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Analysing the Learning 2.0 Database —
Context & Aims

Context
- Part of the ‘Exploratory Research on the Socio-Economic

Impacts of Social Computing” (EROSC) of IPTS;

- Element of the broader study ‘The Impact of Web 2.0
Innovations on Education & Training’ of IPTS;

- Broader study combines the elements of i) literature
review; ii) case database and analysis; iii) in-depth case
study analyses (i.e. on innovation and inclusion); iv)
validation seminar; and the v) development of policy
options.

Aims

- To provide inputs to the broader study ‘The Impact of
Web 2.0 Innovations on Education & Training” of IPTS;
s - To explore the emerging properties of the developing
Learning 2.0 ‘landscape’ in Europe.
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Analysing the Learning 2.0 Database —
Objectives

e To develop a framework and methodology to qualitatively
(i.e. content/item analysis) and quantitatively (i.e.
frequencies, factor-/cluster-/discriminant analysis) analyse
the data comprised in the Learning 2.0 Database;

e To analyse the relation (i.e. contingencies/correlations)
between variables e.g. between objectives, activities and
Web 2.0 applications specifying in particular which social
computing tools were suitable to support which objectives;

e To apply the framework and methodology to structure the

; cases into case clusters, according to common properties,
% outlining clearly the characteristic defining properties for

e each cluster and emphasizing emergent common features.
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Analysing the Learning 2.0 Database —
Staged Methodological Approach

2. Analytical
Framework &
Constructs

4. Interaction
Analysis

3. Classification &
Clustering
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Analysing the Learning 2.0 Database —
Research Questions I

e Which objectives are most commonly supported by the use
of social computing tools?

e Which activities are most commonly employed to use social
computing tools to enhance learning processes and to
reach the objectives?

e How are web2.0 tools most commonly employed in
different /earning settings? How are social computing tools
embedded in the /earning settings and as part of the
learning approach?

EUROPEAN COMMISSION



Analysing the Learning 2.0 Database —
Research Questions II

e Which are the subjects or subject areas in which social
computing tools are most commonly employed? How do
the tools provide added value for learning in the subjects in
question?

o What are the pedagogical scenarios of organizing and
supporting interaction between learners and teachers and
among peers?

e Which are the ways in which social computing tools
support the (expected) outcomes of Learning 2.0 projects?

EUROPEAN COMMISSION



Analysing the Learning 2.0 Database —
Introduction & Caveats I

e Not representative sample of Learning 2.0 in Europe (and
worldwide), but largest known sample up to date;

e Database entries lean towards ‘formal/organised learning’
due to the nature of the study;

o Data entry through IPTS (150 cases) as result of desk
research; ILI & Arcola (20 cases) as result of selection of
case studies; and external submissions (67 cases);

e External respondents and internal contributors show clear
s interest in area and are knowledgeable about the sector;
% additional random quality checks on external entries through
. ILI & Arcola;

EUROPEAN COMMISSION



Analysing the Learning 2.0 Database —
Introduction & Caveats II

e Aim is to gain ‘insight’ into the current state of Learning 2.0
to support wider thematic work;

e Analysis and interpretation based on a combination of
qualitative (i.e. item/content analysis) and quantitative
(i.e. frequencies, contingencies/correlations, factor-/cluster-
/discriminant analyses) methods and approaches;

e Results are illustrative/heuristic rather than definitive.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Analysing the Learning 2.0 Database —
Original & Revised Descriptors

Original IPTS Descriptors Additional Attributes/Descriptors
(i.e. after Re-Coding and
Content/Item Analysis)

1 | Project Name
2 | Contact Information 4a | Subject
3 | Project Website 4 4b | Learning Scenarios
4 | Project Description HD| | > 4c | Outcomes
6 | Type of Learning - 4d | Communities & Networks
7 | Institutional Framework 4e | Technology
8 | Age Group 4f | Inclusion
9 | User Group 4g | Assessment
o 10 | Objectives

11 | Social Computing Tools

12 | Social Computing Activities

Institute for
Prospective

Technological Studies

13 | Size 13 | Size Grouping

14 | Country 14 | Geographical Grouping

\__Y_J

JRC

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Length 15 | Project Status
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Social Computing Tools I

%
N | % Cases | Entries

Blogs 97 41 19
Social Networking 95 40 18
Discussion Platforms 69 29 13
Wikis 68 29 13
Photo- / Video sharing 5 23 11
Podcast / Vodcast 34 14
Folksonomies / Tagging 30 13
Virtual Realities (e.g. Second Life, 3-D-Simulations) 11 5 2
Others (e.g. e-Portfolios, Twitter, Ning, Moodle, Skype, LMS,
VLEs, Facebook, Elgg, games tec) 55 23 11

[ ]
% 53% combine different social computing tools.

