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1. DESCRIPTION 
 
‘Individual Development through e-Learning’ within the LEARNOVATION ‘Map of e-
Learning Territories’ includes, on the one hand, the entire spectrum of technology-
enhanced learning, mainly at home (but also beyond), but without substantial mediation 
by formal Education and Training (E&T) institutions. It furthermore stresses the lifelong 
learning (LLL) perspective as outlined, for instance, in the ‘Memorandum on Lifelong 
Learning’1 by the European Commission. In more concrete terms, this territory is 
characterised by non-formal learning processes, mostly enacted in parallel to 
mainstream E&T systems and especially by means of informal or incremental learning 
activities, which are often spontaneous and self-managed, not necessarily intentional 
and not targeted towards a specific achievement and/or performance. Informal learning 
can be perceived as a process, through which individuals acquire skills and knowledge, 
but also attitudes and values, from daily experience and from all educational resources 
and influences in their own environment: at home, at work, at play, through 
conversations, through media etc2. Learning in this sense is a natural and continuous 
supplement to the everyday life of individuals. The described elements of purposeful 
learning should not be regarded as distinct entities but instead as semi-permeable 
categories in complex and constant interactions in professional and private lives as 
they become more and more integrated in the emergent knowledge society. 
Nevertheless, large bodies of research estimate that informal learning is the source of 
approximately 80% of what we learn in our lives.3 
 
On the other hand, this territory puts an emphasis on personal development. Again, the 
terminology remains rather ambiguous and definitions rather inconsistent. Based on 
theoretical desk research, the precursor of LEARNOVATION, the project HELIOS4 
adopted a temporary working definition that personal development indicates pathways 
of individual enrichment and personal growth, which can be – e.g. in the sense of Kurt 
Lewin5 - obtained individually and/or in interaction with the surrounding social situation, 
also often described as B = f (P, E) i.e. behaviour as a function of the person and the 
environment. 
 
Finally, this territory is strongly related to aspects of social inclusion and e-inclusion. 
The eEurope Advisory Group6 defines e-inclusion as follows: “e-Inclusion refers to the 
effective participation of individuals and communities in all dimensions of the 
knowledge-based society and economy through their access to ICT, made possible by 
the removal of access and accessibility barriers, and effectively enabled by the 
willingness and ability to reap social benefits from such access. 

                                                 
1 Commission of the European Communities (2000). A Memorandum on Lifelong Learning. Commission Staff 

Working Paper SEC (2000) 1832. URL: http://www.bologna-berlin2003.de/pdf/MemorandumEng.pdf 
2  Conner, Marcia L. (2005). Informal Learning. URL: http://www.agelesslearner.com/intros/informal.html.  
3  Cross J. (2203). Informal Learning – the other 80%. URL: 

http://www.internettime.com/Learning/The%20Other%2080%25.htm and Cross J. (2203). Informal Learning – A 
Sound Investment. URL: 
http://www.clomedia.com/content/templates/clo_col_effectiveness.asp?articleid=277&zoneid=104 

4  HELIOS (2005). Is e-Learning contributing to Personal Development of European Citizens? Working Paper on the 
3rd HELIOS Thematic Analysis and the 3rd HELIOS Seminar, Brussels, 15.12.2005. URL: http://www.education-
observatories.net/helios 

5  Lewin, K. (1935). A dynamic theory of personality. New York: McGraw-Hill 
6  The report ‘e-Inclusion: New Challenges and policy recommendations’ coordinated by Daniel Kaplan for the 

eEurope Advisory Group is available at: http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/servlets/Doc?id=23098 

http://www.bologna-berlin2003.de/pdf/MemorandumEng.pdf
http://www.agelesslearner.com/intros/informal.html
http://www.internettime.com/Learning/The%20Other%2080%25.htm
http://www.clomedia.com/content/templates/clo_col_effectiveness.asp?articleid=277&zoneid=104
http://www.education-observatories.net/helios
http://www.education-observatories.net/helios
http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/servlets/Doc?id=23098
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[…] Further, e-Inclusion refers to the degree to which ICT contribute to equalising and 
promoting participation in society at all levels (i.e. social relationships, work, culture, 
political participation, etc.) […] The digital divide measures the gap between those who 
are empowered to substantially participate in an information and knowledge-based 
society and economy, and those who are not.” 
 
The relation between individual development and e-learning reflects therefore the ‘e’-
component in individual daily life processes within wider societal aspects, i.e. the use of 
e-content and e-services for primarily personal, non-formal and informal learning 
purposes contributing to the personal development of individuals and active citizenship 
under an e-inclusion perspective. 
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2. INNOVATION PARADIGMS IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
AND TRAINING 

 
 
2.1 WHAT WAS HOPED 
 
The use of second generation Internet technologies – what O'Reilly7 introduced as 
Web 2.0 and what today is extended to related terms such as Learning 2.0, Enterprise 
2.0 and Quality 2.0 – such as web logs (blogs), video logs (vlogs), wikis, pod-casting, 
tagging, ‘folksonomies’ (as opposed to taxonomies), ‘peer-to-peer’ (P2P) networks, 
RSS Newsfeeds, ‘Open Source Software’ (OSS)8, social software and computing as 
well as virtual worlds, is seemingly opening up innovative, bottom-up and direct 
possibilities for (not only) informal learning. Advocates of Web 2.0 suggest that the 
Internet is already moving from passive publication to active participation; that the 
Internet is one of the major knowledge repositories for personal knowledge acquisition 
(or informal learning); and will as a consequence put increasing pressure on traditional, 
formal E&T systems. It can be furthermore assumed that informal learning is already 
triggering non-formal or even formal learning processes. 
The developments from the mainly passive publication-based Web 1.0 towards a 
participatory Web 2.0 can be characterised by the following elements, which are 
summarised in the following figure. 
 

