Appendix A:  ICP OnLine


From Hutchison, 1995:


"The principal criteria underscoring and guiding the direction of our initiative were:





COST OF IMPLEMENTATION: it should be implementable at minimal cost.  We were constrained by a tight budget -- an ERASMUS grant of 9,600 ECUs awarded for the academic year 1993-4 to fund the administration of both the Student Mobility and the Curriculum Development programme, and which precludes the purchase of kit, software, books, and other durables, as well as staff costs.  The relatively 'low-tech' option of the Internet/World Wide Web was therefore an obvious choice.





COST OF ACCESS: consistent with the aim of extending the opportunity for 'virtual mobility' to many more than the few students who would normally be able to physically move to a host institution, it should allow low cost public access to the programme.  Effectively anyone with a computer and a modem, wherever they are physically located, should be enabled to participate. This meant that, at least in the short term, we should avoid high-cost high-tech media such as video-conferencing or interactive television.





SCALABILITY/VALUE-ADDED STUDENT PARTICIPATION: it should enable the portfolio of training materials and learning resources to be expanded at minimal cost to include new partners and increased student 'virtual mobility'.





FLEXIBILITY: releasing learning from the time and space constraints of the physical lecture or workshop enables learners to work at their own pace and with just those resources that the s/he needs rather than those that the structured nature of the traditional lecture course imposes. This flexibility then further supports distance learning in continuing education.





REUSABILITY: there should be no unnecessary 'reinventing the wheel'. It should wherever possible, for reasons of sheer commonsense as well as of cost of development, seek to use resources that are already out there in the public thoroughfares of CyberSpace in a cost-efficient customization of the student learning environment.





QUALITY ASSURANCE AND CONTROL: subject experts - for example, from residential universities or from professional societies - would be responsible for examination procedures and for conformity with national and international standards





CREDIT-WORTHINESS and ACCREDITATION: Potential candidates for such validation bodies are the traditional residential universities and the professional societies (such as the Royal Society of Arts, British Computer Society, British Psychological Society, and so forth).  In a many ways the latter option would mark a novel return to the old methods of validating one's professional competence.





Two further advantages we perceived in porting the programme to the Internet were that:





-	the teaching and resource materials may be updated, extended or otherwise modified regularly at minimal cost since only a single electronic copy - rather than multiple paper copies - need be changed, and


-	while the ICP co-ordinator would remain responsible for ensuring the global coherence of the programme, the distributed nature of the resource ensures that individual institutions would be able to add further materials reflecting their native expertise (e.g. linguistic engineering from Münster, logic programming from Milan, formal methods from Leipzig, expert systems from Paris, neural networks from Limerick, . . .).





A prototype version of the ERASMUS ICP 'ICP OnLine' was launched in the Summer of 1994.  The World Wide Web (WWW), in providing the simplest and most user-friendly access to the Internet through browsers such as Mosaic and Netscape has been adopted as the student interface to the 'ICP OnLine', with its entry point via an ERASMUS 'home page' on a server located at Kingston University.  The primary objective of the project is to support 'virtual student mobility' such as to extend the linguistic and cultural benefits of mobility from the tens of students in an institution who can move physically to the potentially many hundreds of students who, with access to the Internet, can participate as 'virtual movers'."  (Hutchison, 1995)





�
Appendix B:  NITOL as a pilot trial; research issues


NITOL is aiming at research to find out more about -


-	application of electronic networks to present educational material


-	establishing network based learning environments for co-operative learning and exchange of experience, knowledge and competency


-	collaboration between and within institutions of higher education for making studies for different subject areas available 


-	exploitation of special competence/expertise at one institution by providing it also to students and colleagues at other institutions


-	development of a well adapted technical environment for flexible and co-operative learning, "The electronic learning  arena"


-	rationalisation and automation of registration and evaluation


-	testing new, pedagogically adapted tools for "The electronic learning arena"


-	applying AI methods (knowledge technology) in education


-	application of hyperstructures like hypermedia and hypertext to transmit learning


-	applying various systems for data transfer, e.g. modem, digital telephone, ISDN, local and global computer networks, broadband network


-	remote control of work stations in a computer network.