Prospective
Technological Studies

JRC

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Social Computing Tools II

Social Computing Tools

\ \
Blogs | 41

Social Networking ‘ 40

Discussion Platforms | 29

Wikis | 29

Photo- / Video sharing | 23

Podcast / Vodcast | 14

Folksonomies |13

[
% Virtual Realities 5

respedtve - Other | 23

J R c 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Institutional Framework

Institutional Framework
University ‘ ‘ ] 40
General Secondary School | | | ] 39
Primary School | | ] 21
Vocational Secondary School | 17
Vocational HE Institute | 15
Adult Training Centre | 13
Other | 16
0 1‘0 2‘0 30 4‘0 50
N | % Cases | % Entries
University 95 40 24
o General Secondary School 93 39 24
Primary School 63 27 16
. Vocational Secondary School | 41 17 10
TohAlgklsdes Vocational HE Institution 35 15 09
Adult Training Centre 31 13 08
5 JRC Other 37 16 09
FUROPERN COMMISSION. 35% are based in more than one institution.
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Size, Scale, Status

Size (N = 124) o/O Size
1-25 20

26 - 50 17 Q §
51 - 200 24 ‘ azeso

051-200

210 - 1,000 16 v '17 £1201-1000
1,001 — 10,000 13 K G

> 10,000 10 2
Scale (N = 227) %

Local 7 Scale

Regional 14

National 45

b Multi-national 27 27 ‘ V‘ o Local
% International 7 St
Institute for Status (N = 135) o/o O M International

Prospective
Technological Studies

Running 67 45
Finished 33

9 JRC

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Age Groups

Age Groups

140
120 !
/%//\\%

80

0 a9
40 i

e 34
20
0 ‘ ‘ ! N % Cases | % Entries
0 to 11 12to18 19to24 25t054 55to64 65+

. Oto 11 44 19 10
12 to 18 96 41 21
e for 19 to 24 120 51 26
s 25 to 54 90 38 20
55 to 64 69 29 15
& JRC 65+ 34 14 08

FUROPERN CONMISSION 47% address different age groups at the same time.




Y13
ﬁ||| arcdla

Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— User Groups — Overall

N % Cases | % Entries

Learners in Formal Education 184 78 36

Teachers & Trainers 92 39 18

External Experts 34 14 7

General Public 29 12 6

Adult Learners 26 11 5

Parents & Other Third Parties 22 9 4

Workers 20 8 4

Disadvantaged People 20 8 4

Ethnic Minorities 18 8 4

. People with Disabilities 15 6 3
Unemployed 11 5 2

% People with Learning Difficulties 11 5 2
ﬁi‘:&iﬁumﬁ Early School Leavers 8 3 2
Others 20 8 4
JRC 40% work with more than one user group simultaneously.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— User Groups — Grouped

User Groups

O Learners in Formal
Education

m Teachers & Trainers
O Third Parties
0O Hard(er)-to-Reach

Groups
B Adult Learners

L]
Insi%

Prospective
Technological Studies

JRC

N % Cases | % Entries
Learners in Formal Education | 184 78 36
Teachers & Trainers 92 39 18
Third Parties 85 36 17
Hard(er)-to-Reach Groups 83 35 16
Adult Learners 46 19 09

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics

— Type of Learning

Type of Learning

Informal 17

Non-formal 20

Formal 82
N % Cases % Entries
Formal 194 82 68
Informal 47 20 17
Non-formal 41 17 15
15% report multiple types of learning.
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Objectives 1

Variable Attribute N | % Cases | % Entries
Learning Scenario/
Develop new ways of learning (Innovation) 160 68 18
Learning Scenario/
Improve collaboration Outcome 135 57 15
Increase motivation/participation Outcome 117 49 13
Provide improved (peer) support for learning | Learning Scenario 70 30 8
Promote computer skills Outcome 60 25 7
Improve accessibility of learning Outcome 58 24 7
Improve learning results Outcome 58 24 7
Increase self-directed learning activities/skills | Learning Scenario 57 24 6
. Connecting with society Outcome/Inclusion | 50 21 6
Improve personalisation of learning Learning Scenario 35 15 4

