (Diotima was the female teacher of no less a person than Socrates, who acknowledged his great debt to her). 55 students on an Internet group, including 2 Japanese women, interchange text and video ODL material. The concern is how to help teachers use ODL. A limiting factor is the lack of staff to enable good use to be made of the available equipment 



Cliona Cunningham (Brussels, BE) introduced the HUMANITIES project which aims to encourage traditional universities to collaborate internationally in exploring the potential of multimedia and ODL. The time-scale is for long-term implementation, with adjustment of academic structures through workshops and multilingual guides.

John Hajdar (Bolton, GB) works at the local Community Education Service in conjunction with similar services in Denmark and Sweden. The aim is to give isolated and thus educationally disadvantaged adults, both from urban and rural areas, access to more education through ODL, using CD-ROM, videoconferencing, and Internet training.



Carlos Vaz de Carvalho (Oporto, PT) is concerned with computer science courses. New technology is being evaluated which will help to develop ODL models to enhance more traditional face-to-face learning. Working students who attend night school have a high drop-out rate. Staff/student relations could be improved, and useful units could be developed informally in various universities sympathetic to ODL.



Vivien Hodgson (Socrates team, Brussels) described her position before she came to Brussels in Management learning at the University of Lancaster, where she was concerned with creating an environment sympathetic to ODL. She is concerned to achieve a thorough embedding of the new technology in universities, not to let it, like many an innovation at earlier times, simply fade away.



At this point Rafaela Marco (Valencia, ES) arrived to tell us how NEPTUNO will transcend the traditional classroom and introduce, ready for 1998, ODL labs using recording templates and inexpensive software tools. Courses will be developed for computer science, psychology, environmental studies, and business administration, which will be evaluated and teachers trained in their use. Help for teachers is only intermittent, and they commonly have difficulty catching up with the latest technology.



General Discussion then ensued.



Thorleif Hjeltnes advocated virtually evangelising against very negative attitudes some had against ODL. The prestige of international linkages and discussions led to the recruitment of 50 teachers, of whom about a third passed through to take the examinations.



Carl Neads & David Dickins described the dramatic switch to problem-based learning in the IT enriched new medical course at the University of Liverpool. Students may object to lectures, but for all their faults, TV hasn’t replaced the lecture so one wonders what may be the long-term fate of today’s innovations. The pioneers may appear to be mavericks. It was essential to have effective committees to oversee the proper matching of funds with agreed teaching strategies.



Peter Goodyear disliked the “evangelising” metaphor, pointing out that resistance to new technology might well be entirely rational if the technology were underevolved. It is good only when it is properly ready.

We should see the shifts that are occurring as changes in the methods of transmitting information. What we are designing are opportunities for learning, not substitutes for lectures. Often the technology is generic, as in the use of email communication in association with ODL.



Vivien Hodgson pointed out that conventional education tended to be material driven. There was an ongoing debate on the relative of importance of who transmits versus what transmits.



Carl Neads pointed out that TV has not replaced the lecture. Innovators often seem to be mavericks. At the University of  Liverpool there is a committee on Information Technology, for which the current Zeitgeist is favourable. Its role is to match bids for money against the strategy for which it is being requested.

Peter Goodyear argued that resistance to new technology is often perfectly rational. Technical innovations often involve unusable, or even if usable under evolved technology. He welcomed a shift from the use of IT for transmitting information to that of designing opportunities for learning. 



John Hajdar said these were often referred to as mode 1 and mode 2 learning.



David Dickins voiced the reality of a degree of cynicism amongst lecturers who were motivated primarily by the desire to do research (from interest and because career advancement depends more upon research productivity than upon teaching effectiveness) looked at IT from the angle of “what’s in it for me?” in order to help them simply to cope with the logistic problems of inflated student/lecturer ratios.



Carl Neads asked about comparative availability of the necessary computers in member states. The UK government for instance enunciated the principle of having one computer provided by the university per 5 students enrolled. They then halved the equipment grant to universities, an act incongruous with this aspiration. The University of Liverpool provides in fact one computer for about 12 students enrolled. (The University of Lancaster was better). In Liverpool however the provision of underground cabling which arose for other reasons has been exploited by the computer driven new medical course for which each student is required to have a personal computer which is part of the deal at admission.  

The general ownership of computers by UK students is at present about 1 in 3.