Six aspects appear to be especially interesting as areas of research, both individually, and as interacting approaches:


-	Application and extension of the studies offered through NITOL


-	Learning and knowledge building


-	Organisational changes


-	Technical systems, development and potential


-	Service, design and administration of the project


-	Methods, pedagogically related to co-operative, network-based learning


The user dimension


-	How does the actor make use of his time? When (time of day) and how long are the work sessions? How often?


-	How does the actor develop his own understanding of his need to learn? What are his individual learning goals? How does he evaluate the usefulness of the various learning resources in achieving his goals?


-	Does the actor understand the need for participation in an evolving knowledge base? How, and in what manner can this best be carried out?


-	Is it possible to define an "intensive NITOL user"? How do the different actors see an "intensive NITOL user"? What is her/his work environment like? What are the prerequisites for becoming an "intensive NITOL user"?


-	What are the actor's motivations (qualifications, personal development, subject, the technical system, reward_)?


-	What is the reward for participating in NITOL (education, diploma)?


-	What is the value of NITOL courses for the user? (better learning/quality, easy access to lecturers or support personnel, saves time, not bound by schedule or geography, provides courses not available at own institution_)


-	How does NITOL participation vary with the different factors mentioned above? 


The learning dimension


-	Does NITOL actually provide distributed study opportunities? On what conditions?


-	How is contact developed between the actors in the learning/teaching environment?


-	What is meant by an evolving knowledge base? What is the cost of putting this into practice ("reification")? What is the quality of it?


-	What other forms of study and learning can be compared with what NITOL offers?


-	Is learning through the NITOL project efficient? Criteria for efficiency? 


-	What is open about NITOL's open learning?


-	How does the electronic presentation of information compare to other media?


-	How do the users apply the conference system? For professional discussions? For social contact?


-	Does the electronic network have any learning advantages compared to other types of distance learning? Compared to lectures (at universities/colleges)?


-	Are there any differences in the subjects/topics that lend themselves to electronic learning?


-	Does the NITOL-program have any valuable learning effects? Are there any methods/effects that could be improved?


Changes in organisation


-	Is there agreement or conflict between the learning offered/information acquired and the demands from the institution/company? How does this function?


-	What are the conditions of organisation for the implementation of NITOL?


-	What changes take place in organisations that participate in NITOL? 


-	How is NITOL integrated in the organisations' goals and values?


-	For whom, and for what purpose is NITOL suitable?


-	Can NITOL be used as a model for broader cooperation between all Norwegian institutions of higher education, as a realisation of the Norway-net? 


-	How do teaching and research personnel perceive their work within the NITOL-system?


-	How do students perceive the "open" form of organisation? As a simpler form of carrying out studies, or as an inferior form of study?


-	What about copy rights and academic property related to study materials developed electronically? Is it possible to find some form of agreement concerning the exchange of products, or should all electronic "lectures" be protected (technically) against copying?


-	Might  programmes like NITOL lead to reduction in the academic environments at universities and colleges? Will research personnel practice home-based teaching and research? Will students save time and money with home-based studies?


-	Might offers of flexible learning lead to lengthening the time to complete studies?


The technical dimension


Research related to technology:


-	Organisation, e.g. methods for organising information in a manner that reflects the wishes/needs of the actors in addressing it. Open-ended, free systems must aid and support the individual user in organising information in her/his own way.


-	Implementation, i.e. structures that facilitate orientation in information, and make use of an open system, recover and process information in the same systems.  Since the task of creating learning sequences may also fall on the student, it is necessary to make the tools accessible, so that the student can easily, and in a natural manner, set up his own learning sequences.


-	Processing information, i.e. development of tools that allow direct manipulation of information, organisation and structuring.  Central here is concrete manipulation, e.g. of objects in models.


-	Flexibility, i.e. arranging resources in a manner that students can achieve their goals in alternative and flexible ways. Ideally, the resources will be context sensitive and support the student in a manner appropriate to the student's own level and aptitudes.  Therefore, it may be necessary to make the resources available in alternative and complementary forms.