Learning Scenario/
Brapaihve s Improve management of learning Outcome 30 13 3

Institute for

Others (e.g. language learning, cultural
J RC exchange) NA 61 26 8

EUAN COMMISSION 86% address multiple objectives.
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Objectives 11

Objectives

Develop new ways of learning ] 68

Improve collaboration

Increase motivation/participation

Provide improved (peer) support for learning

Promote computer skills

Improve accessability of learing

Improve learning results

Increase self-directed learning activities/skils

Connecting with society | 21

Improve personalisation of learning 15

Improve management of learning 13

Institute for
Prospective

Technological Studies Oth ers | 2 6

JRC

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Social Computing Activities 1

Variable Attribute N | % Cases | % Entries
Creating and

Creating and sharing knowledge sharing knowledge 174 73 31
Creating and

Collaborating and interacting sharing knowledge 158 67 28
Creating and

Peer reviewing, commenting sharing knowledge 76 32 13

Using social computing tools as environment | Collaborating and

for learning interacting 62 26 11
Collaborative

Accessing information Learning 60 25 11
Technology

Delivering information (e.g. podcasts, RSS) Enhanced Learning

° (TEL) 23 10 4
Others (e.g. gaming, reflective thinking) NA 10 4

Institute for
Prospective
Technological Studies

JRC

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

70% apply sets of different activities to reach the set objectives.
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Social Computing Activities I1

Activities

Creating and sharing knowledge | 73

Collaborating and interacting | 67

Peer reviewing, commenting |32

Social computing tools as learning environment |26

Accessing information | 25

[}
% Delivering information 10
Institute for |

"f’ercolfr?:‘k:;\i,:ul Studies Oth er :| 4

JRC 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Subjects & Learning Scenarios

Subject Subjects N
5 6 Humanities (e.g. languages, literature,
‘%7 philosophy) 37
¥ g Natural Sciences (and related) 13
Social Sciences (e.g. economics, politics) | 7
O Medicine - i -
& Behaviour Behaviour (e.g. mediation, mentoring,
O Social Sciences (e.g. economics, politics) Volunteering) 6
O Natural Sciences (and related) n
B Humanities (e.g. languages, literature, philosophy) Med|C|ne
Learning Scenarios N
Learning Scenarios Collaborative / Peer Learning 35
4 - - - - -
. ° ” Training incl. Teacher Training (LLL) 11
. @ Personalised Learning 11
11
" Technology Enhanced Learning (TEL) 10
O Lifelong Learning (LLL) K K
Institute for @ Other Learning Theories (e.g. constructivist, cognitive, reflective, learning by doing) Llfelong Lea rnlng (LLL) 4
";:If::‘k:;\:al Studies O Technology Enhanced Learning (TEL) i .
T Other Learning Theories (e.g. -
m Training incl. Teacher Training (LLL) ConStI‘UCtIVISt, Cogn|tlve, reﬂectlve,
J R c O Collaborative / Peer Learning Iea rning by d0|ng) 9

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics

— Outcomes 1

N % Cases | % Entries

Communities and networks (e.g. of individuals and institutions, around

content) 94 40 29
Creating and sharing knowledge 76 32 23
Collaborating and interacting 56 24 17
Inclusion (e.g. social capital and capacity building, social integration, e-

Inclusion, for specific disadvantaged groups) 39 16 12
Products (e.g. stories, books, postcards, videos) 23 10 07
Skills and competence development 30 13 9
Psychological factors (e.g. motivation, engagement, empowerment) 10 4

34% report multiple outcomes.
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Outcomes 11

Outcomes
45
40
40
35 32
30
24
25
20 16
15 -
10
10
4
.
0 T T T
il Psychological Products (e.g. Skills and Inclusion (e.g.  Collaborating and  Creating and Communities and
factors (e.g. stories, books, competence  social capital and interacting sharing netw orks (e.g. of
motivation, postcards, development capacity buidling, know ledge individuals and
Institote for engagement, videos) social integration, institutions,
B el Studies empow erment) e-Inclusion, for around content)
specific
disadvantaged
J R c groups)

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Descriptive Statistics
— Technology & Assessment

e Jechnology comprises Learning- as well as Content
Management Systems (LMS & CMS; 11%), learning support
tools (e.g. assistive technologies, mobile phones, e-
Portfolios; 6%) and to a lesser extent games, multimedia
applications and other specific social computing tools (e.g.