Other delegates reported as follows: 



In Norway, at least in some departments, it is 100% 

In Portugal about 90%, but only about 25% are connected to the Network

Spain - the proportion is altogether lower (20%??), partly because university administrations are resistant towards any shift in favour of ODL which is seen as a loss of control of teachers.

Italy resembles Spain - it is hard to change the thinking, even of professors of technology.

Belgium - there was a contrast between paper praise and on the ground action

Peter Goodyear wondered how big a change we are likely to see. He predicted that the lecture would survive perfectly well because it is cheap, even though it entails some social functions which are in many ways strange. IT offered enhanced motivation in students, with problem-based approaches simply being more interesting than the old techniques.

Thorleif Hjeltnes told us not to blame technology. The University is responsible for a shift to problem-based learning, but this has to be financed. The involvement of part-time as well as campus-based students, and the increased numbers of enthusiasts will come to make an impression on university administrators when they perceive a money value.

Vivien Hodgson asked delegates where such money came from in their countries.

In Portugal it was largely local community money, with some support from central government.

In Spain there was no general strategy, only local initiatives.

In Italy 95% of the education budget was allocated to teachers’ pay, and the renting of classrooms, for example a dance studio. Obsolescence of computers was a big problem.

In the UK the policy of compelling students to buy their own computers with university finance that must be paid back was held to save the university expensive provision of space for computer labs.



To bring the discussion to an end Vivien Hodgson wondered if there were any general recommendations contributors might like to make.

Peter Goodyear urged that a clear distinction should be made between strategy (which might be relatively relaxed) and tactics (necessarily more tense) in embedding IT in higher education: care should be taken to work on the right scale.



John Hajdar was concerned about the future sustainability of our efforts: the restrictions on student computers seemed to him a worrying constraint.



Carl Neads felt institutions must be more proactive: to a degree the Liverpool medical programme had failed owing to problems of equipment which should have been foreseen.

Rafaela Marco welcomed an international strategy which provided a general model as an alternative to more local initiatives



Carl Neads praised the Socrates initiative as a significant source of motivation. It stopped isolation, and the necessity to work with partners from multiple countries guaranteed a broader approach.



Peter Goodyear stressed that, as always, evidence was needed on all fronts. All the behaviour of students should be studied, not just the detailed processes of learning for which ODL was perhaps especially apt. For example lectures would continue to serve as a good potential means of information transmission, but with hidden functions, not directly about learning. Students like the coming together entailed by lectures, for physical meeting and discussion, and also they will pick up cues for examinations there, which if of obvious importance to them.



Cliona Cunningham ended on a constructive note with a report on progress in a dual-mode or hybrid direction. IT could provide first a videolecture from someone eminent, for example the philosopher/fiction writer Umberto Eco, who had given such a lecture to multiple universities which were then linked by video and audio for teleconferencing afterwards, with each university being given a question to ask.



A kind of summary



Progress in the embedding of IT in Higher Education was subject to constraints, particularly of money, and technologically, less through the unavailability of technical solutions in principle than through a shortage of backup IT staff and computer technologists (typically the educator was obliged to attempt a ‘do-it-yourself’ solution). Though lipservice was paid to favourable attitudes, too often the actual top-down strategy of governments neglected the infrastructure which is required to foster growth.

The Socrates initiative, perhaps unexpectedly, in fact represented an alternative bottom-up tactical approach by enthusiasts who have already adopted IT techniques and aspirations. What augurs well for the future is the recruitment of students as a potential pressure group. If new technologies are seen by students to be in certain ways better than traditional lectures (as many of us expect they will, bearing in mind the particular indispensable functions of the lecture situation itemised by Peter Goodyear 2 paragraphs above) the students themselves will support us in our aims of exploiting to the full the fruitful application of IT in this domain.



Reporter’s comment. I hope these notes are accurate in spirit, and convey the sharing of enthusiasm by a creative group of people. Knowing of the existence of these specific people, and others met in the plenary sessions, and at the social dinner, is both encouraging in general and a source of effective networking to get things done in the future, including perhaps things one would not have thought of doing!�

Group 4: National & European Differences



Chair :Knut Aslaksen



Report : Béatrice Hedde



Participants :



1) Eduvinet, Edmund Olhendorf, Michael Ohlendorf, Joszef Hund

Contents for schools and teacher training

2) Learning Materials for Mathematics, Jørgen Christiansen

Primary and lower secondary school web sites and CDs

3) Ole Hansen : SocraTESS

4)Virtual Material Factory, Lilli Heiskanen

Theoritical framework for educational multimedia

5) Campus Voice, Béatrice Hedde

Web site for students in favour of mobility

6) ManageLearn, Magnus John

Network for distance education - Link up for databases

7) James Davidson Steven : ARKNET





Working in the IT field for programmes of educational interest makes publishers and producers cooperate with various institutions and partners, and involves content and technique interaction.

