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Abstract

The dissertation draws on National Educational Initiatives to promote open and flexible
learning through ICT, in particular the impact of Open Educational Resources (OERS)
on language teaching and learning. The Digital School Open Content services have
been implemented in the realms of the Hellenic National policy for Digital Educational
Content for primary and secondary education and have effected the Open Interactive
Textbooks portal and ‘Photodentro’ Reusable Learning Object Repositories (RLORS)
(Megalou & Kaklamanis, 2018). Although open educational resources (OERS) reside
in the foundational pillar of educational policies for equitable access to high quality
learning, there are challenges preventing educators from adopting them. However,
educators’ responsiveness to OERs has not been widely researched neither the
outcomes of open education intervention schemes have been consistently monitored
and assessed. (UNESCO & COL, 2016).

With a view to investigating the impact of the Digital School Open Content e-
based services on English language courses across primary and secondary education, a
survey study was conducted using a questionnaire amongst 198 EFL teachers. The
research explored the extent to which Dschool Interactive Textbooks, Photodentro
RLORs and platforms are known and used for English language learning in primary
and secondary schools. It also explored EFL teachers’ perceptions and engagement with
OERs and open educational practices (OEPs). Findings suggest that teachers’
awareness of OERs was high but their levels of familiarity and engagement were
moderately low. It also was found that only the OERs embedded in the Interactive
Textbooks were systematically applied by half of the respondents, almost exclusively

for the preparation and the presentation of their lessons with appropriate adaptation. As



regards the impact of open educational practices (OEPs), there was low scale reporting
of repurposing and redistribution between teachers. This research offers insight into
Dschool open content applications for other school subjects and contributes to the

digital education action plan agenda.

Xovoyn

H nmapotvoa perétn odnyeiton amd 11g EOvikég Exmoadevtikég IlpmtoPoviieg e okomd
TNV AVOIKTY] Kot EVEAIKTN eKkmaidevon péow twv Néwv Texvoroyiav g [TAnpoeopiog
kot Emkowwviag (TIIE), bwutépwg v emidpaon tov Avoktov Exmoudevtikdv
[Topwv oty Eevoylwoon exmaidevon. To mpdypappoa «Pnelokd Xyoieio - Yanpeoieg
Avowktov Exmowdevtikov Ilepiexopévov» viomoteitar oto mAaicto g EAAnviking
Exnoawdevtikng IMoMtikrg yww to WYnewoxod Exmowdevtikd Ilepieyduevo otnv
[Mpwtofaduia kar Asgvtepofabuia Exmaidevon kot cuvtédece otn ompovpyio g
TAaTQOpUaG He ta Avolktd Atadpaotikd Xyoikd Bondnupata kot tov amobetnpiov
«Pwtodevipo» (Megalou & Kaklamanis, 2018). Tlapoéio mov ot Avoiktoi
Exnodevtcol T1opor amoterovv Pacikd TLAGVO TOAADV EKTOLOEVTIKAOV TOAITIKMOV
TOYKOGUMG OMOGKOTOVTAG GTNV 16OTIUN TPOcsPacn o€ vynAng mowdtnrog pabnon,
VILAPYOLV TEPLOPIoUOT TTOV EUTOdILovV TNV aEloTOINGeM TOVS ATd TOVE EKTOLOEVLTIKOVC.

Me 6K0mo TNV S1EPEVVION TNG EMLOPACTG TOV TPOYPAUUOTOS «PNerokd yoreio
- Ymmpeoieg Avoiktod Exmadevtikov Tlepieyopévov» oty Eevoyhmoon ekmaidevon
oty Ilpotofdaduia kot AevtepoPdduio Exmaidevom, oeEnydn épevva pe ypnon
epOTNUOTOA0YIOV HETAED 198 ekmadeLTIK®V AYYMKNG YADGGAGS. XKOTOG TNG EPELVAG
Ntav va dtukpiPobodv ta eninedo evnuepdOTTOS Kot EEOIKEIMONG TOV EKTOLOEVTIKAOV

pe Tic miotpopueg «Pnookd Xyoieio — DPmTOOEVTPO - Al0OPOCTIKG ZYOAKA



BonOnuato», ta amobBetipia  Avowktov  Ynoelokov mwoOpov kol AVOIKTOV
Exnawevtikov Ipaxtikov. Z0peove pe T0 omoteAéopata Tng EPELVOS Ol
EKTTALOEVTIKOT £0€1E0V VYNAT] YVAOOT 0ALL GYETIKG PETPLO eE0IKEIMON Kol EUTAOKN e
TO OVOIKTO EKTTOUOEVTIKO VAIKO KO TIG TPOUKTIKEG. MOVo 01 evompotopévor Avoiktol
Exnawevticol I[lopor ota Awdpactikd Xyoilwkd Bondnuo oSwomotddnke oti
a&lomoloHVTaY GUOGTNUOTIKG OO TOLG GULUUETEXOVTEG OTNV £PELVO UE GTOXO TNV
TPOETOYLOGIO KO TOPOVGINGT TOL HoONUATOS TOVG, KOAVOVTOG Kol TNV KOTOAANAN
TPOCAPUOYY. ZYETKE pe TV emidpacn tov Avowktov Exmodevtikdv IIpoktikodv
avapEépOnke TOAD TEPLOPIGUEVT] TPOTOTOINGT Kol OLUOPOCHOS TV AVOIKTOV
Exnadevtikov [Iépav peta&d tov ekmatdentik®v. To amoteAéspoto TG £pEVvag yio
TIC €Qapuroyés tov «Pnoelokod XyoAdeliov» mpooeépovior yio emeSepyoacio Kot
alomoinon ywo GAAG. GYOAIKE MOOMUOTO KOU YO0 TO OTPATNYIKO GYEOGUO NG

Y1owokng Exraidevonc.
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Introduction

Within the e-learning ecologies of today, signified by distributed cognition and the co-
construction of meaning on new media spaces, Open Educational Resources (OERS)
have gained prominence as an innovative and dynamic approach to the development,
dissemination and utilisation of knowledge (Butcher et al., 2011; OECD, 2007;
UNESCO, 2012). Their origins can be traced in the large-scale OpenCourseWare
programme launched by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in 2001,
while the concept “Open Educational Resources” was officially adopted by UNESCO
in the Forum on the Impact of Open Courseware for Higher Education in Developing
Countries in 2002 (UNESCO, 2002). Since then, they have diversified to include a wide
variety of openly available learning materials, technologies and educational platforms
with implementation sources which afford the important capabilities of use, adaptation,
sharing, relocation and expansion in teaching, learning and research free of royalties or
license fees (Butcher, 2015; OECD-CERI, 2007; UNESCO & COL, 2012). OERs lie
at the heart of the openness movement for establishing equal and free-of-cost access to
knowledge for all, sustainability and quality growth in education, life-long learning as
well as open participatory learning designs (Ehlers, 2011; OECD-CERI, 2007; Thomas
& Brown, 2011; United Nations, p. n.p.). Following the OECD recommendations
(OECD-CERI, 2007), the UNESCO Paris OER declaration (UNESCO, 2012) and the
support of other key global actors, there has been an acceleration of OER policies and
initiatives worldwide in order to share by electronic means all publicly funded

educational materials. Also, the European Commission has prioritised and supported
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OERs by launching several funded action schemes such as the ‘Open Education
Resources and Practices in Europe’ and the ‘Gateway to European Innovative Learning
Policies for OER Uptake (POERUP)’ programmes (Hylén et al., 2012).

In this general context, Greece has been engaged in the OER field through
different programmes across all educational levels, a significant milestone of which is
the national strategic programme Digital School Action | & Il for primary and
secondary education (Megalou & Kaklamanis, 2018, JRC, 2017:68). The Digital
School national initiative was launched in 2010 by the Greek Ministry of Education
(MoE) and has now completed its second implementation phase (2017-2018) with the
primary goals to foster and facilitate the supply of high-quality educational content as
OERs, to offer flexible learning opportunities, to promote enhanced pedagogies,
continuous professional development, best practice and innovation through
mainstreaming Open Educational Practices (OEP). The activities of the Digital School
initiative towards the field of open education comprised the conversion and enrichment
of all primary and secondary level compulsory textbooks as Open Interactive
Textbooks, the development of Photodentro Reusable Learning Object Repositories
(RLORs) & the National OER Aggregator as well as the Personalised Learning
Environment (PLE) ‘e-me’. The initiative also focussed on ICT integration in the school
system, teacher training and the adoption of a clear definition of open licenses, open
source standards and criteria for the quality and transparency of the resources (Megalou
& Kaklamanis, 2018).

Although OERs have been part of the Greek educational system for almost a
decade, no concrete evidence exists about the outcomes of their implementation in the
teaching-learning process. More specifically, we do not know how far the Digital

School Open Educational Resources and Practices (OERs /OEPS) have been utilised
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by public school teachers, the ways they adopt and implement OERSs, the opportunities
they are offered and the challenges they face in their teaching practice. The progress of
the Digital School national initiative has been well documented with regards to the large
pool of quality open content and the new models of knowledge sharing it has generated
in the European Commission reports (POERUP, 2014, JRC, 2018) and the OER World
Map-Mapping the Open Educational Landscape (Weller, Jordan et.al., 2018). However,
the implementation of the Digital School has not been investigated in terms of the actual
benefits OERs confer for the educational system. This largely remains an unresolved
Issue as far as most OER national initiatives are concerned. As literature has shown, the
potential of OERs for building reputation for individuals and institutions, improved
efficiency and their transformative capacity for the educational system has not been
evaluated on the basis of research outcomes (Weller, de los Arcos, Farrow et.al, 2015;
Mia, Mishra, Mc Greal, 2016). Taking this into consideration, the present research
study undertakes to establish the first evidence base for the impact of the Digital School
Open Educational Resources and Practices (OERs /OEPSs), acknowledging them as a
high-educational capital for all stake-holders involved.

This study aims to investigate the impact of the Digital School Open
Educational Resources and Practices (OERs /OEPS) programme on English as Foreign
language (EFL) courses in primary and secondary schools in Greece. In this endeavour,
the study draws on the rationale of the Digital School implementation and OER
literature with a specific focus on the resources and platforms catering for EFL teachers
in public schools. The objectives of the study are to examine and analyse EFL teachers’
familiarity, evaluation and ways of engagement with the Digital School portal and
practices. Furthermore, it is within its scope to discuss the implications for OER

strategic schemes and to offer recommenations to help build capacity professional
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development programmes for open education in Greece. The study will seek to give an
answer to the following research questions:

(1) How far are EFL teachers familiar with the use of ICT devices and tools for

language teaching and learning?

(2) To what extent are EFL teachers aware of and familiar with the Digital

School Open content-based e-services platform and OER services?

(3) What are EFL teachers’ perceptions regarding OER ease of use, quality,

relevance and impact on learner interest and language skills?

(4) Inwhat ways have EFL teachers integrated OER in their teaching practice?

(5) How far have EFL teachers been engaged with the open educational practices

(OEP) of adapting, remixing, repurposing and redistributing?

For the purposes of this research study, a survey will be conducted (Owen, 2017)
with a purposive sampling approach to restrict participants to EFL teachers in public
schools. As a method of data collection, a questionnaire has been designed to be
administered online via email listservs. The questionnaire comprises three categories of
questions with different response format (yes/no, Linkert-type anchored 1-5, and open
questions) (de Leeuw, Hox & Dillman, 2008) dealing with participants’ demographics,
ICT use and Digital School familiarity, level of engagement and their evaluation, OEP
and OER opportunities and challenges. For the quantitative analysis of the collected
data, reliability Cronbach’s Alphas and descriptive statistics presented as percentages,
means and standard deviation (SD) will be performed. Also, Pearson chi-square tests
for comparison between variables and multivariate regression tests to detect
correlations between frequency of use and ratings will be applied (SPSS; Chicago, IL,
USA). For the qualitative analysis of the open question, responses will be summarised

and categorised as OER reported opportunities and constraints.
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After this brief introduction of the study, the dissertation gives a chapter on Open
Educational Resources and Practices (OER/OEP) through the lens of National
Educational Initiatives which explains the theoretical foundations for adopting them,
their benefits and limitations. The Digital School initiative is also presented along with
the development of the EFL digital resources and services and an overview of the
outcomes of initiatives and smaller-scale projects. Next, Chapter 2 is devoted to the
methods used both in collecting and analysing the data whereas the analysis of the
research findings is given in Chapter 3. Finally, Chapter 4 discusses the findings and
suggests implications not least for implementing OERs but also for the development

and sustainability of action schemes.
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Chapter 1

Open Educational Resources and Open Educational Practices

1. Open Content in National Educational Initiatives

Technology has been extremely successful in providing users convenience, ubiquity
(Blake, 2011) and a wide variety of multimedia, often cost-free, contents (Barabasi,
2002; de Kunder, 2012; Page, 2014), and, more specifically, language learning
applications and resources in the form of massive open online courses (MOOCs) and
Open Educational Resources (OERs). Also, many researchers (Blyth, 2013; Thomas
and Evans, 2014) have underlined the relevance of OERs for enriching language
teachers’ knowledge and skills in the context of the social web services (Web 2.0 tools
and Learning Management Systems-LMS), user-generated content (UGC) as well as in
pedagogical concepts and theories such as constructivism, mobile learning, learning by
design and personalised learning whereby learning is viewed as a participatory process
and knowledge is co-constructed between teachers and learners.