 
Figure 1: ‘Meme Map’ of Web 2.0 

Source: Brainstorming session of ‘Friends of O’Reilly’ (FOO) at a summer camp at 
O'Reilly Media, USA 

                                                 
7  O'Reilly, T. (2005). What is Web 2.0; URL: http://www.oreilly.de/artikel/web20.html  
8  SourceForge.net, assumed to be the world's largest development and download repository of Open Source code 

and applications lists more than 100,000 open source software projects; for more information see 
http://sourceforge.net  

http://www.oreilly.de/artikel/web20.html
http://sourceforge.net/
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The term e-Learning 2.0 in turn is normally used to refer to new ways of thinking about 
e-learning inspired by the emergence of Web 2.0. Associated terms used for e-
Learning 2.0 include learner-centred, immersive, Google-learning, connected, game-
based, workflow-related, informal or mobile learning. From an e-Learning 2.0 
perspective, conventional e-learning systems were based on instructional packets that 
were delivered to learners using Internet technologies, mostly within standardised 
learning environments. The role of the learner consisted in rather transmissive learning 
with largely pre-packaged, pre-defined and pre-organised online learning materials. In 
contrast, e-Learning 2.0 places increased emphasis on personalisation, social 
interaction, communication and collaboration through the use of social software. This 
phenomenon has also been referred to as ‘Long Tail Learning’9. 
 
 
2.2 WHAT HAPPENED 
 
In relation to the current Web 2.0 developments, authors illustrate the changes arising 
from the ongoing transition from Learning 1.0 to 2.0 triggered by the above-described 
technological evolution. Ehlers et al (200810), for example, summarise the main 
changes in (e-)learning as depicted in the following table. 
 
(e-)Learning 1.0 (e-)Learning 2.0 

Learning Platform & Learning Management 
Systems (LMS) 

Personal Learning Environment (PLEs) 

Acquisition processes Participation processes 

Multimedia (Interactivity) Social networks / Communities of Practice 
(CoP) 

Externally provided content User-created content 

Curricula Learning diaries/e-portfolios 

Course structure Communication 

Tutor availability Learner and peer interaction 

Quality assessed through experts Quality assessed through learners and peers 
Table 1: From (e-)Learning 1.0 to (e-)Learning 2.0 

 
In accordance, Wheeler11 notes that the ‘e’ in e-Learning (2.0) stands for “extended”, 
[…], “enhanced”, […], “everywhere” and he concludes that “the knowledge economy 
emphasises the value of knowledge over other economic resources, creating greater 
need than ever for up-to-date, accessible and flexible learning provision. 

                                                 
9 Karrer, T (2008) Corporate Long Tail Learning and Attention Crisis; URL: 
http://elearningtech.blogspot.com/2008/02/corporate-learning-long-tail-and.html 
10 Ehlers, U., Riley, D. & Paviotti, G. (2008). QMPP – Quality Management in Peer Production. Quality for e-Learning 

2.0: New Quality for New Learning. Presentation given at the Microlearning Conference 2008 ‘Microlearning & 
Capacity Building’, University of Innsbruck, 25 – 27 June 2008; URL: 

 http://www.microlearning.org/ml08_prelimprogram.pdf  
11  Wheeler S. (2007). Learning with 'e's: Defining technology supported e-learning within a knowledge economy. 

Paper presented at the International Conference on ‘Information Communication Technologies in Education’ 
(ICICTE) 2007, Heraklion, Crete, Greece. 12-14 July 2007; URL: 

 http://www2.plymouth.ac.uk/distancelearning/ICICTE2007.doc 

http://elearningtech.blogspot.com/2008/02/corporate-learning-long-tail-and.html
http://www.microlearning.org/ml08_prelimprogram.pdf
http://www2.plymouth.ac.uk/distancelearning/ICICTE2007.doc
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With the advent of the third generation of mobile technologies, advanced and wider 
coverage telecommunication networks, broadband and wireless connectivity, intelligent 
agents and with the next generation of handheld and wearable devices on the horizon, 
‘everywhere learning’ is set to radically transform the way we conceive, practice and 
consume education in the next few years. Web 2.0 social software will individualise the 
experience for millions of users worldwide. Then perhaps we will witness the 
‘everything’ of e-learning originally predicted by Katz and Oblinger12”. 
 
 
2.3 ANALYSIS AND AWARENESS LEVELS 
 
It becomes obvious from the above that access to learning opportunities as well as the 
necessary skills to fully utilise those learning opportunities are fundamental for this 
territory. Therefore, another view of innovation is based on the explanation framework 
of the digital divide developed by Slizard Molnár13, which is primarily based on the fact 
that a combination of three variables is shaping technology diffusion and adoption (as 
suggested by E.M. Rogers, 1962): the degree of penetration of technological 
innovation(s), the rate of growth and the actual properties of the technologies 
themselves. The interaction of these three variables leads to three types of ‘diffusion 
states’: i) Saturation: where penetration is practically complete and growth is stagnant; 
ii) Plateau: where penetration is very high but not complete and growth is low or 
oscillating; iii) Dynamic: where penetration is lower but increasing and growth is very 
high. The model also suggests that the differential operation of these diffusion and 
adoption factors, in terms of the uptake and adoption of ICT technologies, will shape 
the process and subsequently the features of different types of ‘digital divides’ and 
individual development through e-learning. The model identifies three broad types of 
related ‘digital divides’, each associated with these different diffusion ‘moments’ as 
displayed in the table below. 
 