One of the quickest remark to be made is that new technology also tends to brush up the other branches. But then, how many users will there be as far as identification, need and equipment are concerned? Efforts and cooperation are only starting and though the Commission will not substitute to every single European project, it may out help in raising problems in the European Council or in giving technical advice. Nevertheless, the idea of a European content for IT programmes does not seem to be an item for the agenda.



It is obvious that MM producers ask more questions than they can answer. Web sites or CD-ROM publishers cooperate with institutions such as schools, and wonder whether that kind of traditional learning structure will last. As far as open education is concerned, and harmonizing class curriculum with transnational programmes ; is tutoring and testing still possible? Most programme publishers and producers are in need of copyright protection. Rules in MM content use will have to be worked out. This problem is partly resolved when the network access is limited : users either pay per access or subscribe, or even work on closed networks. In Denmark, programmes made in schools remain the state property, whereas those conceived by teachers out of schools are teachers’ property. Information has to be given on the various possibilities of using MM in schools or universities environment but why would these institutions buy IT material while they get a free access to the Net? Producers find it difficult to establish a dialogue with MM consumers and users want to make sure of the programmes quality.



Several communication problems have occured. First and everywhere, the language problem is unresolved in Europe. Most people use English in their programmes but some interactive forums and CDs also offer to express oneself in mother languages. Rough translation softwares are under study. Besides, when innovating in such a field, cooperation can be difficult when partners are not equally equiped. It takes about a year to make level. New technology has to be explained and it has been sometimes noticed that MM producers have too technological a point of view, far from the users' preoccupations. It is also clear that distance itself makes teamworking difficult.



Contents in Europe are very difficult to standardize, but is it to be done? Educational field is a typical example of deep national differences (in History, in Politics,...) which may give raise to problems between partners.



Producing MM in such a field also requires many sources, many of whom are not available on the Net. Finally, participants in a common MM project having to meet sometimes, it has been noticed that, depending on their status, some teachers could not leave during their class weeks when working in privatized schools.



Nevertheless, in spite of all current obstacles, MM editors and producers have experienced that innovation helps identification with other Europeans and erases differences. Through common objectives they come to content interaction. Through pedagogy, they favour personnel exchanges, and cooperation cuts costs and work for partners.



MM involved partners could turn towards the European Commission to resolve some difficulties by convincing governments to generalize free access to the Net for schools and to inform teachers that using IT may achieve better results. Some publishers need technological experts and others would prefer working in a larger MM using environment : the EC could support various small projects, speeding up the basic use of networks and CDs.



Transnational contents seem to be easier to produce, conceive and publish in science or in very specific using field such as library networks. But it is obvious that contents of European interest are now made and appreciated, and surely will be asked for in the future.



�

Group 5: Language and Culture



Chair: Cristina OLIVOS ; Pascale BALCON



Report: Richard TUFFS



Participants : Cristina Olivos, Pascale Balcon (joint chair), Sylvia Kreuzberger (National Agency AT), Franz Palank (EDDISON), Christoph Harnischmacher (EVA), Seppo Tella (APPLAUD), Georges Rensonnet (ODES), Richard Tuffs (PRELUDE), Gareth Long (PEDESTAL), Pier Giacoma Sola (CACTUS), and Daniel Apollon (EUROLITERATURE).



The topic of language and culture can be interpreted from a number of angles and the main problem for such a debate is trying to focus the discussion. The discussion in the work group very quickly moved to issues relating to the present situation of ODL and its possible future role within education. It was agreed that ODL, although having a relatively marginal role at the moment, had an important role to play in the opening up new ideas on learning and teaching. These new ideas were, however, often opposed by traditional universities and state education sectors. 



The discussions during the session were extremely wide-ranging but three themes dominated: 

the definition of ODL

the need for a cultural model of ODL

whether it was possible to define European culture and consequent practical problems of cultural diversity.