Acknowledging the key role of (ICT) in 21% century learning and skills, digital
educational content resides in the foundational pillar of many National Initiatives.
Germane educational policy action plans globally prioritise frameworks for the
production of digital educational resources, the design and implementation of web-
based content services for the systematic management and distribution of educational
resources in school communities, along with the design of methodological and

pedagogical frameworks for optimum exploitation. These action plans are considered
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to represent current developments in the Open Educational Resources (OER)
movement. Openness in education is attributed to the MIT’s Open Course Ware project
in 2001 (Weller, Jordan, DeVries, Rolfe, 2018). Although in its initial stages, the OER
movement gained momentum with Open Access (OA) in Higher Education, supported
by the Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC) and saw the
rise in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCSs), since 2010 principled open education
recommendations have been formalised into policy in the compulsory education sector
so as to foster and facilitate their adoption (Bonk, 2009).

The influence of Open Educational Resources (OEP) on school education has
been considerable in the light of worldwide National Initiatives for the effective
integration of information and Communication Technologies (ICT) in schools. In
September 2013 the European Commission launched its ‘Opening Up Education’
strategy — a central axis of its three-strand initiative being ‘increased use of Open
Educational Resources (OERSs), ensuring that educational materials produced with
public funding are available to all’ (POERUP, 2014). Also, in the OECD Country
questionnaire analysis, Hylén et al. (2012: 7) noted “Primary. lower secondary and
upper secondary education are about as involved in OER as tertiary education. Most
countries have simultaneously initiated activities in several educational sectors. Some,
like Austria, Greece, Mexico and the Netherlands, are active over the full spectrum,
with the exception of International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) sector
4.” Details about the OER development and use we find in Rethinking Education (EC,
2012) and in the ‘Gateway to European Innovative Learning’, POERUP project-
Policies for Open Educational Resources Uptake (2011-2014) which lists 248 large-
scale, government funded school-related OER initiatives, either regional such as the

NordicOER or national the Wikiwijs programme in the Netherlands, the Digital School
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Programme in Greece, the Portal das Escolas in Portugal and many more. In the US,
the OER mainstream strategy has yielded resources aligned to K-12 curricula and open
textbooks produced by the CK-12 FlexBooks and K-12 OER Collaborative and digital
repositories like Curriki and Open Culture (Hylén et al., 2012:11; Bliss & Smith, 2017:
395). In response to this, repositories or referatories have been constructed around the
learning object model and delivered as open learning resources. These endeavours are
associated with the diversification Open Educational Resources (OER) movement for
primary and secondary education.

The following section defines Open Educational Resources (OERS) in terms of
theory and practice and accounts for their scope and challenges for education in general

and for language teaching.

2 Openness in Education: Theoretical Foundations

Introduced by UNESCO (2002) in the Forum on the Impact of Open Courseware for
Higher Education in Developing Countries, Open Educational Resources (OERS), by
its formally adopted definition signify “teaching, learning and research materials in any
medium, digital or otherwise, that resides in the public domain or has been released
under an open license that permits no cost access, use, adaptation and distribution by
others with no or limited restrictions.” (UNESCO & COL, 2012). The UNESCO Paris
Declaration specifies as open those teaching and learning educational materials, not
necessarily digital assets, which have been made freely available through either open
access standards (see Wiley in Grossman, 1998 for definition open content as

copyrightable work and open source software) or are released under various Creative
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Commons licenses (Plotkin, 2002) which grant users permission to engage with the

following 5R practices:

o Retain — the right to make own, control copies of content.

o Reuse — the right to use the content in a wide range of ways (i.e. in class, on a
website).

o Revise — the right to adapt, adjust, modify, or alter content itself.

o Remix — the right to combine the original or revised content with other material

to create something new and re-purpose it.

o Redistribute — the right to share copies of the original content or your revisions,

... with others. (Wiley, 2014; Janowska, 2016).

In practice, the term OER is often applied to extended Open Educational
Practices (OEPs), including developing and applying open pedagogies; open learning;
and the use of open technologies for teaching (Beetham, Falconer, Mc Grill, and
Littlejohn, 2012). As such, OERs are deemed as a paradigm shift with social, economic,
cognitive and technical dimensions. From a social-economic perspective, openness can
be viewed in the light of United Nations, Article 26, ‘Education as a fundamental human
right’ as the most important element of policies that want to “ensure inclusive and
equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all” (United
Nations, 2017, p n.p.; Geser, 2012). OERs lead in UNESCO, the OECD and other
global actors’ policies to democratise education, to enhance the quality of teaching and
learning by reducing physical, economic or social barriers, particularly for low-income
societies or marginalized populations. Openness in pedagogy, largely rests on the
innovation of Open Education Practices (OEPs) by means of which teachers and
learners are empowered to design more engaging, locally relevant, interactive

customizable and shareable content (Byswas-Dienever and Jhangiani, 2017: 121;
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Peters, 2008). While technology is revolutionising how learning takes place in the
classroom, reduced funding means that schools have to function with fewer resources.
In view of this paradox, Littlejohn and Hood (2017) elaborate on the perceived benefits
of using OERs in: that they provide a basis for collaboration and partnership by means
of the 5R activities; that OERs facilitate knowledge sharing and bridge the gap between
formal and informal learning as they broaden access to resources in and outside school
settings; that they reduce production costs by allowing the circulation of shareable and
repurposable materials; that OER quality is regularly improved by sustaining a process
of evaluation and updating; and in that OERs foster autonomous and personalized
learning and improved instruction. These are exactly the same premises which are
shared by the majority of the OER consortium (Mc Grill, Falconer, Dempster,
Littlejohn and Beetham, 2013) and motivate general research of OER impact on
teaching and learning practice (Weller, de los Arcos, Farrow, Pitt and McAndrew,
2015). Butcher (2015) explains this transformative potential of OERs, with an
educational purpose which may come either from the creator or the user of the resource,
distinguishes them from other freely available materials on the Internet and has
accelerated their global spread along with the advances in mobile technologies which

have increased their sustainability.

2.1 Defining OER use for schools

The term OER broadens by reference to the word resource which applies to content
with a didactic concept and aim and tools to support access and inquiry. Resources as
a medium for and as educational content of formal study have primarily been designed
in the model of the learning object (LO) for reuse and repurposing (Weller, Rolfe,

DeVries, Rolfe, 2018; Schibecci, Lake, Phillips et al., 2006). ICT ubiquity enabled the

19



production of digital content both by individual educators and institutional initiatives,
one of the many instances being the UK’s FAVOR project for EFL language educators
(JISC, 2012), and the LO provided a template for OERs. Wiley (2000) defines a
learning object as ‘any digital resource that can be used to support learning. It applies
to educational materials designed and created in small chunks for the purpose of
maximizing the number of learning situations in which the resource can be utilized.’
An LO is a granular, digital resource developed to meet a single objective; it has at least
three internal and editable components: content, learning activities and elements of
context; and comes with an external structure of information to facilitate its
identification, storage and retrieval: the metadata (Margaryan and Littlejohn, 2007;
Laverde, Cifuentes, Rodriguez, 2007). In the school context, we can identify six types
of LOs: texts with embedded hypermedia applications, drills, exercises, interpretative
activities, simulations and games for practice. These are designed to be self-contained
or integrated into the curriculum, aggregated, that is designed to be grouped in larger
collections of content, or sequenced to produce longer units of learning (Carey,
Swallow and Oldfield, 2002). The LO open format has the potential of widespread
availability and of high-quality interactive learning, through the exchange of the
invested knowledge of their creators and users.

LOs as OERs have become available in Learning Object repositories (LORS)
for educators engaged with computer supported collaborative learning and smaller
repositories have been built into federated repositories by being harvested for their
metadata for better access to a higher number of LOs (Tzikopoulos and Manouselis and
Vuorikaki, 2007). Specifically, for primary and secondary education (K-12), National
Learning Repositories have been built so as to meet the goals of national curricula and

develop educational resources at a national level, especially in countries with
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centralized educational systems (Megalou and Kaklamanis, 2014). LORs generally

serve as multi-functional platforms which are designed to facilitate access to re-usable

learning objects in a variety of formats, so users can search for, find and make use of
content (Downes, 2001; Mc Greal, 2011). National LORs, as on-line libraries most
commonly host:

o Learning content: Interactive open textbooks with multimedia applications and
embedded LOs, digital or analog courseware and curriculum-aligned collections
of textual, audible, visual OERs .

o Tools: Software to support access to and the development of learning content
including the provision of Learning Management Systems (LMS).

o Implementation Sources: Intellectual property licenses to promote open
publishing of materials and localization (repurposing) of content. (OECD-CERI,
2007; Bock, 2014; Megalou and Koutroumanos, 2015).

This list of components makes it obvious that OERs have diversified to include what is

frequently termed as ‘big OERs’ when referring to whole courseware, e-content

services, syllabi, learning scenarios of connected materials and Open textbooks and

‘little OERs’ when referring to single shared items such as videos, slidesets and

tasksheets (Weller, 2010).

2.2 OER significance: enablers and challenges

The following considerations reflect on the opportunities presented by OERSs and point
to several challenges in the context of public educational systems. The discussion draws
on the implications for OER extent of use and quality linked to engagement and open

practice.
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OERs have the potential to contribute substantially to the fundamental evolving
process of knowledge production, dissemination and utilisation. The Creative
Commons (n.d.) OER policy registry, the Commonwealth of Learning (COL) and
UNESCO provide evidence of widespread OER education policies (McGreal, Miao and
Mishra, 2016:4) according to UNESCO’s (2012) recommendations: to facilitate ICT
use, to reinforce OER strategies and to support capacity building for the sustainable
development of quality learning materials. The integration and utilization of OERs into
school e-learning systems through a National LOR and Aggregator portal is driven by
a growing sense of their quality, efficiency and systemic transformative capacity. As
literature supports, OERs are subject to potential continuous revision in comparison to
conventionally published resources; force institutions to improve their digital
infrastructure and foster innovative educational practices by engaging the teaching
community in the development of new courses and transforming learners from
knowledge consumers into knowledge prodsumers (participating actively into what is
learnt) (Lau and Woods, 2009; Borthwick and Gallagher-Brett, 2014, Havemann, 2016;
Son, 2018). These motivations, of course, assume that a reusable LOR supports a
collaborative learning environment by hosting tools for posting knowledge atrefacts
and feedback by its users, it enables a culture of co-knowing and social interaction and
it can play a fundamental role in knowledge production within the school community
by serving a shared goal and outcome (Margaryan and Littlejohn, 2007; Sanchez-
Alonso, Sicilia, Garcia-Barriocanal, et al., 2011).

To this end, the Creative Commons (CC, 2016) licensing standards adopted by
the OER community give legal sharing options ranging from open (public domain),
through open with various combinations of attribution requirements to one or more

restrictions non-commercial, share-alike and no derivatives. Inevitably, as Green
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(2017) underlines, because copyright permissions and licensing adhere to a continuum
of openness rather than an open/closed dichotomy, a basic understanding of CC
licensing by the OER community is critical if this new creativity is to scale effectively
and go mainstream.

Beyond accessibility, cost efficiency and the capability to enjoy the services
generated by the resource (UNESO, 2017), Tuomi (2013) argues that modifying the
resource undergirds situated professional learning and when the improved resource can
be re-distributed, a new accumulative and expansionary dynamic of resource
development emerges - users can become producers who work on the received resource.
This adds to the ‘strong” OER value. In other words, the Open Reusable LOR ecosystem
permits a cycle of reflective practice which ensures the quality and efficacy of
resources. In this respect, Elhers and Conole (2010: 5) state that the actual quality of an
educational product is associated with the capability of teachers in evidence of their
teaching open practices. Open Educational Practices (OEP), therefore, extend beyond
the exercise of the 5R activities and hinge upon educational policies which establish
professional knowledge co-construction in a community of practice, innovative
pedagogical models and curriculum change (Alevizou, 2012; Andrade, Caine &
Carneiro, 2011; Beetham, Falconer, McGrill and Littlejohn, 2012). Thus, quality is
guaranteed when open pedagogies are applied. Inarguably, then, EFL teachers, and any
other subject-specific educators’ community, are presented with the task of acquiring
skills and knowledge ranging from basic digital literacy to creativity and technical
information about Creative licenses and tools (Atkins, 2007; Green, 2017), all of which
are extremely instrumental for OER responsiveness.