Twitter, Mashups);

e Approx. 10% of all cases include activities such as
assessment, evaluation and accreditation.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION



Learning 2.0 Database — Relations of Social
Computing Tools — General Remarks

9

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Low to moderate positive significant relations (i.e.
contingencies between .134** and .350**) due to:

|) Statistics. not representative sample; low scales of
measurement i.e. nominal (or categorical) scale; high
number of multiple choice questions; many variables and
underlying concepts are not exclusive, but dependent; less
cases for attributes identified through item/content
analysis;

i) Field of Observation: mix of small(er) scale grass
root initiatives with national piloting programmes; often
experimental in nature; developing ‘landscape’, constituting
properties are only emerging; no stable patterns visible
yet;

Findings should be perceived as heuristic and as possible
directions/pathways to further explore the emerging
Learning 2.0 ‘landscape’.
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Learning 2.0 Database — Relations of Social
Computing Tools — Institution & Age

Institutional Framework:
- In general no systematic relationship between social
computing tools and the Education & Training (E&T)
institutions;
- Adult Training Centres are utilising social computing
tools i.e. discussion platforms and blogs.

Age group:
- In general no systematic relationship between social
computing tools and age/age groups;
- Adults aged 25 to 54 are using discussion platforms,

1 social networking and wikis (see above e.g. in Adult
) Training Centres).

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Relations of Social
Computing Tools — User Groups

- Heterogeneous picture when relating social computing
tools and user groups;

- Learners in formal education use blogs and share photos
and videos, but less frequently use social networking and
discussion platforms;

- Adult learners (incl. workers) apply a wide range of Web
2.0 tools e.qg. discussion platforms, blogs, virtual realities,
pod- and vodcasts, ‘folksonomies’ and tagging, photo-
/video sharing;

- Hard(er) to reach groups (e.g. unemployed, early school
leavers, people with learning difficulties and disabilities,
disadvantaged people, ethnic minorities) are predominantly
addressed by discussion platforms.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION



Learning 2.0 Database — Relations of Social
Computing Tools — Objectives 1

- In general positive relations between social computing
tools and objectives of the case;

Majority of tools are supporting the set objectives, but to a
different extent and for different activities (see Table);

9
- 60% of SC tools contribute to developing new ways of
learning;

9

50% of SC tools help the learner i) to structure their
individual learning process (i.e. increase self-directed
learning activities/skills, improve personalisation of
learning); ii) to acquire digital skills and competences (i.e.
promote computer skills) and; iii) to collaborate with others
(i.e. improve collaboration, connecting with society);

- Discussion platforms; ‘folksonomies’ and tagging; blogs;
and social networking are mostly contributing to achieve
EUROPEAN COMMISSION the ObJectlveS.
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Learning 2.0 Database — Relations of Social
Computing Tools — Objectives I1I

Blogs Social Discussion Wikis Photo- / Podcast/ Folksonomies/ Virtual
Networki Platforms Video Vodcast Tagging Realities
ng Sharing
New ways of
learning ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Collaboration ++ ++ ++ ++
Motivation/
participation ++ ++ +
Support for
learning ++ ++
Computer skills ++ ++ ++ +
Accessibility of
learning ++ ++
Learning results + ++ ++ ++
Self-directed
learning ++ ++ ++ ++
Connecting with
society + ++ ++ ++
Personalisation
of learning ++ ++ 4+ ++
Management of
Learning -+ + 4+ +




Y13
ﬁ||| arcdla

Learning 2.0 Database — Relations of Social
Computing Tools — Learning Type & Activities I

Type of Learning:
- Contradictious findings i.e. between blogs and learners
in formal education (user groups) vs. formal learning (type
of learning);
—> Strongest relation between social computing tools and
non-formal learning.

Activities:
- All SC tools except pod-/vodcasts are already used as an
environment for learning;
- The majority of SC tools are used within Learning 2.0
activities, but to a different extent and for different
activities (see Table);
- Blogs, wikis and discussion platforms are mostly used
within the Learning 2.0 activities.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Relations of Social
Computing Tools — Activities 11

Blogs Social Discussion Wikis | Photo- / Podcast/ Folksonomies/ Virtual
Networki Platforms Video Vodcast Tagging Realities
ng Sharing
Accessing
information ++ ++ ++
Delivering
information ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Creating &
sharing
knowledge ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Collaborating &
interacting ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Peer reviewing
& commenting ++ ++ ++ ++
SC tools as
environment for
learning ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++




Learning 2.0 Database — Relations of Social
Computing Tools — Other Findings

Learning Scenarios:
- In general no systematic relationship between social

computing tools and learning scenarios;
- Discussion platforms, blogs and wikis support
collaborative and peer learning approaches.