 
Table 2: Molnár’s types of digital divides 

 

                                                 
12  Katz, R. & Oblinger, D. (Eds.) (2000). The "E" is for Everything: E-commerce, E-Business, and E-Learning in the 

Future of Higher Education. Educause Leadership Strategies: Volume 2. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass 
Publishers 

13  Molnár, S (2003) ‘The Explanation Frame of the Digital Divide’, Proceedings of the Summer School, “Risks and 
Challenges of the Network Society", 4-8 August 2003, Karlstad University, Sweden; the report is e.g. available at: 
http://www.cs.kau.se/IFIP-
summerschool/preceedings/molnar.pdf#search=%22Moln%C3%A1r%20The%20Explanation%20Frame%20of%20t
he%20Digital%20Divide%22 

http://www.cs.kau.se/IFIP-summerschool/preceedings/molnar.pdf#search=%22Moln%C3%A1r%20The%20Explanation%20Frame%20of%20the%20Digital%20Divide%22
http://www.cs.kau.se/IFIP-summerschool/preceedings/molnar.pdf#search=%22Moln%C3%A1r%20The%20Explanation%20Frame%20of%20the%20Digital%20Divide%22
http://www.cs.kau.se/IFIP-summerschool/preceedings/molnar.pdf#search=%22Moln%C3%A1r%20The%20Explanation%20Frame%20of%20the%20Digital%20Divide%22
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As the table shows, the three digital divide ‘modes’ are defined as: 

♦ Access divide: based on a simple distinction between those who have access to 
ICTs and those who do not; use is shaped by physical access alongside 
behaviour differences based on income, geography, education, ethnicity, gender 
and age; 

♦ Usage divide: depicting a situation where uptake of ICTs is relatively widespread, 
but a division exists between those who wish to use ICTs and those who do not; 
primary factors shaping utilisation are now awareness, motivations, appropriate 
content, digital literacy and access to training, most closely allied to income and 
age; 

♦ Divide stemming from the quality of use: indicating a situation where ICTs have 
reached more or less saturation point, but differences exist in the opportunities 
and outcomes that can be realised by those who do have access to technology; 
‘qualitative differences’ between users and non-users are associated with the 
following variables: e-skills, digital and information literacy, personal abilities (e.g. 
critical thinking, research and evaluation) and empowerment needed for ‘sense-
making’ in digital worlds. In turn, these factors reflect variables that are important 
at the early adoption stage - education, income, gender, age and period of use. 

 
Since diffusion and adoption are dependent on a range of social, cultural and economic 
factors, the model also suggests that the three main digital divide ‘modes’ will further 
reflect configurations of these variables, including gender, age, geographical location, 
income and ethnicity. It is on this basis that these dynamics of the digital divide are 
likely to shape this territory. A key feature of this model is that it depicts the divide as 
transformative and cyclic when new technologies are introduced or further developed 
rather than static. The model suggests that simply promoting access for all cannot 
eliminate the divide and its effects. Molnár concludes that “the digital divide is a 
constantly transforming issue that does not show the picture of a static divide at all. […] 
Both the divide, and the questions and explanations are in movement.” 
 
The recently finalised study on ‘Status of e-Inclusion, measurement, analysis and 
approaches for improvement’14, mapping and analysing European and national policies 
and initiatives, concludes that Europe is in the process of re-focusing measures aimed 
at reducing the digital divide away from the provision of general ICT infrastructure to 
ensure e-access (20% of all analysed measures) and towards a greater emphasis on 
the issues of e-accessibility (and related usability aspects for persons with special 
needs; 19%), human capital, individual capacity or e-skills building (17%) and e-content 
and e-services development (25%). Furthermore, a progressive shift to increased 
emphasis on e-participation, e-democracy and active citizenship (i.e. 9% for social 
capital; 10% for participation) was observed. It also became obvious that Molnár’s 
three digital divide stages show considerable overlap, as over half of the analysed 
initiatives are ‘multiple e-inclusion initiatives’ addressing in parallel access, usage and 
quality of use divides. 

                                                 
14  See Topic Report 4 on ‘Recommendations for Future Action’ and ‘e-Inclusion Handbook’ available at 

http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/studies/index_en.htm#status; more information on the study 
is available at http://www.e-inclusion.co.uk 

http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/studies/index_en.htm#status
http://www.e-inclusion.co.uk/
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Finally, the study emphasises the need to expand Molnár’s model in order to explain 
better ‘what works with whom under which conditions’ through: i) a deeper engagement 
between e-inclusion and the broader domain of social inclusion; ii) constructivist 
approaches to social structures and interactions and to individual and societal value 
systems; iii) incorporation of widely divergent profiles, characteristics and needs of user 
groups; iv) ‘cultural patrimonies’, localisation and contextualisation factors and the role 
of ‘communities’; v) a higher ‘granularity’ in the unit of analysis i.e. by incorporating 
motivational/intentional, societal learning and development/coping perspectives and by 
applying life-world analyses through case studies focusing on benchmarking, 
benchlearning and bench-action15 at the same time; vi) applying a framework of distal 
(i.e. historical and societal factors) and proximal interactions (i.e. physical, normative, 
socio-cultural, psycho-social and organisational elements). 
 