According to the European Commission Joint Research Centre (JRC) OpenEdu

Framework and Policies report, albeit being a priority, policies are too recent to yield
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concrete evidence of teachers’ responsiveness and impact and, in most European
schools, OERs function as a supplement not a substitute for existing conventional
textbooks (Inamorato dos Santos, Nascimbeni, Bacsich, Atenas., 2017: 9). Moreover,
research into funded projects has raised questions about curriculum compatibility and
the lack of provision for learning pathways and scenarios (Simpson, 2013; Cobb, 2018).
The JRC report (2017:10) also cites among the barriers for OER adoption: low-ICT
readiness; lack of awareness of open education; low open education capacity within the
teaching population; fragmentation of initiatives; and absence of an open licenses
national recognition scheme. This means that the digitation in the design of learning is
often seen as an endeavor in private as OER production and distribution has not been
systematised or adequately regulated. Alternately, although collaborative production of
OER requires well-designed and robust online spaces, repositories and infrastructure
(Mc Greal et al., 2013) we witness cases of under-financed educational systems that
cannot invest heavily either on digital equipment or on continuing professional
development programmes in raising awareness of the pedagogical value of OERS
irrespective of the available technologies (Marcus-Quinn & Hourigan, 2016).
Repositories of OERs fulfil the task of provisioning content, however unresolved is the
issue of to offer an appropriate infrastructure for the dissemination and circulation of
these resources between content developers, teachers and learners (Conole & Alevizou,
2010). In considering, also, the importance of teachers’ role in scaffolding knowledge
acquisition, we inevitably need to look into how low open education capacity among
education practitioners may impede OER viability.

Apparently, the implementation of OER strategic actions is inextricably linked
to the aforegoing challenges and affordances. As subject-specific teachers currently in

practice in primary and secondary education are the key facilitators of open practice,
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understanding how they perceive OERs and how far they apply them can provide

insight into the requirements for wider and more effective OER integration.

3. Open Access to Educational Resources through the National Digital School

Programme for Public Schools in Greece

The Digital School initiative® in Greece has evolved from the operational programme
Education and Lifelong Learning 2007-2013 and is currently implemented under the
3™ National Action Plan on Open Government? 2016-2018 by the Greek Ministry of
Education (MoE) and the Computer Technology Institute & Press “Diophantus”. Co-
funded by the European Social Fund (ESF) and the Greek MoE, the primary goals of
the Digital School programme are to develop and provide all levels of primary and
secondary education with a continuing supply of high quality educational content and
e-services; to reinforce the quality of teacher training with an emphasis on open
pedagogies and the use of ICT; and to promote inclusion in education by fostering
reusability and easy access (Megalou and Kaklamanis, 2018: 146; JRC, 2017: 68). The
digitation of the mainstream educational system has involved experienced educational
practioners, pedagogical and domain experts, academic professors, engineers and
technical personnel who have developed and maintained more than 7.500 curriculum
aligned LOs and curated OERs from other existing repositories (Megalou and
Kaklamanis, 2018: 147). Distinguished with a best practice award by European Social
Fund (ESF), the Digital School programme elaborates on the European 2020 digital

agenda® by expanding its services to support teachers and pupils as content creators

L http://dschool.edu.gr
2 http://www.opengovpartneship.org
3 https:..ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/Europe-2020-strategy
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within a community of practice applying quality seals and open licensing standards

(Megalou and Kaklamanis, 2018: 150).

3.1 The framework and content of the Greek OER/OEP infrastructure

The Digital School programme web platform supports the following open content-
based e-services:

Open Interactive Textbooks. Around 300 open digital formats of the ministry approved

compulsory textbooks for all taught school subjects are available at e-books.edu.gr, the
official portal of the Greek MoE for hosting and delivering digital school textbooks.
enriched with multimedia resources oriented to Open textbooks (around 300) and
supplementary courseware for all school subjects are available with embedded
hypermedia applications and course-aligned resources (Megalou and Kaklamanis,
2018; 147-148). These enriched textbooks in open digital formats, pdf or editable htmi
resembles the printed book version and serve as a vehicle for a smooth transition
towards teachers’ familiarization with digital learning resources because they offer a
familiar browsing interface with links to navigate through RLORs and OERs.

For EFL instruction, specifically, the process of textbook enrichment was
implemented in three stages: a principled and systematic analysis of the course aims
followed by the planning stage and finally content development. EFL Open Interactive
Textbooks support multimodality and personalised learning with LOs in each of the
following taxonomies: informative (e.g. glossaries, picture dictionaries), instructional
(e.g. edugames), exploratory (e.g. Mystery and Lost series) and experiential (e.g. digital

stories and writing applications) (Mitsikopoulou, 2014).
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In Primary education, two e-portfolios support Grades 1 & 2 and four Interactive
Textbooks cater for Grades 3 to 6. In lower Secondary there are five level-specific Open
Interactive textbooks and two in pdf format for upper Secondary education.

‘Photodentro’ Reusable Repositories of Learning Objects (RLORs) and the National

OER Aqggregator.

The Photodentro ecosystem is the core dimension of the Greek national infrastructure
for regular educational content as it hosts six OER repositories with a distinctive
purpose each, as well as the Hellenic National Educational Content Aggregator with
certified curated and deliverable OERs from different domain sources (Megalou and
Kaklamanis, 2018: 148). Authorised users can publish in the repositories under CC
licenses in:

(1) Photodentro LOR (Photodentro.edu.gr/lor). For English, it hosts the
collection of 690 LOs linked to the Interactive English textbooks and 178 linked to the
Preliminary English e-portfolios. Classified into the aforementioned taxonomies, these
present a wealth of applications and a variety of multimedia formats such as picture
dictionaries, mind maps, reading and genre-based writing and listening applications,
virtual tours and web quests. They are related to a core concept, lesson aim and target
audience by means of taxonomy metadata cards for easy access, repurposing and use in
different learning contexts in or outside classrooms. LOs are meant to foster and
facilitate a cycle of learning processes towards the design of learning: experiential
learning through reflections and making real-world connections, analysis of knowledge,
reasoning and problem solving (Wiley, Hilton, Ellington, 2012).

(2) Photodentro Video (photodentro.edu.gr/video) hosts 112 quality certified
videos developed by the digital community 2010-2015, the Greek Educational TV, the

learner community or retrieved from other sources. Aiming at supporting literacy skills,
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arousing interest and establishing bonds with other cultures, the video collections
include warm-up brainstorming, digital storytelling, action songs, documentaries and
reading comprehension narrations with visual support (Mitsikopoulou, 2014).

(3) Photodentro EduSoft (photodentro.edu.gr/edusoft) comprises standalone
educational software of four categories: educational multimedia, sets of learning
scenarios, educational software tools, open learning environments including six for
English: e-slate exploration for designing microcosms targeted at Grades 4 & 5 for the
consolidation of vocabulary and grammar and for Grade 6 and secondary level 1
beginner English si-lang software for building games.

(4) Photodentro User Generated Content (UGC) (photodentro.edu.gr/ugc)
provides a place where teachers can publish and share their own OERs so as to build a
community of open practice and professional development (Megalou, Gkamas,
Papadimitriou et al., 2016:3). Thirteen teacher-generated OERs for English are included
in the UGC repository.

(5) Photodentro OEP (photodentro.edu.gr/oep). Enhancing community bonds
through sharing open practices, Photodentro OEP hosts seven reusable learning
scenarios for English. With the support action i-participate and through annual contests
for primary and secondary OEPs, teachers are eligible for publishing their work, share
reflections and experiences and invite feedback from peers (Megalou, Gkamas,
Papadimitriou et al., 2016:4)

(6) Photodentro Culture (Photodentro.edu.gr/culture). Seven aggregated OERS
link aspects and important figures from Greek and English literature and history to
English language instruction.

In order to expand the pool of OERs and increase their transparency, separate

subject- specific microsites have been constructed and supported in the ecosystem of
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Photodentro. These support certain dimensions of the Photodentro harvested content
and carry a separate domain name (Megalou & Kaklamanis, 2014:6). The English
Language Photodentro microsite (micro.photodentro.edu.gr/english2015) aggregates
from the British Council Learn English collections and the Preliminary English
programme for Grades 1 to 3 with 176 LOs, audiotexts and sixty-three videos. Also,
three micro learning scenarios for primary and six for lower secondary schools serve as
exponents for incorporating these resources into practice.

Alternately, the National Aggregator of digital content provides access to a series
of open archives and Aesop- Advanced Electronic Scenarios Operating Platform
(aesop.iep.edu.gr). The platform provides the tools for the design of open learning
scenarios with the application of Web 2.0 technologies for classroom use or self-study.
The learning scenarios are learner centred and utilise innovative approaches to learning
(e.g. Learning by Design) in tandem with the Integrated Foreign Languages Programme
in Greek education (2011) (Mitsikopoulou, 2015). Currently, it hosts forty-one
accredited English language learning scenarios.

A very significant aspect of the primary and secondary school digital
infrastructure constitutes the Hellenic Digital Educational Platform e-me (e-me.edu.gr)
provided by the MoE which implements a social learning environment where teachers
and learners can safely share content, collaborate with peers, publish individual
knowledge artefacts and interact with OERs using the embedded applications and social
web tools (Megalou, Koutroumanos et al., 2015).

e-me as an open source implementation of a safe Personalised Learning

Environment (PLE) is innovative in design and scope in that it responds to the necessity

for easily customizable learning environments and management of multi-sourced open

contents. As such, it complies with the principles of open education: learner
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engagement in knowledge co-construction, reducing technological barriers, supporting
sustainable and extendable educational models for OER growth and dissemination.
(Megalou, Koutroumanos et al., 2015: 3; Megalou & Kaklamanis, 2018:149).

The diffusion OER/OEP in the Greek educational system has been well
documented in the analysis of the strategic action. An LOR, Photodentro, is one of the
main components of the Greek e- learning environment, and, therefore, the overall
quality of the learning services highly depends on it. Nevertheless, the impact of
openness depends on whether it makes the current educational system more productive
and effective by addressing the needs of all the stake-holders involved. Thus, research
into the outcomes of this educational transformation through the lens of its beneficiaries

IS necessary to help better co-ordinate policy action plans.

3.2. A literature review of OER projects and initiatives

Just a cursory review of scholarship on the OER movement justifiably yields ample
evidence from Higher Education since ‘historically its roots lie in civil approaches to
education and open universities’, whereas OERs, initially focusing upon learning
objects, OpenCourseWare and massive open online courses (MOOCS) and links of
OEP to open publishing have been thoroughly investigated (Weller, Jordan, De Vies,
Rolfe, 2018). From this perspective, studies point to growing awareness, community
building and reflective practice between educators (Farrow et al., 2015; Petrides, Jimes,
Middleton-Detzner, & Howell, 2010), improved learning outcomes (Farrow et al.,
2015), reduced costs for both teachers and students during the academic year and less
time spent on lesson preparation (Bliss, Robinson, Hilton, & Wiley, 2013; Wenk, 2010;
Wiley, Hilton, Ellington, & Hall, 2012). Yet, these perceived benefits remain either

generally unexplored for compulsory education. Furthermore, few are the empirical
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studies in all this scholarship which explore the influence of OER in teaching and
learning as a transformative force in education.