Outcomes:
- Blogs are contributing to i) collaborating and interacting,

ii) creating and sharing knowledge, iii) community and
network building and, iv) to psychological factors (e.g.
motivation, engagement, empowerment);

' - Blogs, social networking, discussion platforms,
| ‘folksonomies’/tagging and virtual realities facilitate
e oo community and network building and interaction within

them.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Factor Analysis
— The Emerging Learning 2.0 ‘Landscape’ 1

General Remarks:

e Principal Component Analysis;

e Varimax Rotation and Kaiser-Normalisation;

e 5 factor solution explains 30% of the observed variability;

e Emergent factors of the Learning 2.0 ‘landscape’.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Factor Analysis
— The Emerging Learning 2.0 ‘Landscape’ 11

Factor 1: Factor 2: Factor 3: Factor 4: Factor 5:
Personalised
Adult Education Learning with Pupils, their
(not necessarily for Web 2.0 Problems & their Young People at School Education
certification) Applications Parents Risk for Inclusion

Self-directed Pupils up to 18 in
learning & Students and Young people aged formal education,

Non-formal & personalisation of learners in formal 19 to 24 after formal | predominantly in

informal learning learning education education secondary school

Adult Training
Centres

Develop new ways
of learning

Early school leavers
& people with
learning difficulties

Disadvantaged and
unemployed young
people

Social Inclusion &
Integration

Adult learners,
worker,
unemployed and
general public
aged 25 to 65+

Using tools as an
environment for
learning

Parents (& third
parties)

Connecting with
Society

Improve
accessibility of
learning &
accessing
information

Collaborating and
interacting &
creating and sharing
knowledge

Personalisation of
learning
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Learning 2.0 Database — Cluster Analysis
— The Emerging Learning 2.0 ‘Landscape’ 1

General Remarks:

o 2-Step Categorical Cluster Analysis;

e Low variability in distinguishing factors;
e 70% cases in ‘formal learning’ category;

e High degree of ‘multi-group’ cases:
- 47% Age groups;
- 40% User groups;
- 86% Objectives;
- 53% Social computing tools;
- 70% Activities;
- 34% Outcomes,

e Emergent clusters of the Learning 2.0 ‘landscape’.
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Learning 2.0 Database — Cluster Analysis
— The Emerging Learning 2.0 ‘Landscape’ 11

Clusters

School
Knowledge Multi-

Sharing Dimensional

19% 16%
Formal
Formal Collaborative
Knowledge 24%

Shari
anng Digital literacy

[ ]
2 (0]
% 6% 15%

Prospective
Technological Studies

# JRC

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Cluster Analysis
— The Emerging Learning 2.0 ‘Landscape’ I11

Cluster 1: Cluster 2: Cluster 3: Cluster 4: Cluster 5:
Formal School
Multi- Formal Digital Knowledge Knowledge
dimensional | Collaborative Literacy Sharing Sharing
Type of Learning | Multiple Formal Formal/informal | Formal Formal
Secondary
Institution Mixed Mixed Mixed University school
Age groups Mixed Mixed Mixed 19-24 12-18
Students/ Students/
User groups Mixed Mixed Excluded groups | teachers teachers
New ways of
Obijectives Multiple Multiple Digital literacy Multiple learning
Social Mixed/blogs/
Tools Mixed networking Mixed/wikis podcasts Mixed
Collaborative Knowledge Collaborative Knowledge
Activities Mixed interaction sharing interaction sharing
Subjects Social science Natural science | Humanities Mixed Mixed
Knowledge Knowledge
Community & creation & creation &
Outputs Mixed Mixed Networks sharing sharing
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Learning 2.0 Database — Discriminant Analysis
— The Emerging Learning 2.0 ‘Landscape’ 1

General Remarks:
e 4 discriminating functions (62%; 17%; 14%; 7%);
e Key discriminating variables:

- Age group;

—> Learning type;
- Institution;

- User group;
- QOutcomes;

% > Tools;

R e e Discriminating accuracy: 72% overall.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
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Learning 2.0 Database — Discriminant Analysis
— The Emerging Learmng 2. 0 ‘Landscape’ I1

Doos PB(‘JNTO cmo Bl | e
1. Multi-dimensional: sl EC0URTS o ™S i

martes 29 de julio de 2008

Douspuntocero S
(http://douspuntocero.blogspot.com) '

nes (7

RECURSOS NA WEB.