 
2.4 PRESENT CHALLENGES 
 
The shift from transmissive to transformative modes of lifelong learning is associated 
with the increasing convergence of ICTs themselves. Henry Jenkins (2006) suggests 
that convergence is not simply about technical artefacts. Convergence is the set of new 
practices that emerge out of the proliferation of media channels or technologies, and 
the increasing frequency with which content flows across them. In other words, 
convergence involves cultural practices. These are driven, on the one hand, by top-
down corporate mass media production and also bottom-up consumer reception and 
creation. So on the one hand, consumers experience a seamless, hegemonic diet of 
reality shows, like Survivor, American Idol, The Apprentice, and The Restaurant, 
funded through high-value sponsorships in which products and services are more 
deeply integrated into the shows. On the other, ‘alternative’ content convergence is 
being developed through grassroots-based interest groups, using, amongst other 
things, social computing.16 The effects of these emergent ‘convergence dynamics’ on 
social relations and on learning (providing both opportunities for and barriers to 
learning) is not yet well understood. 
 
At the same time, there is also a significant body of evidence that suggests the 
opposite. That is to say, there is some evidence that e-learning is being used not to 
expand horizons of knowledge and to improve access for ‘hard-to-reach’ groups, but to 
support the re-structuring of Education and Training systems and improve their 
efficiency and effectiveness.  
 
Another major contested area in debates around the nature of individual development, 
e-learning and e-inclusion is the consideration of how the emergent knowledge society 
is fundamentally re-shaping social structures, social relationships and social identities, 
in turn affecting the personal development of individuals. 

                                                 
15 “The process of benchmarking is divided into seven phases: which functions to benchmark; importance of each 

subject area; whom to benchmark against; gather the benchmarking information; identify performance gaps; how to 
learn from the ‘best-in-class’ (benchlearning); and implementation of the changes (bench-action). Benchmarking, 
benchlearning and bench-action is not a one-time project. It is a continuous improvement strategy and a change 
management process.” Per V. Freytag, Svend Hollensen (2001). The process of benchmarking, benchlearning and 
bench-action. In The TQM Magazine, 2001, 13, 1, pp. 25 – 34  

16 Jenkins, H (2006). Convergence Culture: Where Old and New Media Collide. New York: New York University Press 
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On the one hand, the concept of ‘dialogic reflexivity’17 implies that the increasing 
pervasiveness of the knowledge society has opened up new opportunities to enable 
individuals to become their own personal ‘social laboratories’, carrying out everyday 
‘experiments with the self’, particularly utilising information from the Internet. 
 
But as illustrated above already, recent studies show that, despite significant 
investment by the EU and member states, around 43% of EU citizens are still classified 
as ‘non-participants’ in the knowledge society. Meanwhile, social networking 
applications like Facebook (34 million users), Classmates (34 million) and hi5 (50 
million) are expanding dramatically.18 19 This suggests again an increasing, and 
worrying, divergence between the digital ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’. There is strong 
evidence to suggest that significant numbers of people remain at the margins of the 
‘knowledge society’ and social networking – not least because the complexity and 
diversity of their lives, and their roles in a ‘technologically rich’ society, remain poorly 
understood. There is increasing concern, and a lack of knowledge, about the roles that 
new technologies are playing in reinforcing social problems rather than providing 
opportunities for learning – for example, the use of video mobile phones for ‘happy 
slapping’; the glorification on YouTube of knife and gun crime; the use of social 
networking sites to promote the ‘radicalisation’ of young people.20 Another major gap in 
our understanding is how technologies that on the surface appear to promote greater 
social interaction and collaborative learning in reality actually engage people in highly 
individualistic behaviours that undermine learning and citizenship (Turnbull & Muir 
2005; Cullen, 2007; Oysermann, Koon & Kemmelmeier, 2007).21 Conversely, there is 
evidence that they exacerbate existing cultural, educational and social divisions. Danah 
Boyd (2007), for example, argues that in the USA, utilization of social networking 
technologies reflects complex class, status and educational stratifications in American 
youth: MySpace is the ‘spiritual home’ for educational drop-outs - for Latino/Hispanic 
teens, ‘burnouts’, ‘alternative kids’, goths, gangstas – whereas Facebook attracts 
‘upwardly mobile hegemonic teens’.22 It is therefore clear that, as the social networking 
applications of ICT expand, they develop significant social resonance and implications 
for learning, inclusion and status. These implications are not well understood. It has 
nevertheless been recognized that although ICT-enabled learning has a potential also 
for groups at risk of exclusion from the knowledge-based society, such as people with 
learning difficulties and/or disabilities, early school leavers, unemployed people, ethnic 
minorities and older people, there are many challenges to be addressed.  
 
Another interpretation emphasises that Web 2.0 reinforces existing stratifications and 
power structures as well as structural inequalities, especially for second order divides 
(i.e. the different quality of use of ICTs), where already advantaged users gain more 
from the application of modern technologies than disadvantaged users and “individuals 
with a positive attitude […] and already committed to learning […] have increased their 
participation thanks to ICT, but the most disadvantaged groups have not” 23. 
                                                 
17  See e.g. Giddens, A. (2000). Runaway World. London: Routledge 
18   Neilsen Netrating, 2007 
19   Reuters, September 2007 
20 Young People, New Technologies and Political Engagement, Institute of Advanced Studies, University of Surrey, 