The group avoided a detailed definition of ODL and accepted that it was enough to distinguish ODL in its diverse forms with reference to what was termed CPT – close proximity teaching. This early venture into definitions opened up the language and culture issue as the concept of open can be and is interpreted in a variety of ways across Europe. It was agreed that the concept of ODL should be linked with the idea of removing barriers to education and study rather than being seen as a cheap alternative to provide training.



The linguistic and cultural dimension of ODL needs to be examined in a more systematic manner. Cultural models need to be developed which pay more attention to the process aspects of ODL (organisational) rather than the products of ODL (learning materials). It is in the organisational structures at a variety of national, regional, or local level that more language and cultural problems are encountered. We explored these problems in depth by using the concept of the ‘frozen middle’ which describes an organisation that is resistant to change. All too often top down or bottom up initiatives founder when they come into contact with the frozen middle, the part of the organisation resistant to new ideas and change. 



Any cultural model would explore the third theme of the group’s discussions that examined the concept of culture in Europe. Can we, and should we, talk about a European culture? The concept of a European culture is fraught with difficulties and seems to be faced with an ever-increasing fragmentation of cultures. It was agreed that more attention should be paid to minority cultures and languages including the needs of immigrant groups in Europe often at the sharp end of cultural practices (see EVA project and the inner-city riots that had taken place the weekend before in Brussels). The issue of culture is thus extremely important and cannot be divorced from a range of other issues in ODL such as gender and technology use. The debate on culture also touched upon differences between high (France) and low context (U.S.) cultures and the need to consider cultural diversity in web site design.



In summary, the workshop had an optimistic view of ODL as a way of stimulating debate around issues of teaching/learning, learner autonomy, “deschooling”, and new methods of learning. Many participants were not slow to point out that this debate was mirrored in a parallel wider debate on employment and the economic future of Europe with the perceived need to encourage increased flexibility and mobility in economic life. It was agreed that ODL was gaining practical experience each year. It was considered that more could be done to promote ODL and its achievements enabling it to take on a stronger role within the education debate. ODL should not just be seen as a catalyst of change but, as one speaker had mentioned earlier in the 2-day session, more of a “detonator” helping to open up new structures of learning and working across Europe. 





�

GROUP 6: Professional European Content Issues



Chair: André RICHIER



Report: David Horsburgh





The participants were : Hans-Peter Baumeister (CEFES), Beatriu Puyal-Gonzalez (SVM), Stephen Fox (VSM), Hilary Perraton (Cost-effectiveness), David Horsborough (Basic Skills), Alessandro Lovari (Pegasus), Antoinette Weekamp (InterPriSE), Andrea Vergari (OrthODL), Wim Aalbers (DEMETER), Margareta Hellström (Health & Safety).



The Content group discussed a number of issues. It is clear that the Content of Technology based Learning projects is the cause of much interest at present across Europe. The issues that Group 6 discussed are described in the following summary of our discussions.



Copyright issues



Projects need clear legal advice or guidelines on these issues from the Commission. One model suggested that content developed during any project should be owned by all the participants of the project group. Any royalties from published materials should be shared within the group rather than be given to individuals.



Secondary copyright was also discussed. Projects need to consider this issue with respect to the use of diagrams, maps, etc in project learning resources.



There are different attitudes to copyright across Europe. This can lead to complications in dealing with copyright issues for transnational projects. At present it is probably best to establish working procedures within projects to deal with copyright. In the longer term clarification on the legal implications of copyright will be given by the Commission. This would/could consist of:



guidelines on the Internet

a forum of project representatives to produce models for copyrighting procedures

a mechanism for providing legal advice on models of copyright e.g. 

monitoring/exploring.



DG 22 is at present monitoring private/public copyright issues and developments. It is intended that models should be constructed that will provide advantage to both private and public sectors. Education institutions could profit from lower pricing of educational resources from private/publishing organisations. Private organisations will gain from the developmental and pedagogical experience of educational institutions.



Publishing



There was a discussion concerning issues of public and private publishing. It was generally agreed that strong relationships with publishers should be fostered. A great deal of mutual benefit can still be gained from such partnerships. There are many limitations in the private publishing of materials. The expertise that can be provided from experienced publishing houses can be invaluable to content developers. Equally the publishers cannot survive without good content.