-	Communication, i.e. development of competency, methods and tools for allowing the actors to communicate in, to and from the learning environment in a natural, efficient and transparent manner.  Research must be done to determine which communication forms and media supplement each other and enrich the learning situation. Synchronous vs. asynchronous communication, or a combination? What information is necessary?  Simple text, graphics, pictures and sound, still pictures or animation, picture series?  Or complete audio-visual communication through something like a videophone?  It will also be necessary to do research on the integrating factor of these components, for example, whether all of them must be available on the same screen at the same time.


-	Hyperstructures, e.g. the characteristics of the various hyperstructures, nodes, links, requirements for navigation, requirements for an overview/structure map. How can new forms of interprocess communication influence node and link structures?


-	Multimedia, i.e. connecting to and utilising multimedia stations. What are their advantages, and how can we best make use of them, etc.?


-	Transmitting in a high speed network.  Connecting with multimedia stations and study how they can be utilised. What are their advantages?


Functionality of the technical system:


-	Demands for functionality for various uses with NITOL?


-	Administrative and maintenance tasks with a system like NITOL? How can these be taken care of, and by whom (qualification tests?).  What does the technical system provide that is special, new, innovative?


-	Integration of resources, for example the knowledge base, lessons (e.g. hyperstructures), communication systems, mail systems and other resources/tools.


Service, design and administration of NITOL


-	What are the functions and tasks for the administrator, designer and evaluator?


-	In what way are the actors involved in design, administration and evaluation?


-	Is there a need for both process and final evaluation?


-	Can we explain the administration process?


-	Can we explain the evaluation process?


-	Can we explain the design process?


-	What is common for the processes listed above?  In time, tasks?  (Here we are thinking of NITOL as a service and not as a product).


-	What are the cost of the system?  How can the costs be evaluated and compared to other systems?


-	What are the main points in the implementation process? 


The educational/methodo�logical dimension


-	Does an open learning program in general - and NITOL in particular - lead to a need for re-evaluation of previously accepted educational principles?


-	What is the potential and what are the limits of the electronic learning arena compared to traditional higher education? 


-	What special demands regarding methods and pedagogy does the NITOL concept make upon the teaching personnel? 


-	an new ways of pedagogical/methodological thinking influence (positively/negatively) traditional teaching? 


-	Does open learning place demands on students that traditional learning forms do not?


�
Appendix C: two North American cases


Case 1 (between University of Maryland at College Park and Indiana University) was seen as a "strategic opportunity to change the MBA program topic of 'technology-enabled distributed teamwork' from a conceptual teaching experience for the students to a hands-on learning experience through the use of an emerging technology.  The experience is quoted as:





"Differences in curricula, students, scheduling, and infrastructure between the two universities greatly complicated the process of orchestrating a synchronous class project.  For example, at Maryland, the faculty member had complete control in selecting class topics and projects while Indiana used a highly integrated curriculum among the core classes which did not permit changes to accommodate the project.  Thus, student participation in the project had to be done on an out-of-class volunteer basis.  Also, the Indiana students were full-time MBA students who lived near campus and were on campus four days a week.  Maryland had part-time students who commuted to campus only one or two evenings per week for a fixed-period evening class.  These differences between class content and student availability placed tremendous constraints on the design of the project.  Additionally, infrastructure differences necessitated that the DVC systems at one university could be housed in the College of Business but they had to be setup and stored between each session.  The other university could permanently set up the equipment, but it was housed in a building across campus and only available in the evenings.  These constraints, however, did not render the project infeasible.  The students at both universities were highly motivated and were willing to spend the extra effort (e.g. walking to a different building to access the DVC units or making extra trips to the campus) to work on the project.





The technical and logistical constraints paled in comparison to designing meaningful, curriculum-relevant collaborative learning exercises for the student teams.  The faculty met face-to-face in early January for a two day session to develop the learning exercises.  After much brainstorming and further explicit recognition of the many constraints at each university, the faculty chose to author two business cases in the context of a management consulting firm.  The premise of the case was the consideration of investing in advanced technologies to support intraorganizational communication and distributed teamwork.  Assignments were made for writing the cases and seeding them with curriculum-relevant topics.  After two weeks of development, the concept of the management consulting firm was abandoned as too abstract for student learning.  The case scenario was switched to the more tangible (i.e. product-oriented) grocery industry and two cases were written to represent different firms.  To accommodate all the students registered in the courses, it was decided that student teams would have two UMCP and two IU members and that each team would meet for three sessions via the DVC systems to resolve the case.  A formal, big screen video conference was held between the student groups at the two universities to kickoff the project.  Faculty from both institutions and MBA program administrators spoke to both groups of students via the videoconferencing link.  The ceremonial kickoff meeting was used to help create excitement and lend credibility to the new and unproven project.