According to the Hewlett-funded OER Research Hub (OERRH) international
survey (de los Arcos, Farrow, Pitt, Weller & Mc Andrew, 2016), which addressed the
need to develop a robust evidence base for the impact of OERs in the school sector,
results obtained from 657 teachers across the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation
collaboration countries, revealed a positive impact (64,3%) in terms of professional
development, facilitation of their practice and collaboration while 92.2% attested to
broadening curriculum coverage via OERs. Such findings confirm a direct impact
arising mainly from free cost and access. Concerning the degree of teachers’
engagement with OER to foster personalized learning, a percentage pattern of high
adaptation (94,4%) followed by lower production (77.8%) and even lower open
publishing (38.9%) was observed. However, the researchers admit to the difficulty of
obtaining more qualitative, comparative data about the impact on learner performance
and how they benefit from OER improved course design due to the reportedly ‘nebulous
nature of OER adaptation’. Interestingly, teachers’ awareness of open repositories was
satisfactory (69,8%), whereas 32.8% were involved in designing for LORs and 14.3%
had written methodological suggestions as comments after using the resources.
Furthermore, the types of resources teachers more frequently used included videos,
images, elements of a course and open textbooks mainly to prepare the lesson, as assets
or to ‘interest hard-to-engage’ learners. In tandem with previous studies, they also
reported on demotivators in regards with finding high quality resources (57,3%),
relevance to the subject area (56,1%) and transparency (50,1%). In the researchers’
view, such generally positive attitudinal response ‘makes a compelling case for high

quality, free resources being released’.
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In another study from the United States addressing 128 educators across three
sectors, K-12, higher education and workplace training environments who were
identified as being aware of and implementing OER in their practice, Kelly (2014)
applying the technology acceptance model in her analysis (see Davies, 1996)
established that: a) teachers with a higher sense of computer application efficacy are
more inclined to report on OER ease of use, which, in turn, has a strong effect on their
perceived efficacy, b) K-12 teachers found OER more useful than the other two groups,
c) elementary school teachers, in particular, were the most hesitant to adopt OERS as
they displayed the lowest self-efficacy perceptions, d) quality in the user interface
design is essential in the adoption of the resource, although content may guide its initial
selection, and more importantly that: e) teacher education programmes demonstrating
or embedding the application of OER in the teaching-learning process contribute to
their perceived usefulness which leads to mainstream adoption. Similar outcomes have
been supported by a number of relevant studies across Europe.

Longer than a decade, the European Union has been promoting OERs since they
can facilitate policy dialogue, knowledge sharing and collaboration between states and
institutions internationally (Sabadie et al., 2014). Engagement with open content
implies participation in a community of practice and research with language educators
using the Languages Open Resources Online (LORO) repository at the UK’s Open
University has verified collaboration and skills development (Comas-Quinn, Beaven,
Pleies, Pulker, & de los Arcos, 2011). On the topic of OER efficacy and language
teaching, an Erasmus+ funded survey in 2017, involving a small number of language
teachers from Spain and the UK indicated that the UK respondents were significantly

less familiar with OERs than their Spanish counterparts, (41,8% and 24,4%
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respectively). Frequency of use scores were below 30% and heavily influenced by
institutional infrastructure and training (Paredes, Guillamoén, Jiménez, 2018).

In the area of language teachers’ professional development and OEP, research
conducted in the framework of the FAVOR project from 2011 to 2012 in the UK which
required the participants to develop open learning objects revealed a moderately high
increase in teachers’ self-efficacy and confidence in extending digital skills in their
classrooms (Borthwick & Gallagher-Brett, 2014).

Richter et al. (2014) report on the issues raised in a formal workshop which
involved teachers, e-learning experts and policy makers in a qualitative study of the
European Commission Open Discovery Space (ODS) project (2012-2015). ODS was
developed as a web-portal for the school sector to support distributed access,
production, use and adaptation of OERs and to foster open practices regarding the share
of knowledge. Among the conditions, investigated for establishing OER efficacy and
expansion, we find those relevant to [a.] quality — licensing, sustainability of materials,
curriculum-fit, [b.] institutional constraints and ease of use and [c.] professional
development incentives. The researchers concluded that the most pertinent deterrents
towards wider adoption were: Insufficient dissemination practices and training, the
usability of OERs in learning scenarios alien to the originators’ setting thus unsuitability
for local curriculums, lack of ICT professionalism and institutional constraints such as
limited time and lack of interdisciplinary support between teachers and the taught
school subjects. Richter and Ehlers (2011) had previously determined German teachers’
views and experiences regarding their use of OERs in the German Educational system
through a qualitative survey and had drawn the same conclusions about the enablers
and barriers effecting awareness, use and dissemination levels of OER in schools. The

majority of the respondents admitted to remixing publicly available resources to inform
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and update their lesson presentations locally (i.e. YouTube User Generated Content)
without being specifically aware of intellectual property licenses or official open
content aggregators incorporated in LORs because of the weak support they received
from school administrators and federal governments. Thus, they encountered
challenges concerning access, quality reliability and evaluation of materials so as to
cover exact learner needs. Although they had all produced resources for ‘Lehrer-
Online’, the official on-line school portal, it was discovered that there was ‘no explicit
demand or quota for using OERs at schools’ and that ‘lack of funds almost always drove
teachers to use other free learning resources’ in the context of general ICT integration
at school or to serve their purposes in Moodle-like Learning Managements Systems
(LMS). In regards of National Initiatives to support ICT integration in schools, a more
recent survey, aimed at determining OER awareness and perceptions within the
Educational Information Network project in Turkey reaffirmed findings along the same
lines (Ozdemir and Bonk, 2017). Turkish K-12 teachers were not extensively aware of
OEP (M<3,66) and even less so of the CC license mechanisms (M=1,66), a major
reason for confusing freely available e-content with OERs. They were also reported to
have some degree of difficulty in accessing repurposable learning objects in different
repositories (9,8%) and in editing (16,2%). Beliefs in the value of OERs in increasing
learner satisfaction and performance were measured at M=3,92 and M=4,01 while lack
of institutional support, shortage of subject-specific or up-to-date resources figured
prominently among the reported constraints (8,8%, 9,8% and 13,8% respectively).

On evaluating the role of OER in transforming pedagogy, a research study
conducted by the Institute for the Study of Knowledge Management in Education
(IKSME) over a year (2009-2010) collected data from 136 recruited teachers to

participate in a community of practice model sharing, discussing and posting
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information about resources and resource use in their classrooms on the OER-Ning
platform which hosted an OER Commons aggregator and a Wiki (Petrides, Jimes,
Middleton-Detzner, Howell, 2010). The participants displayed low levels of
engagement with the platform ( 33% had used it once-three times and 33% never).
Concerning the ways that OER was integrated into their teaching practices, the majority
(67%) reported using OER to prepare for lessons and sharing OER with colleagues,
only 22% were found to incorporate OER into presentations for students and none of
the respondents facilitated their students to use OER as part of their school work. In
terms of OEP, remixing OER with other materials was favoured by 67%, use without
adaptation by 33% and repurposing/editing by 22%. The researchers concluded that
these findings deaccelerated the wider OER implementation and pointed to the pressing
need of identifying ways to inspire teachers to form OER communities around personal

teaching challenges and pedagogical approaches.

4. Conclusion

From this overview it is understood that there is a dearth of research into
National Strategic plans on the Digitisation of education in comparison to the big
number of initiatives currently operating. The Global Creative Commons OER Policy
Registry lists 158 OER policies of which 14 are currently operating in compulsory
education in Europe (Creative Commons n.d.; JRC, 2018). As the investigation of
various OER projects suggest, it is much less clear how the introduction of OERs as a
high-stake educational capital has been received by teachers in primary and secondary
education in general and how their needs have been met in their everyday practice.

Rather, these research projects focused on identified groups of educators joined around
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a common aim. Considering the role which OER can have in supporting school-level
pedagogical transformation, evidence mainly comes from descriptive reports about
their adoption (Miao, Mishra, McGreal, 2016) lacking in substantial results about OER

impact on learning and teachers’ participation in the design of open resources/practices.
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Chapter 2

Research Methodology

1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present the aim and scope of the study based on what
benefits and constraints have risen from previous investigations on OER action plans
and projects internationally. The study was targeted at EFL teachers in primary and
secondary state schools in Greece. It sought to investigate their perceptions as well as
analyse their reported use of the Digital School open content platform and the National
OER Aggregator. In addition, the study aimed to identify the ways which the resources
are integrated into the foreign language education courses at schools and which open
educational practices (OEP) are adopted.

In the subsequent parts of the chapter, | present and discuss the methodology of the

study and its limitations.

2. The present study: Aim and scope

In conjunction with national policies in the European Union and elsewhere with the
goal to promote open and flexible learning through ICT and OER in education, Greece
has made significant progress. Greece has been documented in the European
Commission Policies for OER Uptake (POERUP, 2014) and OER World Map to have
a significant OER activity with national programmes running across all educational
levels and thirty-five open access repositories (Inamorato dos Santos, Nascimbeni,

Bacsich, Atenas., 2017: 68). However, as effort has concentrated on access and the
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development of content, the impact and outcomes of this comprehensive network for
supporting educational institutions has not been investigated so far.

Understanding more generally the professional educators’ perceptions of OER
Is important as these are the prominent users of the resources in education. Furthermore,
since the launch of OERs in 2011 at all levels in Greek primary and secondary state
schools, no one has investigated implementation and use yet. The main reasons are that
efforts have mainly concentrated on releasing OER content, fostering its transparency
and reinforcing in-service teachers’ development programmes in OER affordances.
Furthermore, given that open education principles have been embedded in the national
strategic processes, a careful evaluation of teachers’ perceptions on the current state of
OER and how its utilization affects learning is necessary, especially now that the field
is approaching its first decade of implementation in Greece. Nevertheless, previous
research has not looked into the quality and impact of the OER produced or aggregated
for specific school course which OEP teachers apply in their subject areas per se.

A programme of research can help to understand and respond to educators’
attitudes and needs around the use of OER and inform OER content developers
accordingly. It can also help to determine policy requirements so as to address emergent
gaps regarding the efficacy and viability of the system. As previous research has
emphasised, the design and sustainability of OERs has to be grounded on evidence and
principles that guarantee broader acceptance and exploitation (de los Arcos, Farrow,
Pitt, Weller & Mc Andrew, 2016). Such evidence concerns the digital literacy skills and
the e-maturity level of teachers and students and their dynamics and the existing ICT
infrastructure in schools.

In this vein, the present research study seeks to explore the beliefs, attitudes and

motivations of Greek State school teachers of English as a Foreign language (EFL)
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regarding the open content-based e-services available at Digital School-Photodentro,

the Greek State school portal and the National OER Aggregator for the teaching and

learning of English. To my knowledge and in consultation with the director of the

Computer and Technology Institute (CT]I), this is the first study which attempts to offer

insight into the application of the OER/OEP Greek initiative by answering the following

research questions from the perspective of EFL teachers:

(6) How far are EFL teachers familiar with the use of ICT devices and tools for
language teaching and learning?

(7) To what extent are EFL teachers aware of and familiar with the Digital School
Open content-based e-services platform and OER services?

(8) Whatare EFL teachers’ perceptions regarding OER ease of use, quality, relevance
and impact on learner interest and language skills?

(9) Inwhat ways have EFL teachers integrated OER in their teaching practice?

(10) How far have EFL teachers been engaged with the open educational practices

(OEP) of adapting, remixing, repurposing and redistributing?

3. Methodology

A survey was used (Owen, 2017) to investigate the extent to which EFL
teachers’ in state Primary and Secondary education are aware and apply OERsS/OEP in
their practice. As a method of data collection, a questionnaire was designed ad hoc for
the present study, drawing on the literature review and according to standard
specifications for questionnaires (De Leeuw, Hox, Dillman, 2008; Harkness, 2008). (for
a questionnaire sample see Appendix A, p. 73). The questionnaire was amended as a

result of the piloting phase which involved the deputy director of the Digital School
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Programme at the Computer and Technology Institute (CTI), one in-service EFL
teacher from the OER working group at CTI, two academic language professors and
experienced language teachers. The piloting phase showed that teachers were motivated
to answer questions about the platform services but they were not very clear about
certain tools and activities. So, where appropriate, definitions were added to the
terminology.

The revised questionnaire was administered online on LimeSurvey.com. A
sample version of the questionnaire can be found in the appendix p.... It comprised 15
questions grouped into 3 categories: «Demographic questionsy, «ICT use» and «Use of
Dschool Open content-based e-services». The answers of the questions had a different
response format (yes/no, Likert-type anchored 1-4, Likert-type anchored 1-5, closed-
ended questions and one open-ended question).

Category 1 «Demographic questions» consisted of 9 questions including
gender, age, qualification, training background, years of experience, working

institution, school region and training background in the use of ICT.

Category 2 «ICT use» aimed to answer the first research question about the
extent of utilisation of specific tools in everyday practice. It included 5 questions related
to the use of ICT. The first question referred to the use of ICT in the classroom with
possible answers «Yes» or «No», while the second one referred to the frequency of the
use of ICT in the teaching context which was answered via a four rating Likert scale 1
to 4 with 1 meaning «Never», 2 «A few times a year », 3 «Once or twice a week» and
4 «Daily». The third question «Which ICT do you specifically use» had as possible
answers: computer/laptop, projector, interactive whiteboard, computer lab at school,
tablets/smartphones, Web2.0 tools, teaching/learning online platforms, education

software and Web services. The technologies were selected with the intent of covering
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a wide range of available types of tools, thus aiming for a high relevance to the users’
needs. The fourth question «Do your pupils make use of ICT to learn English» was
answered via a four rating Likert scale 1 to 4 with 1 meaning «Never», 2 «A few times
a year», 3 «Once or twice a week» and 4 «Daily». The last question «How would you
rate/describe your computer skills (Digital literacy)» was answered via a five rating
Likert scale 1 to 5 with 1 meaning «Low», 2 «Moderate», 3 «Good», 4 «Very good»

and 5 «Excellenty.