2007; URL: http://www.ias.surrey.ac.uk/workshops/young/index.php  
21 Oysermann, D., Koon H.- M. & Kemmelmeier, M. (2002). Rethinking individualism and collectivism: evaluation of 

theoretical assumptions and meta analysis. In Psychological Bulletin, 2002, 128, 3-72 
22 Boyd, D (2007). Viewing American class divisions through Facebook and MySpace. 
23  The detailed findings of the POLE project are documented in the final reports ‘Lifelong Learning Policies: The Drive 

of ICT’ and ‘Technologies for the Knowledge Society & Lifelong Learning - Key Findings and Suggestions for 
Action’; both reports are available at  

http://www.education-observatories.net/pole/index_html 

http://www.ias.surrey.ac.uk/workshops/young/index.php
http://www.education-observatories.net/pole/index_html
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The related project ‘Strengthening eInclusion and eAccessibility across Europe’ (or 
eInclusion@EU24) also stresses the reinforcing potential of ICTs with regard to 
inequalities, especially for the second order divides explained above. As Sherif (1956) 
demonstrated some time ago, fundamentally, humans think about the groups they 
belong to as ‘in group’ or ‘out group’, or in other words, ‘us’ and ‘them’ groups.25 
Moreover, within the ‘in group’ itself, social networking behaviours will tend to reinforce 
prevailing power structures and dominant personalities. As Li, Bernoff, Fiorentino and 
Glass demonstrate, social networking behaviours vary: some people blog, some 
people comment and contribute, while some just watch and others don’t engage at all – 
but ‘active’ engagement will invariably mirror and reinforce behaviours in the ‘outside’ 
world. The dominant individuals will continue to dominate the passive individuals.26 For 
example, attention has recently been given to the phenomenon of ‘cyber-bullying’. 
Students who indulge in bullying in the school playground are replicating their 
behaviour in social networking environments, targeting the same students they bully 
outside, and further exacerbating the harm done to the bullied.27 It is possible therefore 
that current social networking technologies, and the behavioural and socio-technical 
models they adopt to manage knowledge production, will reinforce the processes that 
currently lead to the isolation of marginalised people, since they do not address the low 
motivation and anxieties of the uninvolved, and will add to the problems experienced by 
vulnerable people. 
 
A further alternative position argues that new technologies neither enhance the power 
of the state to control social relations, nor provide opportunities for new forms of 
learning and knowledge production. Instead, new technologies provide a space for 
individuals to create their own ‘personal panoptica’, enabling them to create an 
endlessly self-serving ‘hall of mirrors’, that constantly exhibits their own self-image; 
their preferences, dislikes and prejudices – a profoundly individuated social space that 
is insulated from others and from external reflection and merely centred on 
‘egocasting’. A key challenge is to acknowledge and try to reconcile these conflicting 
and sometimes paradoxical dynamics – the demand for policies and practices 
integrating social inclusion and individual development with goals like economic 
competitiveness; the fragmentary, individuated and atomistic nature of the world of 
surfing and blogging – within goals based on active citizenship and participation. 
 
In turn, some researchers are beginning to work with social networking models that try 
to reflect the different social relationships common to social interaction and informal 
learning in everyday life. For example, the model developed by Dryer et al (1999) is 
currently being applied to the design of new, pervasive computer systems. The model 
suggests that there are broadly four kinds of social relationships that need to be 
incorporated into social computing design: a relationship with the system, system-
mediated collaborative relationships, relationships with a community, and interpersonal 
relationships among co-located persons.28 
 

                                                 
24  See D1.1 ‘Analytic Framework - eInclusion and eAccessibility priority issues’ from October 2004; URL: 

http://www.einclusion-eu.org/Document.asp?MenuID=47.  
25 Sherif , M (1956). Experiments in Group Conflict. In Scientific American, 1956, 195, 5 
26 Li, C., Bernoff, J., Fiorentino, R. & Glass, S. (2007). Mapping Participation In Activities Forms The Foundation Of A 

Social Strategy. In Social Technographics; URL: http://www.forrester.com 
27 The Guardian, September 20th 2007 
28 Dryer, D.C., Eisbach, C. & Ark, W. S.(1999). At what cost pervasive? A social computing view of mobile computing 

systems. In IBM Systems Journal, 38, 1999 

mailto:eInclusion@EU
http://www.einclusion-eu.org/Document.asp?MenuID=47
http://www.forrester.com/
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A more difficult set of challenges is faced by technology design when cultural contexts 
as well as social relationships are considered.  Although it is becoming well accepted 
that social networking technologies require cultural embedding, practical ways of 
achieving this are not well developed. For example, some work has been done in 
applying Hofstede’s ‘cultural dimensions’ model to social computing. Put simply, 
Hofstede suggests that societies are defined by a dominant ‘cultural mode’ - 
individualism; collectivism; power-distance; masculinity; uncertainty avoidance; long 
term orientation.29 In one application of the approach, Hodgson (2007), using data on 
national social computing participation, correlated with indicators measuring Hofstede’s 
culture dimensions, finds an association between high levels of ‘collectivism’ and high 
levels of participation in social computing in certain European countries, for example 
Sweden. 
 
Although such attention to cultural aspects of social networking is welcome, those 
approaches run the risk of cultural determinism – the apparently high level of social 
networking participation in Sweden could well be associated with its relatively small 
population base, above-average access to ICTs and low levels of social and economic 
problems. Rather than look for connections between patterns of social networking and 
cultural descriptors at the macro level, it is arguable that research would be more 
profitably focused on the cultural nuances that happen at the level of the community 
and the neighbourhood. In relation to marginalized people, social networking 
approaches will need to handle highly granulated processes that shape peoples’ group 
allegiances – the effects of peer groups, popular culture and lifestyle choices, the 
minefield of consumer branding (“wearing the right trainers”) and the emerging 
importance of religion in shaping collective identity. In this context, this research project 
needs to understand the role that technological artefacts play in shaping people’s 
perceptions of themselves as set against their peers and with reference to other social 
groups, for example with regard to attributions of status and value. In a recent study 
carried out by ‘Dare to Care’, a new volunteering campaign aimed at tackling child 
poverty in the UK, almost half of children in some parts of Britain think that not having a 
mobile phone means a child is poor. As one member of the alliance of NGOs who 
commissioned the study observed, the symbolic power of technologies is important in 
determining people’s sense of where they are in society, and things like not having a 
mobile phone or the correct school uniform “can hold back poorer children despite a 
government focus on improving their education”.30 
 