Evaluation: The student team linkages between universities were very popular with the students due to the novelty and uniqueness of the project and use of the advance information technology (DVC units).  As one student wrote on his evaluation form, "A particular strength of the project worth noting was the participation of the Indiana University MBA students.  Our colleagues at IU brought different perspectives to the sessions and added value to this experience of learning a new technology." The faculty at both institutions were pleased with the learning outcomes of the project and the visibility it had generated in the business schools and at the campus level.  The faculty realized, however, the enormous opportunity costs (in terms of faculty time) in coordinating an inter-institutional project.  The faculty met for a second face-to-face work session to review the student assessments of the project and to analyze some objective measures."


(Wheeler et al., 1995)


In the second case was opportunistic and symmetrical between the University of Maryland at College Park and the University of Arizona.  It capitalised upon each university's high-technology lecture theatre aiming to "demonstrate the viability of technology-mediated collaborative learning environments and enable distributed student learning activities".  It was planned to create a joint syllabus for a graduate MBA elective course.





"The course established two levels of technology-enabled collaboration.  The first was synchronous (same time / different place) teaching between the two theaters via videoconferencing and linked learning support software.  . . . The learning support software provided the students electronic access to the instructors' lecture notes.  Each student could then augment the notes in real-time during the class.  The software also provided for quick polling on discussion issues.  Software provided joint idea generation and commenting facilities to all students.  Additional software provided an electronic seating chart with a queuing mechanism for proposing questions from either site. One of the faculty members taught each class (or subsession of a class) to both groups. The second level of the project was for asynchronous (different time / different place) collaboration for analyzing a Harvard Business School case between distributed student teams. Each team used Lotus Notes to analyze and formally write a case analysis for the project."





"Both the faculty and students have observed the value in terms of heterogeneous perspectives brought by having two faculty members teach the class at the same time.  Similarly, the student projects benefited from the heterogeneous perspectives contributed by each university's students.  From the faculty's perspective, the coordination costs have greatly escalated the time required to plan and deliver the courses.  However, the total number of hours spent on lecturing by the individual faculty member were reduced.  The faculty plan on continuing the collaboration in teaching their courses in the future."


(Wheeler et al., 1995)


�
Appendix D:  A framework for partnerships


D.1  Shared Vision at the Top


A key to successful inter-institutional relationships is dedicated champions at all collaborating institutions.  These champions must define shared goals and objectives.  Also, these goals and objectives must consider the diversity of each institution and thus have meaning and importance to local constituents.


Since faculty members (or groups of faculty) usually have very broad control of the content and conduct of their courses, change in this area must necessarily be championed by faculty members.  Shared vision by deans or other top level administrators who are resource gatekeepers will be required for institutionalization (see discussion below), but may not be required for startup projects.  The shared goals and objectives of the project must point towards some viable payoff for each faculty member.  The value of these may be mediated by the career stage the faculty member and may take the form of intrinsic rewards (e.g. enabling a 'better' learning environment for students) or extrinsic rewards (e.g. research toward promotion, improved teaching evaluations, etc.).  Since the reward structures and allocation processes vary greatly by institution, it is important that the early vision for the project explicitly address desirable payoffs for each champion.  Once goals are defined, local champions can 'sell' the concept to those in control of local resources such as courses, curriculum, and technology.  As with projects within most organizations, without champions and clearly defined goals, little success can be realized.


In the case of the two projects described, the shared vision was initiated and enacted by the faculty champions.  The institutions provided no additional release time or graduate assistants for the projects.  Much of the work was done at great personal cost (e.g. many extra hours on evenings and weekends, foregone opportunities for other research projects, direct financial costs, etc.), but the champions were willing to "gamble" on the opportunity based on their shared vision and belief that anticipated payoffs (e.g. research publication, favorable teaching evaluations, institutional visibility, etc.) would ensue from the collaborative project.