Category 3A «Use of Dschool Open content e-based services» aimed to answer
the second research question about EFL teachers’ level of awareness and reported use
of the Dschool portal, the OER National Aggregator and the other embedded platforms.
This category included two questions related to the use of OERS/OEPs. The first
question inquired about Dschool Programme awareness with possible answers «Yes»
or «No» and the second question was restricted to those who answered «Yes» asking
how often they used Dschool open content-based e-Services via a five rating Likert
scale 1to 5 with 1 meaning «Never», 2 «A few times a year», 3 «A few times a monthy,
4 «Once or twice a week» and 5 «Daily». This section of the category was divided into
five subgroups “Interactive Textbooks”, “Photodentro OER LOR & OER National
Aggregator”, “English Language Microsite”, “e-me Digital Educational Platform” and
“Aesop, Electronic Scenarios” where scores were deducted from the sum of each of the

above answers.

Category 3B «Evaluation of digital school open content-based e-services»
included three closed-ended questions related to research questions three, four and five

about:

41



(1) the evaluation and the use of OERs/OEPs regarding ease of use, quality, relevance
to the teaching practice and impact on learner interest and language skills via a five

rating Likert scale 1=unsatisfactory to 5=excellent.

(2) EFL teachers’ ways they engaged with OERs via four «Yes-No» closed statements.

(3) Forms of OER localization via five «Yes-No» closed statements..

The fourth question in this category was open inviting respondents to express their

beliefs about the opportunities and challenges to OERs.

3.1 Data Analysis

The reliability of the questionnaire scale was tested with Cronbach's Alpha
estimator, with a range of 0 to 1. With values higher to 0.7 indicating good internal
consistency of the items, «Use of Dschool OER/OEP services» measured 0.88, EFL
teachers’ OER evaluation 0,87 and level and ways of OER engagement 1.0. Descriptive
statistics were performed based on demographics, ICT use, Dschool OER/OEP
frequency of use, evaluation and engagement and are presented as percentages or means
and standard deviation (SD). Pearson chi-square tests were used for comparison
between variables, and multivariate regression tests to detect correlations between
frequency of use and ratings. The data for the Dschool open content services frequency
of use were not normally distributed as was shown by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test,
therefore non-parametric Mann-Whitney tests or Kruskal-Wallis were applied where
appropriate to analyse differences between responses. All statistic tests were two-tailed,
with significance set at p < .05. All statistical analyses were performed with SPSS 22.0

for Windows (SPSS; Chicago, IL, USA).
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3.2 Participants and settings

A purposive sampling approach was followed in order to restrict the sample of
participants to those EFL teachers who were officially appointed at State schools. On-
line survey participants were solicited via the email listservs of Primary and Secondary
Educational Administrative Bureaus at a local level, the non-governmental Panhellenic
EFL Teachers’ Association and the EFL Teachers’ Association of Central Greece. EFL
teachers were contacted via email with a request to participate in the study, an
explanation of the purpose of the research and a brief orientation to the Digital School
initiative for OER integration in school contexts. The survey extended over one month
in November 2018, while two weeks from initial contact, participants were sent a

second request to complete the survey.

4. Limitations

There are limitations to this study which should be acknowledged. First, the
survey questionnaire was designed with the Digital School -Photodentro open content
services and State school EFL teachers in mind. Although, the research design and the
sampling strategy has been adopted in similar investigations into OER national projects,
the outcomes reflect the specific participants’ experiences, beliefs and reported use of
the Digital school portal and Photodentro repository and the other platforms. However,
the survey outcomes offer insights for other primary and secondary courses in the Greek
school system to a certain degree. Finally, it should be noted that the second phase of
the Digital School Programme: Expanding and Exploring (2017-2018) is still in its
recency and as a result a deeper understanding of its impact on the teaching-learning

processes was beyond the scope of the present study.
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5. Conclusion

In this chapter the purpose, research questions and research methodology employed in
this study was presented. In the next part, the survey results are presented and illustrated

according to the questions of the research.

44



Chapter 3

EFL teachers and the Digital School Programme: research results

1. Introduction

In this chapter, the results of the survey are presented. The survey investigated EFL
teachers’ awareness, perceptions and reported use the Digital School open content e-
based services platform and Photodentro portal, the mainstream OER/OEP service for
state education in Greece. In the first part, the informant sample is described. The
second part presents the quantitative analysis of the survey results according to the
following research questions:
1.  How far are EFL teachers familiar with the use of ICT devices and tools for
language teaching and learning?
2.  Towhat extent are EFL teachers aware of and familiar with the Digital School
Open content-based e-services platform and OER services?
3. Whatare EFL teachers’ perceptions regarding OER ease of use, quality, relevance
and impact on learner interest and language skills?
4. In what ways have EFL teachers integrated OER in their practice?
5. How far have EFL teachers been engaged with the OEP of adapting, remixing,
repurposing and redistribution of OERs?
In the final part of the chapter, a qualitative analysis is made of the participants’
comments in the last open-ended question which encouraged them to express their ideas

about Dschool portal and Photodentro repositories.
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2. Participants’ Demographics

From 371 responses to the survey, 198 were fully complete questionnaires and qualified
for analysis, providing a sufficient sample (Suhr, 2008). The majority of the participants
were female (90.9% to 9.1% male). Half of them (50%) belonged to 36-45 age group
(36.9% aged 46 to 55, 6.6% aged >=56 years old). They were high-profile educators
with graduate degrees (46% bachelor’s, 44.9% master’s and 2,8% doctoral). It is
important to note that almost half of the informants had completed post graduate
studies, primarily in English Language and Literature (41.3%), in TESOL (26.6%) and
Applied Linguistics (11.2%). The majority were experienced professionals with over
ten years of teaching practice. It is worth noting that the sample was well distributed
among all the categories of high teaching experience (26.8% 16-20 years, 24.7% 11-15
years, 22.2% 21-25 years and 19.2% >=26 years). Slightly more than half of the
respondents (51.5%) taught English at a primary school (ISCED1), 22.7% at a lower
secondary school (ISCED2) and 17.7% at higher secondary school (ISCED3), thus
representing primary and secondary education almost equally. Based in schools in
urban areas at 61.1%, 20.7% in provincial areas, 15.2% in semi-urban areas and 3% in
remote areas, the respondents reflected a good variety of local instructional settings.
The majority (77.3%) had received training in the use of ICT in their teaching practice,
with 48.4% at an expert lower level and 15.7% at an expert higher level by the Ministry
of Education (MoE) or other educational agents. Teachers who had completed the
ministry funded ICT level A course as well some other type of ICT course from other
education agents (MOODLE, eTwinning) were categorized as lower experts.

Respectively, as higher experts were taken to be those teachers who had completed ICT
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level B1 and other ICT courses. Table 1 describes the main characteristics of the sample
collected.

Table 1

Characteristics of the participants N=198.

Total
N(198) %
Gender Male 18 9.1
Female 180 90.9
Age Range <=25 2 1
26-35 11 5.6
36-45 99 50
46-55 73 36.9
>=56 13 6.6
Qualification B.A. 91 46
Second B.A. 4 2
Diploma 6 3
M.A. 89 44.9
PhD 8 4
Professional Applied Linguistics 16 11.2
Background
Education 12 8.4
Language and 59 41.3
Literature
ICT 4 2.8
TESOL 38 26.6
Other 14 9.8
Professional <3 years
Experience 3-5 years
6-10 years 10 5.1
11-15 years 49 24.7
16-20 years 53 26.8
21-25 years 44 22.2
>26 years 38 19.2
Working Primary school 102 51.5
Institution
Lower secondary school 45 22.7
Higher secondary school 35 17.7
Other 16 8.1
School Remote Area 6 3
Region Provincial Area 41 20.7
Semi-Urban Area 30 15.2
Urban Area 121 61.1

47



ICT training Yes 153 77.3

No 45 22.7
ICT Level Novice 55 35.9
Expert lower 74 48.4
Expert higher 24 15.7

3. Results

3.1 Frequency of use of ICT devices and tools.

When asked to state whether they use ICT in their classes or not and how often they do so, the
majority of EFL teachers (90.9%) gave an affirmative answer. Systematic ICT use was reported

at 70% (43.9% using ICT once or twice a week and 26.1% daily). (Table 2).

Table 2. Results for teachers’ frequency of ICT use.

N %
Do you use ICT in the classroom?  Yes 180 90.9
No 18 9.1
How often do you use the ICT Never 1 0.6
A few times a year 53 29.4
Once/ twice a week 79 43.9
Daily 47 26.1

The general response leant towards a laptop and a projector (22.3% and 19.9%
respectively), web services (14.7%), while the computer lab (6.8%), education software
(6.8%) and tablets/smartphones (3%), were the least used. Given that, ICT use revolved
around information and presentation tools considerably more than collaborative devices
and applications. Also, Pearson chi-square tests for ICT Use and level of engagement
with Dschool and Open Educational Practices (OEP) showed that the participants used
a laptop and a projector to incorporate OERs in the presentation stage of their lesson
(> p = .008), while they used Web 2.0 tools to remix OERs with other materials (4* p

=.001). In effect, the application of OERs did not extend to redistribution and sharing
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between teachers. Figure 1 shows the frequency of use of different types of devices

and tools in the classrooms.

Figure 1. Frequency of use of different types of devices in language teaching.

Tablets/Smartphones

Education software

Computer lab at school

3.2 Awareness and frequency of use of Dschool OER/OEP e-based content services.

Respondents were inquired about their awareness of the Dschool Open content-based
services. This was confirmed by the majority (N = 174, 87.9% vs N=24, 12.1%), who

constituted the informant sample for the following survey items.

Then, the informants were presented with a set of various Digital School Open
content-based e-Services: Interactive Textbooks, Photodentro & National Aggregator
RLORs, the English microsite, “e-me -PLE” and Aesop advanced electronic
educational scenarios so as to measure extent of use and familiarity. The results showed

that Interactive Textbooks were primarily used a few times a month (M 3.01) whereas
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Photodentro & National OER Aggregator RLORs (M 11.46) as well as the rest of the
services (M 4.79) were mainly used only a few times a year. This indicates low
familiarity with a good range of affordances supported by the web-based portal.

Frequency of use mean scores are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Results for teachers’ familiarity mean scores of Dschool open content e-based services

DSchool Open content-based e-Services Mean SD Min Max
Interactive Textbooks 3.01 1.32 1 5
Photodentro & National Aggregator RLORs 11.46 4.44 2 25
English Microsite/«e-mex»/Aesop 4.79 1.97 2 12

In more specific terms, the analysis indicated that EFL teachers were
predominantly familiar with Interactive Textbooks, with the majority implementing
them on a daily basis (19.1%), once or twice a week (17.3%) and a few times a month
(21.4%). Lower but substantial use was made of Photodentro LOR (15.8% once or
twice a week and 23.6% a few times a month. Limited use was reported for Photodentro
videos with once or twice a week at 11.4% and a few times a year representing the
greatest percentage of respondents (44%). Most EFL teachers used Photodentro eduSoft
and Photodentro e_yliko User Generated Content (UGC) a few times a year (34,1%
and 42.7% respectively). On the opposite end of the spectrum, it was noticed that the
majority of EFL teachers did not make any use of «e-mey-Personal Learning
Environment (PLE) (69.3%) and Aesop — Advanced Electronic Scenarios (52.1%).
Likewise, most of them reported limited or no use of: Photodentro_ OEP (35.8% and
46.1%), Photodentro_culture (38.8%, 49.7%) and the English Language Microsite

(28.7% and 46.3%). Table 3 presents the analysis of the frequencies of Dschool use.
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Table 3 Frequency of the use of Dschool open content-based e-services.