                                                 
29 Hofstede , G (1999) Cultures and Organisations: software of the mind, London, McGraw-Hill 
30 Dare to Care Report, September 2007 
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3. MAIN TRENDS & DEVELOPMENTS AND POLICY EXAMPLES 
RELEVANT TO THIS TERRITORY 

 
In recent years, a series of ‘Statistics in Focus’ publications of EUROSTAT31, 
EUROBAROMETER32 surveys, IDATE33 reports and eUSER deliverables (i.e. 
‘Evidence-based support for the design and delivery of user-centred online public 
services’)34 shed light on the current access possibilities of households and individuals 
to ICT infrastructures in Europe. On average, more than 60% of all EU-27 households 
had a personal computer and more than 50% had an Internet connection in 2007. 
Broadband Internet connection is still less widespread, but increasing constantly. More 
than 40% of all EU-27 households in 2007 have a broadband Internet connection and 
are therefore equipped to handle social networking and Web 2.0 tools. 
 
The regional divide or the variability between countries is still remarkable, ranging from 
more than 3/4 of households having Internet access in the Nordic countries, the 
Netherlands and Luxembourg (the so-called ‘frontrunners’ in the reports on 
‘Benchmarking in a policy perspective’35 or ‘high performing countries in the L-
CHANGE e-Learning Index [e-LI]36) to only 20% of households in Bulgaria and 
Romania (the ‘laggards’ or ‘delayed countries’). Additional mediating factors are 
population density/urbanisation and the economic prosperity of regions. 
 
Looking closer at the observable digital divide in ICT usage, the factors age, 
employment status and, again, Internet access speed are playing the most prominent 
roles, while the gender gap has tended to close over the last few years. 
 

                                                 
31  Source: ‘Community Survey on ICT usage in households and by individuals’, EUROSTAT, 2005; reported in 

Smihily, M. (2007). Internet usage in 2007. Households and individuals. Eurostat Data in Focus 23/2007; URL: 
  http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-QA-07-023/EN/KS-QA-07-023-EN.PDF; Ottens, M 

(2006). Use of the Internet among individuals and enterprises. Statistcis in Focus 12/2006;  
 URL: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-NP-06-012/EN/KS-NP-06-012-EN.PDF; 
 Demunter, Ch. (2005). Internet activities in Europe, Statistics in Focus 40/2005;  
 URL: http://epp.eurostat.cec.eu.int/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-NP-05-040/EN/KS-NP-05-040-EN.PDF;  
 Demunter, Ch. (2005). The digital divide in the European Union. Statistics in Focus 38/2005; 

URL:http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-NP-05-038/EN/KS-NP-05-038-EN.PDF; Demunter, 
Ch. (2006). How skilled are Europeans in using computers and the Internet? Statistics in Focus 17/2006; URL: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-NP-06-017/EN/KS-NP-06-017-EN.PDF. all Luxemburg: 
EUROSTAT; empirica (2006). Benchmarking in a Policy Perspective. eInclusion (Report No. 5). Bonn: empirica; 
URL: 

  http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/benchmarking/index_en.htm  
32  EUROBAROMETER (2006). E-Communications Household Survey. Special Eurobarometer 249. Brussels: 

European Commission, Directorate General Press and Communication, Public Opinion Analysis Sector; URL: 
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_249_en.pdf 

33  IDATE (2006). Broadband Coverage in Europe. Montpollier: Institut de l'Audiovisuel et des Télécommunications en 
Europe; the report is available at: 

  http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/studies/index_en.htm#Broadband  
34  eUSER (2005). D 5.1: First Synthesised Inputs to Knowledge Repository, Including Initial Survey Results and Good 

Practice Examples. and eUSER (2005). D 3.2: User needs, preferences and requirements concerning European 
online services – a descriptive analysis of the EUSER population surveys. Bonn: empirica. URL: http://www.euser-
eu.org/eUSER_PopulationSurveyStatistics.asp?MenuID=73 

35  empirica (2006). Benchmarking in a Policy Perspective. eInclusion (Report No. 5) and Broadband Internet (Report 
No. 2). Bonn: empirica; URL:  

 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/benchmarking/index_en.htm 
36  The L-CHANGE e-Learning Index (e-LI) can be found within the report ‘Change in European Education and Training 

Systems related to Information Society Technologies (IST) Yearly report 2003/2004’; more information and order 
form available at:  