There are numerous obvious questions that must be answered when developing a shared vision for any relationship.  Table 1 presents several representative questions that emerged during the establishment of our relationships.  There were, of course, different questions for the project champions to consider from those of administrators at each institution.


Table 1: Representative questions when developing a shared vision at the top


Questions for champions to consider:�-	What objectives and rewards do you want to achieve? - What risks are you willing to�	accept?�-	How much time and energy can you allocate?�-	How will decisions be made and disagreements resolved?��Questions for institutions to consider:�-	How will students, other faculty, and the organization benefit?�-	What are the startup and ongoing costs and risks?�-	What is the potential of the project to generate incremental resources and benefits?�-	How does the project align itself with organizational mission, goals, and objectives?�-	What is the duration of the project and when will major events occur?�-	What roles will all individuals and organizations play in the relationship?�-	What is the duration of the relationship?


In the case of the two projects described in this essay, the primary benefit was to enhance students' learning experience while increasing institutional visibility.  The projects lasted from several weeks (the UMCP-IU project) to a full semester (the UMCP-UA project).  The faculty involved in the projects spent considerable time (about twice as much as it would take to teach the courses in the traditional way) in planning, coordinating, and delivering the courses.


D.2  Reciprocal Skills and Infrastructures


A second characteristic of successful partnerships is the need for complementary skills and resources.  Within this context, complementary skills primarily relate to the abilities and motivations of the individuals at each institution.  Similarly, complementary resources refer to the technological infrastructures at each institution.  In sum, all participants must 'need each other' in order to motivate individuals to expend the required effort to make the project successful.  However, the need for each other is a necessary but insufficient requirement.  Organizations must also have the technological infrastructures to successfully support the project.


In terms of the UMCP-IU project, a distant institutional partner engaged in MBA-relevant education was an absolute necessity for creating distributed teamwork via DVC.  While artificial distance could have been simulated via physical separation into different rooms, a key objective of the project was to enable collaborative learning by linking heterogeneous student teams (heterogeneity in terms of differences in MBA curriculum between the two schools due to IU's relatively more structured and integrated core MBA curriculum).  Thus, collaboration with another university was essential.  Symmetrical technological infrastructures were also essential for both projects.  The UMCP-IU project necessitated that both institutions buy newly emerging DVC technology.  With no institutional budget available for the project, each faculty champion pursued opportunities in his or her own environment for obtaining the necessary infrastructure.  Faculty at each university were successful in finding small one-time funding sources to get a small number of the DVC systems.  The UMCP-UA project had a jump start in that both institutions already had high technology teaching theaters, but some software development, reconfiguration of the computer networks, and establishment of communication links between the two local area networks (LANs) was required.  Fortunately, both of the departments had the in-house expertise for orchestrating the required infrastructure changes. Both projects required a high tolerance from everyone involved when the inevitable technology failures were encountered.  Sometimes work-arounds were possible, but in other cases, a small failure of one component of the technological link caused an on-the-fly revision of the educational content for the class session.  Table 2 provides guidance for answering reciprocal skills and infrastructure questions from both the champion and institutional perspective.


Table 2 Representative questions defining reciprocal skills and infrastructures


Questions for champions to consider: �-	Who is responsible for project definition, design, development of materials, and�	execution of project activities?�-	What are you willing and capable of doing?�-	To what extent are project assistants available?�-	To what extent do activities and events need to be synchronized by time, content, and�	technology?��Questions for institutions to consider: �-	What are the number of students or classes involved in the project?�-	What current resources are needed?�-	What new resources are needed?�-	How will resources be utilized over time?�-	Who schedules resources and monitors their use?�-	Are there costs for not investing in the project?�-	What are the ramifications of this project on other faculty, classes, and students?


In the cases described here, the primary responsibility for project definition, design and development of materials resided with the faculty.  Faculty at the three universities were assisted by graduate students and support staff for technical implementation and trouble shooting.  The project involved 178 students on the three campuses (120 students in the UMCP-IU project, and 58 students in the UMCP-UA project).  Both projects required development and utilization of advanced information technology infrastructure as described before.