Never A few times A few times Once or Daily
ayear a month twice a week

N(%0) N(%0) N(%0) N(%0) N(%0)
Interactive Textbooks 22(12.7%) 51(29.5%)  37(21.4%) 30(17.3%)  33(19.1%)
Photodentro_LOR 32(19.4%) 64(38.8%)  39(23.6%)  26(15.8%)  4(2.4%)
Photodentro_video 33(19.9%)  73(44%) 38(22.9%)  19(11.4%)  3(1.8%)
Photodentro_Edusoft 63(38.4%) 56(34.1%)  34(20.7%)  10(6.1%) 1(0.6%)
Photodentro_e_yliko (UCG) 60(36.6%)  70(42.7%)  31(18.9%)  3(1.8%) 0(0%)
Photodentro_OEP 76(46.1%)  59(35.8%)  23(13.9%)  7(4.2%) 0(0%)
Photodentro_culture 82(49.7%)  64(38.8%)  17(10.3%)  2(1.2%) 0(0%)
English Language Microsite 76(46.3%)  47(28.7%)  28(17.1%)  12(7.3%) 1(0.6%)
«e-me» PLE 113(69.3%) 40(24.5%)  6(3.7%) 4(2.5%) 1(0.6%)
Aesop — Scenarios 88(52.1%) 66(39.1%)  11(6.5%) 2(1.2%) 2(1.2%)

The results of the Mann-Whitney test indicated no significant between-group

differences for the variable «ICT training level» and «Use of Digital School Open

content-based e-Services» (U: 2029.5; p = .700). Thus, it appears that ICT training to

foster the use of tools and devices in the classroom had little impact on the extent of

use of each of the components of the Dschool open services.

3.3 Evaluation ratings of Dschool open content e-based services: ease of use, quality,

relevance and impact on the learners

Descriptive characteristics for the question “How do you rate Digital School Open

content-based e-Services?” are presented in Figures 2-6. Most teachers replied that

they were satisfied with the ease of use of Dschool (N=99, 56.9%) and rated the quality

of the digital content as good (N=72, 41.4%). Regarding its relevance with the teaching-
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learning process and suitability, the majority of the participants believed that it was very
good (N=67, 38.5%) with a good impact on learner interest during the learning -
teaching process (N=69, 39.7%) and on learners’ skills (N=72, 41.4%). As expected,
Spearman Rank-order Correlations between Dschool services extent of use and
evaluation were found to be statistically significant. Considering the findings
(coefficient r .470,; p < .001), there is a positive relationship between the variables, so
higher use of Dschool OERS/OEPs affects EFL teachers to rate them with a higher
grade. Of all the factors influencing participants’ evaluation, it was indicated that there
was statistically a significant difference in “Relevance with the teaching-learning
process and suitability” and “Qualification” (y2 p-value=.030). As this was a well-
qualified group of EFL teachers, they easily identified the materials appropriacy to the

English courses and therefore rated this more highly in comparison to the other criteria.

Figure 3 Frequencies of Dschool Ease of use

Unsatisfactory Little Satisfactory Very good Excellent

Ease of use

52



Figure 3 Frequency of participants”’ answers to the question “Quality of digital content”

Bad Fair Good Very good Excellent
Quality of digital content

Figure 4 Frequency of participants’ answers to the question “Relevance with the teaching-learning
process and suitability ”

Ho relevance Fair Good Very good Excellent

Relevance with the teaching-learning process and
suitability
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Figure 5 Frequency of participants’ answers to the question “Impact on learner interest during the
learning teaching process”

Ho impact FairModerate Good Very good Excellent

Impact on learner interest during the learning teaching
process

Figure 6 Frequency of participants’ answers to the question “Impact on the English Language
students skills”

Ho impact FairfModerate Good Very good Excellent

Impact on the English Language students skills
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3.4 Ways EFL teachers make use of /engage with OERs from Digital School Open

content-based e-Services

In regards to the ways EFL teachers engage with Dschool OER content and services,
the highest reported item was «Incorporate OERs in the presentation stage of my
lesson» (N=108, 62.1%). EFL teachers made moderate use of OERs to prepare the
lesson plan (40.8% as opposed to 59.2% as opposed who did not). On the contrary, a
greater percentage did not involve their students in the co-operative use of OERs in
order to achieve the aims of the lesson (71.8% to 28.2%). Moreover, a clear majority
did not share OERs with their colleagues (87.4% to 12.6%). Descriptive characteristics

for the frequencies of Level of Engagement are presented in Table 4

Table 4 EFL teachers’ engagement with Digital School Open content-based e-Services OERS/OEPs

Ways of engagement with Digital

School open services N(174) %
Use OERs to prepare the lesson plan  Yes 71 40.8
No 103 59.2
Incorporate OERs in the Yes 108 62.1
presentation stage of the lesson No 66 37.9
Involve my students in the co- Yes 49 28.2
operative use of OERs in order to No 125 71.8
achieve the aims of the lesson
Share OERs with colleagues Yes 22 12.6
No 152 87.4

The multivariate regression analysis performed so as to determine the
correlations between the «Use of Dschool Open content services» and the «Level of
teachers’ engagement» (F (4,164) = 3,082, p = 0,018, Adjusted R?= 0.047) showed that
extent of use reduced by 3 points for those who did not incorporate OERS in the

presentation stage of their lesson (p = .005). Moreover, frequency of use reduced by 2.7
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points for those who did not involve their students in the co-operative use of OERs to
achieve the aims of the lesson (p =.016).

Among the factors which may influence the ways teachers use Dschool services,
statistically significant was their ICT level. The Chi-square test indicated that there is
statistically significant difference between the frequencies in the two variables for those
who «Incorporate OERs in the presentation stage of the lesson» (p-value=0.016).
Therefore, OERs from Dschool-Photodentro LOR were utilised for the English lesson
preparation and presentation in the classroom mainly, influencing and accounting for

the portal frequency of use.

3.5 EFL teachers’ application of Open Educational Practices (OEP) in order to meet

their local instructional needs.

Descriptive characteristics for the question «Forms of Localisation — Ways that EFL
teachers engage with OEP» revealed that a clear majority (51.7%) “adapt or edit OERs
appropriately” to meet their local classroom needs, whereas EFL teachers were found
to “implement OERs without adaptation” to a lesser extent (35.5%). On the contrary,
the greater percentage (69%) did not “remix OERs by combining them with other
educational materials” and the vast majority (96.6%) did not “re-purpose and re-

distribute OERs” (Table 5 for further information on descriptive analysis).

Table 5 EFL teachers’ Open Educational Practices (OEP) - Forms of Localisation.

Yes No

N(%) N(%)
Implement OERSs without adaptation 62(35.6%) 112(64.4%)
Remix OERs by combining with other educational 54(31%) 120(69%)
materials
Adapt/Edit OERs appropriately 90(51.7%)  84(48.3%)
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Re-purpose OERs in co-operation with other 6(3.4%) 168(96.6%)
educators and re-distribute

A series of Pearson chi-square tests performed to assess possible differences
between the categorical variable “How do you rate Digital school Quality of digital
content” and each of the variables “Level of engagement” and “Forms of localisation”
suggested no significant differences (all y? p-values > .312). Thus, the informants’
perceptions were not influenced by extensive engagement with Dschool services as this
was indicated to revolve around adapting OERs from Photodentro in order to prepare

and present the lesson.

3.6 Descriptive report of EFL teachers’ answers comments

Twenty-four respondents added their comments about the English Interactive
Textbooks, the Digital School-Photodentro learning object repositories (LORS), the
National OER Aggregator for English language courses at schools, «e-me»
Personalised Learning environment (PLE), the English Microsite and the open learning
scenarios (see Appendix Il p.78) Interestingly, all comments mentioned only
Photodentro LOR, the Interactive textbooks and the open learning scenarios. The
considerable majority of the responses in this entry reported limited or no use of the
platforms in the classroom. In what follows, EFL teachers’ reported benefits,
limitations and their recommendations are summarised.

Cited in six comments we find the benefits of the potential of OERs to be
redistributed between teachers, the resulting added value, cost-efficiency and the
extensive support they offer particularly for lower secondary English courses. Dschool
portal was reported as a safe environment where teachers and learners can draw suitable

educational material. Teachers were appreciative of the substantial effort invested in
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OER creation and development with respect and consideration for teachers and learners
alike. Distinct reference was also made to the learning objects and the advanced
electronic scenarios as a source of inspiration for creative project work. Learning
objects were cited as easy to apply, useful and relevant to the teaching-learning process,
engaging learner interest and as motivating learners to be focussed on their task. Adding
to the benefits, teachers mentioned the ability users have to distribute and share good
teaching practices, explaining that this inspires, develops knowledge and creates the
sense of a community.

Notwithstanding, cited in 20 comments we find the barriers raised against more
frequent and better use of the platforms, EFL teachers most commonly mentioned the
lack of technical support at state schools: use of their own laptops, poor Internet access,
limited or no use of the computer lab catering for many classes, very few Interactive
whiteboards and projectors. They also reported time constraints because of the reduced
teaching hours for English courses in secondary schools and poor workplace conditions.
Along with these problems, insufficient information on the Dschool platform and
support regarding ways of implementation was reported. For instance, an opinion
shared by a few was that EFL teachers were unable to take full advantage of WEB 2.0
and Photodentro affordances, although they had learnt about them in ICT teacher
training at Level B.

Explaining further the constraints they encountered, EFL teachers stated that
they felt unsure about licensing mechanisms and their permission to upload materials
on the platform. Furthermore, they commented on the quantity and quality of the
content. They stated that the amount of OER content for upper secondary English
courses was scant. For some teachers, the existing resources for all levels required

updating and enrichment. Also, they recommended improvements on the quality of the
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learning objects (LOs). For example, they suggested that videos should have better
audio-visual features and a supplementary text and that activities should incorporate
more game-like and interactive features. Finally, there were suggestions for more
technical support, a friendlier search interface and a better organisation layout of the
OERs on the platform.

As a final note to the aforementioned, EFL teachers’ comments spoke more for
the challenges they faced rather the opportunities they were offered. It was observed
that most of these challenges arose from lack of technical support at schools,
insufficient awareness-raising and a low level of familiarity with the functions of the

platform. (See Appendix B p. 76 for the respondents’ comments).

4. Conclusion

This chapter presented the findings from EFL teachers’ survey and a report of their
comments on Digital School Interactive Textbooks — Photodentro LOR and the other
repositories. It derives that EFL teachers had knowledge of the platform but low use
rates overall with the exception of Interactive Textbooks and Photodentro LOR. Their
evaluations were good regarding quality of content, ease of use and impact on learning,
whereas they rated the content relevance and suitability as very good. EFL teachers
mostly made use of OER content to prepare and present their lessons. From open
educational practices (OEP) the greater majority favoured adapting OER content. Seen
together, these results indicate how limited application open pedagogical practices
influence low extent of use the range of Digital School-Photodentro LORs and other
platforms. Discussion of these findings along with their implications presented in the

last chapter.

59



Chapter 4

Discussion of findings and conclusion

1. Introduction

In the last chapter, the results of the study are discussed in terms of the areas
investigated in the survey. In addition, the most important observations from twenty-
four EFL teachers who chose to answer the last open-ended question are embedded in
the discussion by way of illustration. Overall, the informants’ comments showed
parallel results with the data findings. Finally, the implications of Dschool initiative for
language learning and the education community are discussed and recommendations

are offered.

2. Discussion of findings

From the factors influencing the viability of OER investment for education is the range
of technology resources available to teachers at schools. In answer to the first research
question, the study indicated that informants were more familiar with the use of laptops,
projectors and Web 2.0 tools in their teaching practice on a systematic basis (70% daily
or weekly). Laptops and projectors were reported to be used for the presentation of the
lesson while Web 2.0 tools were applied in the adaptation of resources during lesson
preparation. From this, it derives that OERs were not implemented to foster
collaborative learning in the classroom, in evidence of digital technologies serving
more as information rather than as pedagogical tools (Selwyn, 2017). Exploiting the

full potential of Dschool open educational services was hindered by insufficient ICT
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equipment. The survey indicated that access to one central computer lab (usually shared
between 15-20 classes) was problematic and that the use of mobile devices and
educational software was limited. In the comment below one teacher summarises how

technical support is still not in place at some schools:

«In my view there has been a considerable effort in the production of resources. Personally, I'd
use them daily, if I could. Unfortunately, there are a lot of obstacles which have nothing to do
with them (very few classroom interactive white boards, bad Internet connection, teachers using

their own laptops). »

As reported in the European Commission Open Discovery Space (ODS) review (2012-
2015) development of OERs has not been technologically supported by parallel
developments in the school infrastructure. It seems that this continues to be of an issue
for any considered approach to the integration of ICT into the teaching and learning
experience at policy level. (Borthwick & Gallagher-Brett, 2014, Ozdemir and Bonk,
2017).