 http://www.education-observatories.net/lchange/reports_details.pt?id=entry_636  

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-QA-07-023/EN/KS-QA-07-023-EN.PDF
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-NP-06-012/EN/KS-NP-06-012-EN.PDF
http://epp.eurostat.cec.eu.int/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-NP-05-040/EN/KS-NP-05-040-EN.PDF
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-NP-05-038/EN/KS-NP-05-038-EN.PDF
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-NP-06-017/EN/KS-NP-06-017-EN.PDF
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/benchmarking/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_249_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/studies/index_en.htm#Broadband
http://www.euser-eu.org/eUSER_PopulationSurveyStatistics.asp?MenuID=73
http://www.euser-eu.org/eUSER_PopulationSurveyStatistics.asp?MenuID=73
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/benchmarking/index_en.htm
http://www.education-observatories.net/lchange/reports_details.pt?id=entry_636
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The consideration that households are an important space for informal technology-
enhanced learning is further supported by the fact that home access in the EU-25 is 
still predominant: in 2006, 43% of the general population (i.e. all individuals) had 
accessed the Internet in the previous three months from their home, and 12% had 
done so from a neighbour’s, friend’s or relative’s house; in 2006, 77.6% of all Internet 
users accessed from home and 15.8% from another private house; and still, 17% of 
users connect to the Internet only from their home. Access from home by far 
outnumbers access from the workplace, Education & Training (E&T) institutions or 
Public Internet Access Points (PIAPs e.g. Internet cafés, public libraries, post offices, 
public offices, town halls, government agencies, community or voluntary organisations). 
The eUSER population survey in 10 EU member states  focusing on adult lifelong e-
learning obtained similar patterns of ICT access locations. 
 
Neglecting the crucial role of e-learning at home would as a consequence definitely 
work against personal development, active social participation and citizenship and e-
inclusion, a fact which is highlighted in the ‘i2010 – A European Information Society for 
Growth and Employment’37 strategic framework of the European Commission adopted 
in June 2005. The annual progress report38 published in May 2006 is the first follow-up 
since the launch of the i2010 initiative. As far as e-inclusion as such is concerned, the 
report states, “the i2010 initiative incorporates the diverse eInclusion policies into a 
coherent and coordinated framework”. The scope of e-inclusion policies bundled into 
i2010 encompasses: i) ageing, ii) accessibility, iii) digital divides, iv) e-government, v) 
digital literacy and vi) culture and will be the basis for a ‘European Initiative on e-
Inclusion’ to be proposed in 2008. During the ‘ICT for an Inclusive Society’39 
conference in Riga in June 2006, 34 European countries committed themselves to an 
inclusive and barrier-free information society in order to help people overcome 
economic, social, educational, territorial or disability-related disadvantages. The 
priorities and policy goals of the European Initiative on e-Inclusion as approved in the 
Ministerial Declaration on ‘ICT for an Inclusive Society’ (the so-called Riga Declaration) 
were defined as follows: i) to address the needs of older workers and elderly people, ii) 
to reduce geographical digital divides, iii) to enhance e-accessibility and usability, iv) to 
improve digital literacy and competences, v) to promote cultural diversity in relation to 
inclusion, vi) to promote inclusive e-government. 
 
The need for further strengthening e-inclusive policies and practices is additionally 
illustrated through statistics from 2005 depicting that 43% of the general population 
(EU-25) have never used the Internet and a majority of 57% do not regularly use the 
Internet. On a related note, slightly more than 1/3 of European citizens report that they 
have no basic ICT or e-skills, while only 1/5 are familiar with a wide range of 
applications and activities. Again age, educational and employment status as well as 
the prosperity of regions are the most influential factors for the current skills divide and 
for the subsequent personal development through e-learning. When using the 
combined measure of age and educational status, the differences become even more 
evident: approx. 80% of all citizens aged 55 or older with lower educational levels have 
never used a computer. 
                                                 
37  Relevant documents on the i2010 strategy incl. the Communication from the Commission and the Benchmarking 

Framework are available at:  
http://europa.eu.int/information_society/eeurope/i2010/index_en.htm. 
38  The communication COM(2006) 215 on the ‘i2010 – First annual Report on the European Information Society’ is 

available at:  
http://europa.eu.int/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/annual_report/com_2006_215_en.pdf 
39  The conference documentation and the Riga declaration are available at: 
 http://europa.eu.int/information_society/events/ict_riga_2006/index_en.htm 

http://europa.eu.int/information_society/eeurope/i2010/index_en.htm
http://europa.eu.int/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/annual_report/com_2006_215_en.pdf
http://europa.eu.int/information_society/events/ict_riga_2006/index_en.htm
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The skills gap is also apparent in the low number of computer training courses, which 
European citizens attend: more than half of the population (aged 16 to 74) have never 
taken a training course. 
 
Available research also shows that the main reasons expressed by respondents for not 
having Internet access at home include the fact that they do not consider the Internet to 
be useful or interesting, that they lack the technological equipment, that the costs are 
too high, that access elsewhere than at home is sufficient and that available offers on 
the Internet are regarded to be unsuitable. An indication of the lack of e-skills is the 
statement that the Internet is too complex to use and the privacy and security concerns 
expressed by respondents. The reasons for not migrating to broadband access types 
are mainly associated with high costs, the satisfaction with the speed of the existing 
narrowband connection and the fact that citizens are not using the Internet often 
enough. On the other hand, neither the existing broadband coverage nor the 
technological equipment available to citizens using the Internet at home prevents them 
from migrating to broadband connections. Factors influencing users to reconsider their 
decision would be reduced connection costs and satisfactory technological services 
(e.g. bundling Internet and digital TV) and appropriate content. Similar reasons have 
been documented in the U.S., e.g. in the interrelated publication series ‘Falling through 
the Net’ (for the years 1995, 1998, 1999 and 2000) and the subsequent ‘A Nation 
Online’40 (for the years 2002 and 2004) of the ‘National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration’ (NTIA)41 and in the reports of the ‘Pew Internet & American 
Life Project’ (PIAP)42. 
 