D.3  Concrete Plans for Early Success


Cash and colleagues state that "partnerships grow from strength to strength" (1992, p. 226).  This means that projects must have early success to quickly demonstrate their value to internal and external agents.  Without early success, the desire to support larger, more encompassing projects will be unlikely.  For example, the initial UMCP-IU project was constrained to a relatively small scope in order to learn the necessary requirements for a larger project and to also have an early success.  The initial project was run on a "shoe string" budget with very little formal organizational support. Achieving an initial success with the first phase of the project resulted in gaining a significant infusion of resources from both internal and outside sources for a second project phase.  Without initial successes to build on, the acquisition of the substantial resources for later project phases would not have occurred.


Table 3 Representative questions defining concrete plans for early success


Questions for champions to consider:�-	What is the simplest project design?�-	What is the most encompassing project design? - What activities must a project have�	to realize individual and institutional goals?�-	What must the project achieve to be considered a success? A quick success?�-	What activities must the project have in order to attract additional resources?��Questions for institutions to consider: �-	What successes can be anticipated with the current infrastructure?�-	What is the exposure if the project is unsuccessful?


The phased approach to execution of the UMCP-IU project was highly effective in establishing the feasibility of the concept and securing the needed resources for the full-scale implementation in a subsequent semester. In the UMCP-UA project, a relatively simple technical configuration for data sharing between the two videoconferenced classes proved to be highly effective in provision of interactivity between the video linked classrooms. In both cases, the simplicity of the project and technical designs and well-defined objectives lead to the ultimate success of the projects.


D.4  Coordination of Procedures


All faculty sponsors involved in the two example projects view the coordination issues as the most difficult aspect of enacting collaborative telelearning projects. At least three issues exacerbated this issue for the UMCP-IU project. The synchronous nature of the four, concurrent collaborative student sessions (i.e. four student teams were meeting through eight DVC systems at one time) meant that all of the technology, business case handouts, room scheduling, and student team rotation to use the machines had to be precisely planned and coordinated between the two institutions. A second issue was coordinating documents to support both the pedagogical and research goals of the project. Coordination of the paperwork required for the case analysis and some research measurement of satisfaction etc. was a challenging issue. A final coordination difficulty was working within the asymmetrical curricular environments of the two institutions. For both projects, our experience unequivocally demonstrates that extensive, ongoing, real-time coordination is a prerequisite to success.


Table 4 Representative questions defining coordination procedures


Questions for champions to consider: �-	How will you share information? - How will you synchronize curricula and syllabi?�-	How will differences in student populations influence activities?�-	Will all partnership activities occur during "class time"?�-	How will students working with remote colleagues communicate and coordinate�	deliverables?��Questions for institutions to consider: �-	Will technology resources only be used during fixed scheduled times or will they�	need to be available on an ongoing, as-needed basis?�-	How do support personnel at each location coordinate activities (e.g. schedule video�	test connections) and who is "in charge"?


In the UMCP-IU project, students used DVC units to collaborate and communicate during pre-specified and pre-arranged time periods.  Faculty and support staff used e-mail extensively to coordinate their activities during the projects.  In the UMCP-UA project, the two faculty used almost identical syllabi and similar pedagogies in teaching their courses.  Both faculty members were present during the videoconferenced class-time and took turns in lecturing and leading the class discussions.  In both projects, differences in cultural climates and ideosyncratic student body demographics at the institutions enhanced learning by bringing different perspectives into the process.  In the UMCP-UA project, students working with remote colleagues used Louts Notes to communicate and coordinate their activities outside the classroom.


The willingness of the faculty and support staff involved in these projects to work cooperatively and be flexible in teaching, scheduling, and delivery of the courses greatly facilitated project coordination and execution.


D.5  Appropriate Partnership Architecture


"Partnering companies must establish structures and guidelines that ensure fairness and profit on both sides" (Cash et al., 1992, p. 227).  This means that when defining the partnership agreement, the risks and rewards of the relationship must be structured in a way that all partners only contribute what they are able.  In other words, since it is unlikely that all organizations will have the same abilities to allocate resources to a project, these differences must be recognized at the outset of the relationship.  Also, it must also be recognized at the outset that different institutions and individuals will have different incentives and objectives.  These differences must be recognized so that ongoing and post-project rewards can be defined and allocated most appropriately.