Despite these challenges to the digitisation of public education, the study proved
that the level of EFL teachers’ awareness of the Digital School open content services
and Photodentro portal was high (87.9%). This confirms previous research statements
in both the European Commission Policies for OER Uptake (POERUP, 2014) and the
Joint Research Centre (JRC, 2018) reports that OERs have been significantly and
systematically promoted in Greece. Overall, EFL teachers’ awareness was higher than
frequency of use of OERs from the Photodentro repository with more than half of the
teachers applying them a few times a year. Lack of the necessary training about
curriculum-specific OERs might account for this general attitude and explain EFL
teachers’ overreliance on the Open Interactive textbooks to support the presentation of

their lessons while underusing the other components. Photodentro LOR was moderately
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used, presumably because it hosts the learning objects embedded in the Interactive
Textbooks. Among the least utilised components were “e-me "-Personalised Learning
Environment (PLE), Aesop- Advanced Electronic scenarios and Photodentro_OEP.
The usefulness of the resources, however, was underlined despite the obstacles, as this

quote demonstrates:

«1 use OERs mainly for ideas for creative projects, the learning scenarios are very useful. Generally,
the largest part of the English content in Photodentro is not targeted at Lyceum learners (upper
secondary). Perhaps, with the New Integrated Foreign Languages Programme for Lyceum the

materials will become more useful. »

Concerning EFL teachers’ evaluation of Dschool open content services, the
general attitude was positive. The resources were perceived to facilitate easy access, to
be of good quality, value and relevance as well as having a good impact on the learners.
EFL teachers, who had been actively engaged in the ways the resources can be shaped
to fit their purposes, commented on the usefulness of the learning objects in the learning
experience and the potential to foster an environment of openness and a culture of
sharing in a community of practice. In the qualitative data we find evidence for a
growing sense of a community that could be built around the use, adaptation and

creation of OERs:

«Photodentro is a safe place and way to retrieve suitable learning content that respects pupils».
«Sharing educational practices is very important; it inspires, it promotes knowledge and creates

the sense of a communityy.

In consistency with previous results about the impact of openness in education
(Weller, de los Arcos, Farrow et al, 2105), the EFL teachers in this study underline that
the open aspect of OERs produces a variety of usage and adoption patterns on a

continuum from inspiration to creativity. On the other hand, there is evidence to show
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that there is criticism as far as the quality and quantity of the content and its relevance

to learning processes are concerned:

«I don 't use Photodentro because the content of English for Lyceum (upper secondary) is limited
to non-existent. »

«In fact, the repository doesn’t offer much, it is a reproduction of the book contents. »

«Students are so conditioned to simulation, rich media virtual environments and the fast
interactivity of the social web that OERs seem outdated and obsolete. However, they offer a good

alternative to the conventional model of instruction. »

One indicator influencing EFL teachers’ perceptions was their level of
engagement with the resources. This concentrated mainly on the LOs embedded in the
Interactive textbooks, much less frequent use of the other platforms and limited
application of open practices. Little awareness raising and support with the
functionalities of the platforms were observed as serious impediments by a number of

teachers as this quote shows:

«I learnt about Photodentro and the other free materials available on the Internet about my
subject in the Level B seminar. Because of intellectual property rights we cannot upload and share
audio-visual material that doesn’t belong to us. Also, the absence of guidance for colleagues and

pupils about the potential of OERs is a deterrent. »

This also highlights the insecurity which revolves around licensing mechanisms and
Open Educational Practices (OEP). Creating awareness of OERs and promoting the
necessary OER literacies and skills have been confirmed as priority actions in previous
literature (Kelly, 2014; Richter et al. 2014). Regarding insufficient professional
development opportunities in Greece, it was admitted that the preparation of trainers
has been a core issue so that different groups of educational practioners can be
adequately supported (JRC, 2018: 67). In order to address these concerns, The Digital

School Il Expanding and Exploring Action (2017-2018) has recently promoted direct
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contact with the community of practitioners in the cycle of resource creation and
sharing by launching the i-participate initiative and adding new functionalities to the
“e-me-Personalised Learning Environment” (PLE) (Megalou and Kaklamanis, 2018:
150). In this respect, it can multiply its dissemination channels and influence the
teaching and learning environment by aligning administrators and educators to the
action plan. Furthermore, in the debate revolving around branded digital content and
OERs, it has been countered that OER production and use should be understood as
dependent on the aims and objectives of the developer and the end user rather than
educational agencies or organisations (Mc Quinn, 2017; Hylén, 2006). Educators are
invited to test and evaluate these tools and content in order to facilitate learner
development.

With more specific reference to the ways EFL teachers integrate learning
objects (LOs) from Photodentro LOR, a percentage pattern of moderate usability for
the lesson preparation and presentation (40.8% and 62.1%) was observed. The present
results align with previous findings (Petrides, Jimes, Middleton-Detzner, Howell, 2010)
in that learners are not encouraged to engage with the LOs. LOs have been found to
contribute to language learning in diverse ways, in that they foster personalization of
the learning experience, allow for multimodality in meaning making and the processes
of analysis and application of knowledge (Wiley, Hilton, Ellington & Hall, 2012). In
that sense, language learners are deprived of significant learning opportunities when
LOs are underexploited. From the point of view of the participant teachers, capacity
building, self-efficacy and more frequent use of the repository play an important role in
changing the notion that OERs are offered as supplementary teaching aids to the
compulsory textbooks and reducing the sentiment of acting in isolation, which is

prevalent in quotes such as the following:
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«I attended ICT Level B teacher development seminar... it is difficult to make full use of the
resources because I need Internet access to present them on the projector and I couldn’t download
some interesting videos...»

«... the whole support structure could possibly be friendlier to the user, with a more structured
design and different aesthetics so that it (Photodentro) is more efficient and up-to-date. ”

«...I feel like swimming in the ocean without a life jacket. »

Similar comments received demonstrate the low level of EFL teachers’ self-efficacy in
the area of OER and language teaching, which also accounts for the very low percentage
(12.6%) of those who share OERs with colleagues. Despite the specific respondents’
high self-reported qualifications, skills and teaching experience in state education, this
result indicates that the OER potential of efficiency and professional recognition
through the sharing of knowledge and expertise is largely unexploited. Communities of
professional practice and development that are organised around OERs and OEP are
likely to have been helpful for all field practitioners.

In answer to the question of which open educational practices (OER) teachers
apply, even lower rates were reported for the open practices of repurposing and
redistribution (3,4%). EFL teachers more often adapted OER (51.1%) to suit their
purposes but even less so in comparison to educators from abroad who had been
involved in other OER projects. For instance, studies carried out in the realms of Favor
Project in the UK (Borthwick and Gallagher-Brett, 2014) and by the OER Research
Hub (de los Arcos, Farrow, Pitt et al, 2016) reported a high adaptation rate. Again,
adaptation of resources can be interpreted in different ways. In the case of the specific
group, most obviously, ‘adaptation’ was taken to mean ‘designing the lesson aims and
staging of its presentation around the OERs on Photodentro’ as they reported not to be
making full use of all the features of the learning objects (LOs) due to all the reasons

mentioned before. In comparison to the OER Research Hub international research

65



findings indicating production rate at 77.8% and open publishing at 38.9% (also lower
than adaptation), the present study results confirm a frequently reported barrier to OER
sustainability at a higher degree (Ehlers & Conole, 2010:7; Farrow et al., 2015). In order
for educational institutions to drive OER impactful change, clearly there has to be more

purposeful goal-oriented activity.

3. Significance of the study and implications

The research has unveiled low rates of responsiveness the full spectrum of
Digital School Platform and the different types of open content services. More
importantly, it has highlighted the low levels of teachers’ familiarity with the ways the
can apply OERs and use the open practice processes of re purposing and redistribution.
From this perspective their evaluation ranged from average to very good. One major
finding of the study was that the Digital School Initiative has not yet reached its full
potential and it has not reinforced technological innovation at schools. Some
implementation stages of the Digital School initiative such as technical infrastructure,
the quantity of the resources and OER skills among educators present great challenges.
The study showed that EFL teachers recognise the benefits of the programme but also
demotivators have been detected. OER/OEP represent a high-stake educational capital
and responsibility for mainstreaming the services of the repositories should be shared
between public bodies and the teaching profession. As Hamilton (2013:116) proposed,
we must encourage evolving personalised environments which all stakeholders
including policy makers, administrators, teachers and learners collaborate to create a
future of renegotiated core competencies. Openness in education supports participatory

learning environments where teachers and learners are encouraged to participate in the
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production and sharing of high-quality educational content. Establishing communities
of practice around educators and schools is one step towards this direction. Ehlers
(2011: 4) posits that in such environments OEPs can bring on change so that knowledge
is created collaboratively by means of reflective practice. To cultivate meaningful
ownership, the open educational system should allow for teachers and education
coordinators to take on roles as ambassadors for its dissemination, as disciplinary
administrators in special interest collaboratories within the portal to support
participation-based learning and as tutors in webinars offered on the platforms. Through
mainstreaming open standards in this manner, educators can understand the added value

OERs bring to their organisation and to their professional recognition.

4. Concluding note

In sum, the study research has confirmed previous findings concerning OER
impediments regarding flexible learning opportunities, efficiency in quality production
and systematic transformative capacity from the perspective of primary and secondary
EFL courses in the Greek OER initiative. The outcomes offer insight into the Dschool
Reusable Learning Object Repositories (RLORS) for other disciplines in the
educational system and contribute to designing intervention schemes for OER

implementation.
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Appendix |

Questionnaire on the use of digital educational content

Part A

Personal Data

1. Gender
dMmale QOFemale
2. Age Group:

<25 U26-35 U36-45
3. Qualification:

UBA

UDiploma#*

UMA=*

UPhD#*

# Field of Expertise

Q46-55 U>56

4. Years of Experience in teaching:

U< 3 years U3-5 years

years

21-25years  >26 years

w

. Working Institution :

UA Primary School institution (ISCED 1)

U6-10 years W11-15years 16-20

UA lower Secondary School Institution

(ISCED 2) QA higher Secondary School Institution (ISCD3)

6. Region of your present school:

. urban b. semi-urban
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c. provincial

d. remote



Part B

ICT USE

7. Do you use ICT in the classroom;
Yes* UNo
If yes*:

8.

9.

(a) How often do you use the ICT your institution provides in your teaching context;

Never UA few times a year

(B) Which ICT do you specifically use;
(Choose all that apply.)

WComputer/ Laptop

WProjector

Winteractive whiteboard

WComputer lab at school
WTablets/Smartphones

WWeb 2.0 tools

WTeaching/ Learning online platforms
WEducational software

WWeb services

UOther ‘

LOnce or twice a week

Do your pupils make use of ICT to learn English;

UNever UA few times a year A few times a month

week UDaily

dYes* WNo

UDaily

LOnce or twice a

Have you received any training in the use of ICT in the teaching context;

If Yes*, which level of training/ training course have you completed;
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Level 1 Level 2.1 Other: ‘

10. How would you rate/ describe your computer skills (Digital literacy);

54 40 34 20 104
Excellent Very good Good Moderate Low
Part C

Use of Open Educational Resources/ Practices (OERs/ OEPs),
Learning Object Repositories applications

11. Do you know the “Digital School Platform, Interactive Books, and Learning Object
Repositories” at http://photodentro.edu.gr, the National Greek Programme for digital
educational content for schools;

QYes* ONo

If Yes*, please indicate how often do you use:

Level of teacher engagement

Never | Afew A few Once or Daily

Digital School Open content-based SN IR Il

e-Services: year month week
Interactive Textbooks
http://e-books.edu.gr
Photodentro Digital OER Repositories & National OER Aggregator
Photodentro_LOR Learning Objects (LOs)
http://photodentro.edu.gr/lor
Photodentro_video
http://photodentro.edu.gr/video
Photodentro_Edusoft
http://photodentro.edu.gr/edusoft
Photodentro e_yliko users (UCG) with OERs
designed by teachers
http://photodentro.edu.gr/ugc
Photodentro_OEP with Open Educational
Practices http://photodentro.edu.gr/oep
Photodentro _Culture
http://photodentro.edu.gr/cultrural

English Language Microsite:
http://micro.photodentro.edu.gr/english2015
e-me Digital Educational Platform for pupils
and teachers

http://e-me.edu.gr/
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Aesop — Advanced Electronic Scenarios
Operating platform — of Advanced Electronic
scenarios

http://aesop.iep.edu.gr/

12.

13.

How do you rate Digital School Open content-based e-Services OERs/OEPs:
Photodentro OER Repositories & National Aggregator, Interactive Textbooks, and
the Digital Educational Platform e-me:

a. Ease of use.

s Q4 a3 a2 U1
Excellent Very Satisfactory Little Unsatisfactory
good

B. Quality of digital content.
U5 excellent (4 very good U3 good U2fair U1 bad

v. Relevance with the teaching-learning process and suitability.