Big players like IBM are now seeking content and educational services for their products. Educational producers need to be aware of these new publishing organisations and develop strategies for dealing with them.



Quality Issues relating to the adoption of new technologies



In order to adopt new technologies teachers will need to feel the content of associated educational resources is of good quality. The judgement of quality standards is a subjective process and will vary between European countries. It will be influenced by the culture, educational experience and the academic tradition of each individual/country that enters this evaluation process.



It is important to establish evaluation procedures relating to agreed quality standards for the Socrates project groups. These standards need to take account of transnational differences. Agreeing such standards at the start of projects can avoid serious problems and disagreements at a later time.



There may be a need to develop review mechanisms centrally for innovatory products/projects that are almost completed. The Commission could organise events to meet this purpose. The reviewing exercise would also provide models for good practice in the development of future Socrates projects. 



It was suggested that such reviews would need to be carefully structured in order to address the range of project activities that are taking place.



A formal evaluation procedure/mechanism would need to use external evaluators. It is necessary to consider the financial costs to the projects of such an activity. It is important that evaluation procedures do not take up a disproportionate amount of project resource since most grants are very limited.



This evaluation process at the end of projects would probably take place on a voluntary basis. It was suggested that an on-line manual/set of guidelines could be provided that outline problems, past learning and evaluation procedures to inform new and present projects.



The Commission is keen that there should be “life after projects” and that a body of knowledge and good practice can be established. This can then establish a resource for all projects which will aid evaluation, the transfer of new developments and the guidance of future work.



It is advisable that the procedures defined should be embedded within a policy framework that will be a source of reference in evaluation procedures in the future.





Communications



Communication from the Commission concerning frequently experienced problems in Socrates projects would be appreciated greatly. Individual projects would need to take responsibility for their part in this communication. In this way it is hoped to help all teachers deal with the process of change. The development of on and off line discussion groups would be particularly suitable for these purposes. Suggestions for on-line activities that would allow conferencing with other projects are as follows:



problems concerning using Web for ODL

experience of using technology - pedagogical issues

qualifications relating to International teacher development

technical issues

examinations verification/moderation

student support issues.



Project Co-ordinators could place themselves within sub groups of this over-arching communications forum that would deal with particular issues.



Dissemination



There is a need to provide a compendium that could include a summary of each successful project’s outcomes and deliverables. It is important that we learn from mistakes as well as success. Therefore the findings of unsuccessful projects can also be of great value when considering future development.





Creating tools for teachers to create their own ODL materials



Should teachers be the developers of Educational/Technology resources?

Some felt that this work should be left to specialists who can use more time and have a higher level of expertise for development. Others felt that educators could be empowered to produce their own technology based ODL materials if they were equipped with appropriate development tools. This debate will no doubt continue across a number of projects in the coming months.



It was agreed at the end of this meeting that the quality of relationships within partnerships was very important in predicting the final success of the project. Project teams must therefore develop robust channels of communication and agree clear working practices from the beginning.



�

LE TRAITEMENT DES PROJETS PAR LE BAT SOCRATES & JEUNESSE







1. Le BAT



Le BAT Socrates & Jeunesse a été créé par le consortium ASBL ETAPE afin d’assister la Commission dans la mise en oeuvre et la gestion des programmes Socrates & Jeunesse pour l’Europe III. 



La préparation et la mise en oeuvre des sélections, ainsi que la contractualisation et le suivi des projets approuvés constituent les principales activités du BAT.



Le département analyse gère les actions Erasmus, Comenius, Mesures transversales et Jeunesse. Dans le cadre de la gestion et du suivi des sélections, ce département a pour fonction:



d’assurer la coordination et le suivi des sélections

d’effectuer une première analyse des projets soumis sur base des critères d’éligibilité et de sélection définis par la Commission

de mettre en oeuvre les décisions finales arrêtées par le Commission 

d’assister et d’évaluer les projets en cours de réalisation



Vivien Hodgson et Pascale Balcon assurent la responsabilité des aspects liés à l’Education Ouverte et à Distance au Département analyse 



Par ailleurs, afin d’assurer un traitement administratif homogène pour l’ensemble des sélections et des conventions gérés par le BAT, des départements sont chargés des aspects techniques, contractuels et financiers liés aux sélections.