Since the formation of inter-institutional collaborative projects is still a risky process, the choice of a partner is a key issue.  While the a priori activities of defining a shared vision and goals can be done before the project begins, each faculty member exposes his or her own local reputation to the ability of the remote faculty champion to deliver whatever the situation requires at the moment.  Thus, our experience completely reinforces the need for establishing a partnership with a faculty member who can be trusted to deliver whatever is needed at the moment - which can often exceed what was envisioned or promised.


Table 5 Representative questions when developing a partnership architecture


Questions for champions to consider:�-	What outcomes does each partner expect for a their level of involvement?�-	What outcomes must occur?�-	What are the distinctive competencies of each partner?�-	What activities are each partner capable and willing to perform?��Questions for institutions to consider: �-	What short and long-term commitments must be made to make the partnership a�	success?


In this case, the faculty involved in the projects expected well-defined learning and research outcomes from the projects.  More specifically, the faculty felt that enriching the students' learning experience was a necessary outcome of the projects.  Research outcomes in form of conference presentations and research publications were viewed as desired outcomes from the projects.  The faculty involved in the case offered distinctive competencies toward achieving the project outcomes.  For example, one of the faculty involved in the UMCP-UA project presented the course content from a macro and organizational perspective while the other faculty member presented the material from a micro and individual perspective.  These complementary perspectives lead to synergy, delivering high-value to the students.


�
Appendix E:  The initial set of questions


A scenario:


A group of universities have agreed to create a Virtual Learning Institute.  Certain departments or groups in those institutions all offer students courses in a certain discipline and agree to make some of their courses or course modules available using Internet and WWW functionalities.  They also agree to provide local tutoring and tutoring through computer conferencing.  Students from any of the universities may select a course module from another university; any course credit that they are awarded is recognised as counting towards the diploma or degree.





-------------------------





Why should tutors, their immediate 'department' or their university decide to collaborate in this way?





What might be the 'political' or 'operational' barriers to such a collaboration?





-------------------------------------


Amongst these a key issues is that of motivation; why should a tutor, department or university be interested in collaboration with another European university?  What benefits might accrue at the personal and institutional level?  What barriers exist to this happening now?





It will be necessary to ask questions of tutors (such as ourselves) but also, Head of Departments and other university 'managers' for their perspectives.


________________________________________________


Professional motivation


P1.	Do you think that if your students had access to course modules from other universities, their curriculum could be enhanced?





P2.	Is there a specific way in which this might happen?





P3.	Would you want or expect that a tutor who created the modules to also act as the tele-tutor for your own students or would you want/expect to do that yourself? or in collaboration?





P4.	How might the assessment of students take place?  Only from your own institution or could the assessment of the tele-tutor be accepted?





P5.	What might be the biggest barrier to such sharing?





P6.	At what academic level might sharing be most valuable (undergraduate, Master's/Diploma)?





P7.	Would you expect that the availability of 'external' course modules to be a selling point in attracting more students to your courses?


Economic motivations


E1.	How is your department or institution (which?) paid for the teaching which you undertake?  By government grant?  By personal student fees?





E2.	Is your department or institution (which?) a cost-centre which has to meet targets for numbers of students?





E3.	Would you expect/be able to pay for the use of course modules and/or any tele-tutor cost?





E4.	Would you expect a cost-saving to your institution in such sharing?





E5.	Have you been involved in physical student exchange (e.g. in ERASMUS)?  What economic benefits/costs did that entail?


General questions:


G1.	Have you been involved in course/student sharing already?  national or international?





G2.	If 'yes' under what sort of conditions?  what do you see as the benefits?





G3.	Is there an administrative person or role in your department/institution who would be engaged in negotiation of course module sharing?





G4.	Would you consider that personal tutor-tutor contact is essential for collaborative agreements to be reached or could this be done (or supported usefully) by someone with an administrative role.


--------------------------------
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