45 excellent U4 very good 43 good Q2 fair U1 no relevance

6. Impact on learner interest during the learning teaching process

U5 excellent (4 very good U3 good U2 fair/moderate U1
no impact

€. Impact on the English Language student skills

U5 excellent 14 very good U3 good U2 fair/moderate U1
no impact

Level of Engagement with Digital School Open content-based e-Services
OERs/OEPs: Photodentro OER Repositories & National Aggregator, Interactive
Textbooks, and the Digital Educational Platform e-me. How do you use Dschool
services? Please one or more ways you use Dschool open content:

a U Use OERs to prepare the lesson plan.
B U Incorporate OERs in the presentation stage of the lesson.
Y 4 Involve my students in the co-operative use of OERs in order to achieve
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the aims of the lesson.

6 U Share OERs with colleagues

14. Forms of Localisation — Digital School Open content-based e-Services OERs/OEPs:
Photodentro OER Repositories & National Aggregator, Interactive Textbooks, and
the Digital Educational Platform e-me. Which practices do you apply in ?

Please, choose or more:

a U Implement OERs without adaptation

B U Remix OERs by combining with other educational materials

v U Adapt/Edit OERs appropriately

6 U Re-purpose OERs in co-operation with other educators and re-distribute
15. Please use the space below to add any comments about the benefits and the

challenges you face using OERs:

Thank you very much for your help.

77



Appendix 11

Answers to open ended question 15

ATravTnon MéTpnon MNoocooTto
ATtrdvtnon 24 6.47%
Kauia atrdvinon 152 40.97%
Mn oAokAnpwpévo f un eP@aviCouevo 195 52.56%
ID ATTavTnon
6 H uAwkotexvikn urtodopun epumodileL tnv

31

68

72

116

aélomoinon twv OERs otnVv ekmatdeuTIkA
npotaén (Ha Ta€n pe e€oMALOUO yla TOUug KaBnynTEg).

Xpnlouv emikatlpomoinong

Xpeldletal KaAUtepn vmtodour oto SnUuodcLo oxoAeio
KOL TIEPLOCOTEPEG WPEG YLa TNV StdaockaAia tng
ayyALKAG YAwooog

To UALKO Ttou uTtapxeL yLa erttedo B2 kal ta
evbladépovta pabntwv Aukeiou eval eAaxLoto
E£WC AVUTIOPKTO 000V adopa TNV ayyAlkn yAwooa.

KaAod Ba Antav va mpooteBoUv nopoL Kal EKTOG
BLBALwv. Mevika ol StaBéaoipol mopoL urtdpyxouv nén
KOlL OTOL OXOALKA eyXELpidLaL.

Oewpw MWG EXEL YIVEL TTOAU PEYAAN KOl KOAN TIPOOTIAOELA OXETLKA E
ta OERs.

Mpoowrikad, av ntav epLkto, Ba ta xpnolponolovoa
KoOnuepva. Ytdpxouv SUOKOALEG OUWG TTou Sev
OoX€eTilovTal LE AUTA Kal Ttou Tteplopifouv tTn Xprnon
TouG. H éAAeln TEXVIKWYV LECWV I} OL OTIOPASLKEG
€uKkaLlpleg Tou pou Sdivovtal va xpnollomoLltow ta
urntdpyovta péoa (Alyeg aiBouoecg pe StadpacTtikoug
TIVOKEG, KOKN TIPOoBacn OTOo LVTEPVETLKO SIKTUO K.aA.)
Kot N EAAelPn evnuEpwaong cuvadEAPwyV Kal padbntwv
OXETLKA UE TI Suvatotnteg movu npoodEpouv ta OERs,
A€LTOUPYOUV QTTOTPETTTIKA.

125 Aev ta xpnotpornolw eneldn S€v uTIAPXEL UALKO YLOL TO AUKELO
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128 Na dnuwoupynBouv cuyxpova OERs pe kaAUtepn elkéva Kol NXO.

131 Ta e€eAlypéva nayvidia mpoowpoiwong Ko
ELKOVLKNG TIPAYHATIKOTNTOG TTOU £€XOUV cuvnBioel va
naifouv oL paONnTéG KABwWCG Kal n e€0LKELWON TOUG UE
™ ypriyopn dtadpaon ota péoa pallkng SIktuwong
Kavouv ta neptBaiiovta twv OER va paivovtal "
moAalopoditika" kot "mapwynuéva'.

EKTLpATOL TTAVTWG N XPrion Toug Kabwg mpoodEpouv
KaAoSexoupuevn evaliayr oo to napadooLlako
HOVTEAO.

141 3ta MAEOVEKTNMOTA CUYKATAAEYW TNV XPNOLLOTNTA
Toug¢ otnv  eknaldevtiky  Swadikaocia.  Tnv
duvatotnta Kol eukoAla SlapolpacpoU Toug Kal To
UNOEVIKO KOOTOC yLa Tov cuvadeldo tng TAENG.

OLeplopLopol €xouv va KAvouv Kuplwg KE TNV
npocPacon og LVIEPVET I TNV XAUNAR TaxUTNTA TWV
ouv8éoeswv ota oxoAeia.

‘Evog akOpa TIEPLOPLOPOG oTNV SdnuLoupyia véwv OER
elval KoL To B€ua TWV TIVEU LATIKWY SLKOALWUATWV
KoOwg v pmopou e va aveBACOUE UALKO PE
E£LKOVEG KalL X0 Ttou Sev eival SikA pag.

Juyxva entiong kamota OER &ev
avavewvovtal/evnuepwvovTtal (Kat OTtoTe auto cupBaivel
oupBaivel SuoTtuxwg os TTOAU apald dtaothipota)

152 Xpnowuomoww OERs kuplwg yla LOEEC OTLG
ONULOUPYLKEG EpyaCieg, T EKTALOEUTIKA CEVAPLA
elval oAU xpAoua . NEVIKA To HEYOAUTEPO HEPOG
TOU UALKOU AyyALKAG Tou dwtddevdpou bev
arnevBbuvetal oe pabntég Aukeiou. lowg pe Tta véa
TpoypApHATA EEVWV YAWOOWYV TOU AUKELOU, TO UALKO
vlvel o xprowuo.

156 To amoBetnplo eival acPaArg TOMog Kol TPOTOG Vo
AVTAELG UALKO KaTAAANAO yLa TNV eknaidsvon Kal Ye
oeBaocud oToug HaBNTEG, LOKAPL VA UTIIPXE KOL O
avaAoyog e€ONMALOUOG oTtnV eAANVLIKN ektaideuon
WOTE va YlVETAL EKTEVAG Xprion TOU.

173 Ovuoclaotika dev pou npoodEpouy Timota, eival
avarapaywyn VALkoU mou nén undapxet ota BipAla.
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194 AutA Tn Bdopdda eIV TNV eTIHOp@won eTTiTredo B1.
EATTICW va KaTa@Epw va XPpNOIMOTTOINOW TIG TTPOKTIKEG
QuTEG KOAUTEPQ. MPETTEI OPWGS va TTIONPAVW OT1 5 Xpovia
TpLv SLI8ACKOVTAG O YUUVAOLO LoU 800nkKe tepdotia
BonBewa! EAtilw va opyavwBel kATL avtioTtol o yLa
TO UALKO TnG A Aukeiou yLati emi Ttou mapovtog
VIWO W TTWE KOAU UTTW OTOV WKEAVO.. Xwpic cwaoifLo.
SOS!!!

199 Edv n popodn twv OERS yivel meplocotEPO MaLlyVIWENG
KoL n Kat' oikov mpocBacor Toug amod Toug HobnTég
EUKOAOTEPN, N XpNon toug Ba kataotel cuxvoTEPN WG
pia oAU suxaplotn Spaoctnpldétnta tou eEAeVBOegpoOU
XPOVOU TOUG.

202 Avotuxwg dev pmopw va cuvelopEpw SLOTL Sev
xpnotpornoww T.M.E. oto pabnua 6co Ba nbsAa yla
Adyoug mou dev e€aptwvtal amd gPéva.

lowg Ba pmopouoe To 6Ao MAaiolo va ival o PpALKo
TIPOG TOV XProTn, KE TILo SOoUNUEVO OXESLAOUO Kal
AAAN aLoONTIKN, va NToV £€TOL TILO ATTOTEAECHOTIKO KOl
TiLo cuyxpovo. Npoowrikd navta Awvtag, dgv
avtarnokpivetal otig mpoodokiegmou pou dnuoupyet.
KaBe dopamou to xpnoLpomoLlw, avilAapBavopol ylati
S&v TO XpnolHoTIoLW cuXVOTEpQ (TTEpa aTtd TNV EAALTIN
npooPaocn oto oxoAeio).

230 Students become focused and less noisy!

250 KaAo Ba eival va AndBel umtoyn ot AEN umtdpxel o KatdAANAoG
eEOMALOUOG.
MoAAG epyaocthpla eival e€QLPETIKA QVETIAPKK), AAAA
KoL OTaV UTIAPXEL 0 KATAAANAOG e€omAlopog MOIOL Ba
TIPWTOXPNOLLOTIOL|OEL TO €pyacTthpLo MAnpodopLlknG?
Je oxoAeio bdeutepofabOuiag pe 1 epyaotriplo pe 15
UTtOAOYLOTEG (AettoupyoUv ot 11-12), pe ekmaldeuTIKoUG
val Ttnyalvogpyxovtal o€ 2-3 oxoAeia, ue tov Kabnyntn
mAnpodopLKAG va Iponyeital otL xpron Tou
gpyaotnpiou eival mpaktikad advvarto va dtapopdwbel
TO WPOAOYLO TIPOYPOALLO WOTE VO UTIAPXEL OTOLXELWS WG
VOPUAA mpoacBacn otoug UNoAoOYLOTEG. To YndLlako
UALKO UTtApXEL, aAAA n xprion kat n aflomoinon tou o€
MPATMATIKEZ cuvOnkeg TnG MAELOVOTNTOG TWV
Onuooilwv oxoAelwv eilval emelkwg outorukn. O,TL
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YlVETAL, YIVETAL UE TIPOOWTILKO KOOTOG Kal UALKO (Ttx
laptop) tou ekmaldeutikov. Eival aoteio va WAAGUE yla
Pndlakd ekmaldeutikd UALKO Kal aglomoinon tou, otav
n mpoofacn o€ UNTOAOYLOTEG Kal Stadiktuo og mMAnBwpa
dnuooiwv oxoAelwv glval and TtouAdylotov
TPOPANUATIKA €wWG TavTeAwg aduvartn.

269 HeAAePn oxetikng urmtodopung (UTTOAOYLOTEG,
projectors) oto oxoA&lo nou epyalopol Kablotd
™n Xpnan tou Pwtodevipou aduvatn.

306 O SLopOLPACHOG EKTTALOEVUTIKWY TIPAKTLKWY £lvalt
TIOAU ONMAVTLKOG OTNV eKMAilSeVon: EUTIVEEL,
QAVOTITUCOEL TN yvwon Kat Snuoupyel to atodnua
HLOG KOWOTNTAG.

307 Xpnrilouv enikalpornoinong

345 MapakoAouBnoa tnv empopdwon enuedou Bl, kat
€toL €paBa yiato Web 2, to pwtddevtpo Kal Tig
MAATPOpUEC OTIwG ToVv AlowTto. Eival S8UokoAo va ta
aflomoLow yLati:

Ba npémneL va €xw ovvdeon pe Sltadiktuo yla va ta npoBaiw,dev
katddepa va kateBdow kamola Bivteo anod 1o pwtoddevipo mou
eixav evoéladépov, Ta Bivteo ota AyyAlka dev cuvodevovtal ano
avtiotolyo keipevo () touAdyxlotov eyw Sev To Bpnka), To Epyactript
TMANPOdOPLKAG Elval PLKpO KAl XpNOLUOTIOLELTAL ATt TOUG
ouvadéAdougtTngmAnpodopLkng

UTtAPXEL Ttieon xpovou (oto Nuuvaoto duo wpeg tnv eBdoudda poévo)
3TIC EpWTNOELG 13 Kot 14 oL anavtnoeLlg mou €dwaoa

bev LoxVouv yLati dev Ta xpnolpomolw otnv taén (ta

Exw SeL podvo otnv empopdwon erunedou Bl), aAdd

Sev uTtNpxE AUt N EVAAAQKTLKN AmAvTnon yLa va tTnv

ETUAEEW.

375 Aevxpnoluonolww to dwtddevrpo. Otav to

MPWTOETLoOKEPONKa TPV o Tpla xpovia, To Bprnka
TIOAU "ptwx0" o meplexopevo Kal dev avalntnoo
Eava tIc uninpeoieg tou. Kamola amnod ta mopanavw
otolxeta eivat Peudn kot cupnMAnpwONKav Povo yLa
TO OKOTIO TNG OAOKANPWONG TOU EpWTNHATOAOYiOU.

To tpLeTiag ta untdoAouta adopoulv TNV EUMELPLA OV TIPO TPLETLAG.

Jag EUXAPLOTW.

382 MNeplLoocOTEPO UALKO
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