Le PMD ou Département de Gestion des Projets, est chargé du support logistique de l’ensemble des procédures liées aux sélections, et plus particulièrement des procédures administratives liées à: 



la réception et la présélection des candidatures

la production et le traitement des conventions

le suivi contractuel des projets

la réception et le suivi des rapports finaux



Le PFT, ou Project Finance Team assure la gestion de l’ensemble des opérations financières liées aux paiements des subventions. Ce département est également responsable de l’analyse des rapports financiers et des procédures de clôture, de recouvrement et d’Audit.



�2. La chaîne opératoire



Le terme chaîne opératoire désigne l’ensemble du processus technico-administratif mis en oeuvre au sein du BAT pour la sélection et le suivi des projets.



La chaîne opératoire est divisée en 8 étapes:





1	Préparation des sélections



Les sélections gérées par le BAT sont préparées plusieurs semaines avant la date limite de soumission des candidatures. Cette préparation consiste à:



définir le calendrier de sélection

élaborer les manuels de procédure

identifier les formulaires et documents-type qui seront utilisés

s’assurer de la disponibilité des ressources techniques et humaines nécessaires à la mise en oeuvre de la sélection.





2	Enregistrement et présélection



Cette étape consiste à:



accuser réception de la candidature

vérifier l’éligibilité de la candidature

enregistrer les données administratives du projet

procéder à la première analyse du dossier 





3	Sélection



Cette étape est placée sous la responsabilité de la Commission en collaboration avec le département analyse. L’ensemble des critères d’éligibilité, d’évaluation et de sélection définis par la Commission sont mis en oeuvre afin d’opérer un choix parmi l’ensemble des candidatures soumises. A l’issue de la sélection, une liste de projets présélectionnés est soumise pour approbation au Cabinet, au Comité et aux différents organes de décision au sein de la Commission. Ce n’est qu’à l’issue de cette approbation que la sélection est considérée comme terminée. L’ensemble des projets approuvés avec leur subvention respective se trouvent répertoriés sur la liste de décision finale.





4	Contractualisation et paiement



L’ensemble des projets approuvés font l’objet d’une convention passée entre la Commission et le bénéficiaire. Les projets non approuvés reçoivent une lettre de refus reprenant la ou les raisons particulières de rejet. Les projets disposent de 30 jours pour retourner au BAT leur convention signée par le représentant légal de l’organisme bénéficiaire. Dès réception, cette convention est vérifiée, puis envoyée à la Commission pour signature par les instances décisionnelles de la DG XXII. Après signature, le BAT dispose de 30 jours pour procéder au paiement de la subvention. A l’exception des subventions destinées aux visites préparatoires pour lesquelles le paiement effectué correspond à 100% de la subvention allouée, les subventions de projets de coopération transnationale sont payées en 2 versements:



Le premier, effectué après réception de la convention signée par le bénéficiaire, correspond à 80% de la subvention maximale allouée

Le second, correspondant au solde, est effectué à l’issue de l’analyse du rapport final



Dans le cadre de l’Education Ouverte et à Distance, comme pour la plupart des actions couvertes par le programme Socrates & Jeunesse, les subventions communautaires allouées ne constituent qu’un pourcentage des coûts totaux du projet concerné. Lors de l’analyse du rapport final et du décompte de l’ensemble des dépenses réelles éligibles effectuées, c’est ce pourcentage qui est pris en compte pour déterminer le solde restant à payer ou le recouvrement éventuel à réclamer auprès du bénéficiaire.





5	Suivi des projets



Cette étape consiste à:



analyser les activités réalisées dans le cadre des projets approuvés, et ce au travers de visites de suivi ou de réunions d’évaluation avec les bénéficiaires de subvention

gérer les demandes de modifications ou d’information complémentaires émanant de projets en cours





6	Analyse des rapports finaux



Cette étape, qui  comporte les activités d’enregistrement du rapport final, d’évaluation des activités et d’analyse des dépenses encourues se déroule de façon similaire à l’étape 2 présentée ci-avant.





7	Clôture 



Cette étape, qui relève essentiellement du département financier, consiste à:



s’assurer de l’éligibilité des dépenses réalisées dan le cadre du projet

calculer le montant du solde de la subvention restant à verser ou, le cas échéant, du remboursement à effectuer par le bénéficiaire





8	Bilan et synthèse



A l’issue de chaque sélection, une analyse est menée tant au niveau des processus mis en oeuvre que des résultats achevés. Cet exercice vise à donner une image globale d’une sélection donnée afin d’en améliorer la portée au cours des sélections ultérieures.