LLLLL

CCONTADOR DE VISITAS

2. Formal Collaborative:
Lifelong E-Learning
(http://www.itcilo. orq/llfelonqelearnlnq)

C-0-HNRAG|ILKe 2T

Screencast Lifelong E-
Learning

Hiiicoe 3. Digital Literacy:
Wikilessons

JRC  (http:/is. wikibooks.org/wiki/N%C3%ATmsefni )
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Learning 2.0 Database — Discriminant Analysis
— The Emerging Learning 2.0 ‘Landscape’ I11

4. Formal Knowledge Sharing:
IDENTITY (http://iesc.unitbv.ro/identity)

A D LY@ 215 7 Fie et vew Favries Toos Hep e

LD ENIEERYE 3
V2
\ ANPODEFP
LRFALITY. an?
Griecivms | [Torot oo | [oupats | [ evatos aspecs | [ Patmrsis | [Cormrtos | [ orkpar | [issomsnis ) [bocumerts

IDENTITY Project: Individualized Learning Enhanced by Virtual Reality

Project information:
= Title Individualized Learning Enhanced By Virtual Reality
Ty
= Agreement number: 229930-CP-1-2006-1-RO-MINERVA-M

o ~r
Education and Culture

A ESO 1 Joanot Socrates

principal y programacié | criteris d'avaluacio { stres blocs I canal joanot tv Minerva

jocsdaliengus * fotos  criditdasimesila | cridiesintesilb | cradit da sintasi e This project has been funded with suoport from the Eurapean Comission.
I This publicetion reflecs the views oy of the author, and the Comimission Gann be held responsibiefor ny use which may be mace
of the informafion coniained therein.

This site complies with W3C Recommendations:

WY W

Benvinguts i benvingudes!

BONES VACANCES!

Ja ha acabat el Primer Curs a I'Institut, perd aixd no vol dir que hagi acabat
Pactivitar al nostre bloc. Esperem que continui viu durant estiu a través dels

Developed by stay Domiic . £2006.2007 . Transiania Unersay of Brasov
€l pcee ® internet

vostres comentaris i desitgem reprendre’l I'any vinent amb la col - laboracié de

tots vosaltre

Aqui us deixam un bonic record: LES FOTOGRAFIES DELS GRUPS! .

5. School Knowledge Sharing:
ESO 1 Joanot
(http://cat.bloctum.com/isajoanot

Hola, som I'hgrid i I1sa, les professores de catali d'ESO-1 de I1ES Joanot

3 MartorelAquest bloc esta fet per a tothom de primer d’ESO, perb sobretot per
Institute for als alumnes que o els agrada fer els deures i per a aquells que pensen que =
Prospective estudiar és un rotllo. Intentarem que us sembli engrescador | divertit treballar
Technological Studies ambrna

vosaltres IPer tal que entengueu una mica de qué va aixd del bloc, us direm
que hem tiat un lloc de blocs que es diu Bloctum, on podrem anxivar-ho tot
per categories. £5 a dir, serd com una carpeta classificadora, on hi haura
apartats de Redaccié, de Dictats per fer indvidualment { amb un Podcast que
podreu reproduir i sentir per fer des de casa), d

5 deures, i també hi penjarem I selucié quan toqui i nosaltres haguem vist si ja
= ho heu fet ), de Programacié ( amb tot el que heu de fer durant un trimestre), i =

% = sobretot d’Avaluacié, amb els criteris que seguirem per posar les notes No us
T espanteu, s6n els mateixos macarrons de sempre, perb amb una altra B

salsal()S DEL CALENDARI DE LA BARRA LATERAL Heu de fer un clic a la

EUROPEAN COMMISSION data del calendari | se us obrird una pagina amb les noverats que hem posat

ftres. i, no ho oblideu:"Prohibit als pares”, la feina I'neu de fer

ercicis ( un recordatori dels



http://cat.bloctum.com/isajoanot/
http://iesc.unitbv.ro/identity

Thank you very much for your attention!
Questions, Suggestions, Feedback?

e Joe Cullen:
jcullen@arcola-research.co.uk

e Thomas Fischer:
thomas.fischer@fim.uni-erlangen.de

e Thomas Kretschmer:
thomas.kretschmer@fim.uni-erlangen.de

e Walter F. Kugemann:
1'17% walter.kugemann@fim.uni-erlangen.de

Prospective
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