�3. Les documents contractuels





La candidature



Les candidatures doivent être envoyées au BAT pour une date limite fixée dans le guide du candidat. Pour cette même date, chaque établissement participant doit envoyer une copie de la candidature ainsi qu’un résumé du projet à son Agence Nationale dans la langue de celle-ci. En général, c’est l’établissement coordinateur qui prend la responsabilité de transmettre les copies du formulaire de candidature à l’ensemble des Agences Nationales compétentes.  La prochaine date limite pour les projets de coopération transnationale est le 1/02/99 (période contractuelle 1/09/1999 -> 31/08/2000). Dans le cadre des projets pluriannuels, le formulaire de candidature ne s’adresse qu’aux projets déposant leur candidature de première année. Les informations budgétaires transmises dans le formulaire de candidature ne concernent qu’une seule année de projet.



Une fois le formulaire de candidature envoyé, aucune information complémentaire ne peut être transmise sauf demande spécifique du BAT. 



La candidature fait partie intégrante de la convention financière émise à l’attention du bénéficiaire des projets approuvés et a donc valeur contractuelle.





2	La convention



La convention comporte les conditions spécifiques applicables au projet, les conditions générales relatives à l’ensemble des projets de coopération transnationale et d’éventuelles clauses spéciales établies durant le processus de sélection.



Cette convention doit être signée par le représentant légal de l’organisme bénéficiaire, tel qu’identifié en première page de la convention.  Au cas où cette personne ne serait pas ou plus en mesure de signer la convention financière, la convention peut être signée par une autre personne habilitée au sein de l’organisation bénéficiaire. Dans ce cas, l’autorisation doit être attestée au BAT par un document certifié par toute autorité compétente, confirmant l’habilitation de cette personne à agir en tant que signataire de la Convention. Le BAT procédera à la mise à jour de l’information et confirmera cette opération par lettre au coordinateur du projet. 



La convention est accompagnée des coordonnées bancaires de l’organisme bénéficiaire, qui doivent être complétées, signées par le représentant légal de l’organisme bénéficiaire et retournées au BAT en même temps que la convention.





3	Les règles d’éligibilité des dépenses



Ces règles ont été conçues afin de vous aider à mettre en place les systèmes comptables permettant de mener votre projet conformément aux normes financières en vigueur pour l’action considérée. Ces règles doivent être respectées lors de la déclaration des dépenses présentées dans le rapport final d’activités. Les règles d’éligibilité sont présentées par rubrique de dépenses, comportent des conseils pour la présentation du rapport final et présentent les principes d’audit.





4	Le rapport final



Le rapport final doit être présenté au BAT, en 2 copies, dans les 30 jours suivant la fin de la période contractuelle. La prochaine échéance de remise des RF relatives aux projets d’Education Ouverte et à Distance est le 30/09/98. Ce rapport est accompagné d’un imprimé (Project Report) qui reprend les données du projet et du partenariat telles que contenues dans la base de données du BAT. Nous demandons aux coordinateurs de bien vouloir vérifier et valider ces données pour la période contractuelle à laquelle se réfère le rapport.  



Le rapport final doit être accompagné de 2 copies des produits réalisés. Un exemplaire de ces produits est destiné à la Commission, un autre est analysé par le BAT et nous permet de constituer une bibliothèque des produits.   



Le rapport final est soumis par le bénéficiaire au nom de toutes les organisations partenaires. Il reflète un processus de communication à travers le partenariat, aussi est-il important que le processus de collecte des données requises soit achevé avant la limite de soumission du rapport final. 



Tout retard dans la soumission du rapport final doit faire l’objet d’une communication au BAT avant la date limite. Une flexibilité de 2 semaines est accordée aux projets quant à la soumission du rapport. Passé ce délai, un rappel strict est envoyé à l’attention du coordinateur, suivi 1 mois après par une mise en demeure d’annulation.





5	Le formulaire de renouvellement



Ce formulaire, destiné aux projets pluriannuels permet de mettre à jour, pour la période de financement à venir, l’ensemble des données relatives au projet. Ce formulaire permet également de présenter un premier bilan concernant la mise en oeuvre et le déroulement du projet. La prochaine date de soumission du formulaire de renouvellement de projets d’Education Ouverte et à Distance est le 1/02/99.





La version papier des documents contractuels 2 à 5 est envoyée aux projets en même temps que la convention. Ces documents sont disponibles également sous format électronique que nous envoyons en français, anglais ou allemand, sur simple demande des projets. 



D’autre part, un site Intranet est actuellement en construction et devrait être ouvert dans le courant du mois de juin aux projets bénéficiant d’un convention dans le cadre du Programme Socrates & Jeunesse. Ce site apportera de l’information sur:



les étapes liées à la mise en application des différentes actions (appels à propositions, dates limites, questions fréquemment posées, documents types…)

les différents contacts au sein du BAT pour chaque sujet et action

les processus et événements en cours (sélections, conférences…)



Ce site géré par le BAT pourra évoluer à la demande des projets qui disposeront d’une feuille de feed-back afin de donner leur appréciation.







�

Les avenants



Hormis le montant de la subvention fixée par la Commission, les autres conditions spécifiques de la convention peuvent être sujets à des modifications demandées par le projet. Ces demandes de modifications doivent être présentées au BAT durant la période contractuelle, et après que la convention ait été signée par le bénéficiaire. Ainsi, au cas où les projets souhaitent introduire une demande d’avenant lors de la réception de la convention, nous conseillons à ces derniers d’introduire la demande de modifications en même temps que la convention signée au BAT. En effet, pour raisons juridiques, tout avenant doit se rapporter à une convention authentifiée par signature du contractant. Les demandes d’avenant sont analysées par le BAT et soumises à l’approbation de la Commission. A l’issue du processus de traitement de la demande de modification des termes contractuels, une lettre est envoyée par le BAT afin de communiquer au coordinateur de projet la décision de la Commission. En cas d’acceptation, une nouvelle convention n’est pas émise, les stipulations de l’avenant venant annuler et remplacer les conditions contractuelles sur lesquelles portait la demande de modification.    



Aucune demande d’avenant n’est acceptée après la fin de la période contractuelle.



Il existe 5 types d’avenant:





1	Organisme bénéficiaire



Au cas où votre organisation bénéficiaire ne serait plus en mesure de mener à terme la coordination et l’exécution des activités proposées dans le projet initial, cette organisation doit identifier un des partenaires impliqués dans le projet, qui veuille assumer le rôle de l’organisation bénéficiaire. Une confirmation écrite doit être signée par les représentants légaux de l’ancienne et de la nouvelle organisation, et ce document doit être envoyé au BAT. Cette lettre de confirmation doit préciser les modalités de transfert des responsabilités entre l’organisation qui était responsable du projet et celle qui le devient. Si ce changement entraîne ultérieurement des modifications du programme de travail ou du budget initial, vous devez joindre à votre lettre le programme corrigé ainsi que le nouveau budget qui seront évalués.





2	Budget du projet



Si le montant de l’aide financière allouée au titre de votre projet ne correspond pas à la demande de financement initiale et s’il s’avère dès lors impossible de mener toutes les activités prévues dans le projet initial, vous devez en informer le BAT en lui envoyant une lettre signée par le représentant légal de l’organisme bénéficiaire. Vous devez joindre à votre lettre un programme de travail corrigé ainsi que le nouveau budget tenant compte de l’aide communautaire octroyée. Nous vous demandons de bien vouloir présenter cette révision budgétaire selon le même format que celui utilisé dans la candidature initiale, ce qui  nous aidera dans l’analyse comparative des postes budgétaires.





3	Durée du projet



S’il vous est impossible de mener à terme certaines activités du projet durant la période de financement mentionnée dans le convention, vous avez la possibilité d’envoyer une lettre au BAT, demandant une prolongation de cette période contractuelle. En ce qui concerne les projets pluriannuels, une prolongation de période contractuelle ne sera acceptée que lors de la dernière année d’activités.





4	Partenariat



Si un partenaire n’est pas en mesure de participer au projet comme convenu, vous devez envoyer au BAT un courrier confirmant qu’un partenaire se retire du projet et mentionnant les coordonnées du partenaire remplaçant. Ce courrier doit comporter votre programme de travail rectifié ainsi que le nouveau budget précisant les modifications apportées.





5	Programme de travail



En cours de projet, votre programme de travail peut être sujet à certaines modifications. Vous devez en informer le bureau qui évaluera votre demande et la soumettra à la Commission Européenne pour approbation.
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