The findings correspond to Molnár’s conclusions as well as to the findings of the above 
mentioned e-inclusion studies, which indicate that simply promoting access to ICTs will 
not eliminate the existing digital divides and their effects. Rather, effective promotion 
has to incorporate the development of e-content and e-services, individual capacity or 
e-skills building alongside measures on e-participation, e-democracy and active 
citizenship, all aiming at building human and social capital. The outcomes as described 
above advocate a more granular analysis of ‘haves’, ‘have-less’, ‘have-more’ and 
‘have-nots’ (or those who are paraphrased as ‘net evaders’, ‘drop outs’, ‘truly 
disconnected’, ‘technophobes’ or ‘refusniks’) and the underlying societal shaping as 
well as individual user needs, motivations and intentions. Viherä and Nurmela (2001) 
are pointing in the same direction by suggesting that three main interrelated 
preconditions should be taken into account when analysing the uptake and diffusion of 
technology and related e-services by users: i) Access (A), ii) Competence (C), and iii) 
Motivation (M). The triadic A-C-M model is depicted in the figure below. In the course of 
recent research it was suggested to add a fourth element of Experience (E) to the 
triadic A-C-M model. 
 

                                                 
40  The ‘Falling through the Net’ and the subsequent ‘A Nation Online’ publication series of NTIA are accessible at: 

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/reports/anol/index.html  
41  The ‘National Telecommunications and Information Administration’ (NTIA)41 of the U.S. Department of Commerce 

can be found at: http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/phones.htm  
42  The Pew Internet & American Life Project, its methodology, reports and data collections can be found at: 

http://www.pewinternet.org 

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/reports/anol/index.html
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/phones.htm
http://www.pewinternet.org/
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Figure 2: Access – Competence – Motivation (A-C-M) Model of e-Service Uptake 

 
The Access (A) component comprises basically the physical access possibilities to 
technological infrastructures and e-accessibility issues for users with functional 
restrictions. The Competence (C) component mainly refers to the digital literacy or to 
the e-skills of users, but addresses as similarly important the self-efficacy or the 
perception and confidence of users in their own abilities. The last component of 
Motivation (M) explicitly refers to interests of users, their attitudes, their values, their 
own outcome and utility expectations, their intrinsically and extrinsically triggered 
willingness to engage themselves as well as to their available resources and 
assistance (i.e. the contextual and social embedding). According to the eUSER 
analysis for the areas e-learning and lifelong learning (LLL) within the adult population 
in Europe, it is estimated that 1/3 of all citizens are lacking access, 1/3 are lacking 
motivation, while more than 2/3 are lacking the necessary competences to engage (or 
engage more) in the information and knowledge society.  
 
As non-formal and informal learning is rich and manifold in its daily life expressions, 
comparable date across countries is scarce. The knowledge base on Internet activities 
of European citizens in 200743 includes using a search engine to find information 
(57%); sending an e-mail with attached files (50%); keeping viruses, spyware, adware 
off the personal computer (30%); finding, downloading and installing software (27%); 
sending messages to chat rooms, newsgroups or online discussions (24%); using the 
Internet to make phone calls (15%); peer-to-peer file sharing for movies, music etc. 
(13%); and creating a web page (10%). Similar disparities as reported above can be 
observed similarly in Internet activities. 
 
The HELIOS Thematic Survey on ‘Personal Development & Citizenship’, asking users 
of the European Training Village44 (managed by CEDEFOP) and other interested 
stakeholders how and how much e-learning is contributing to personal development, 
socialisation and citizenship building in a lifelong learning (LLL) perspective, obtained 
the following prime results: e-learning is unanimously considered of having a significant 
impact on lifelong learning (LLL). 

                                                 
43 Source: ‘Community Survey on ICT usage in households and by individuals’, EUROSTAT, 2005; reported in 

Smihily, M. (2007). Internet usage in 2007. Households and individuals. Eurostat Data in Focus 23/2007; URL: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-QA-07-023/EN/KS-QA-07-023-EN.PDF. 

44   ‘European Training Village’ (ETV) by the ‘European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training’ 
(CEDEFOP) at http://www.trainingvillage.gr 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-QA-07-023/EN/KS-QA-07-023-EN.PDF
http://www.trainingvillage.gr/
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Especially individual autonomy and freedom in learning – spanning the whole range of 
formal, non-formal and informal elements – and a widening scope of what is possible to 
learn alongside with individual empowerment by raising personal ambitions through the 
aforementioned increased learning possibilities are viewed as the main advantage of e-
learning in terms of enhancing personal development and individual empowerment. On 
the flipside, the respondents highlighted the risk of social exclusion through digital 
divides, discouragement as well as reduction in empathy and quality of interactions 
with others as the main drawbacks of e-learning. Using this dichotomy or dialectics of 
e-learning, we can deduce that the advantages of technology-enhanced learning has to 
be clearly grounded in or blended into ‘real’ life worlds and has to incorporate ‘real’ 
social interactions between learners. One might think about the ‘rebirth of the real’ as 
reflected in the described fears of online learners. According to the HELIOS survey, 
browsing the web for learning purposes appears to be the experience contributing most 
to personal development. One might therefore argue that informal learning, sometimes 
circumscribed as ‘Google-learning’, defines the vast and almost infinite universe of 
informal learning activities.  
 
eUSER also assessed opinions and attitudes on ICT within their survey. Almost 2/3 of 
the total sample stated that they enjoy the Internet and – on top of that – more than half 
of the sample stated that the Internet is very useful for their private life, underlining the 
potential positive effect of new technologies for personal development. Another hint 
that ICT can contribute to personal development stems from the fact that the presence 
of children in households has an significant impact on the take-up rates of ICTs, either 
grounded in the fact that children are often more mature with modern technologies (or 
‘digital natives’) and introduce them into their family or that parents realise the value of 
ICT in the education of their children. According to EUROSTAT, the ratio of computers 
in households with and without children is 70:46 and the Internet ratio is 55:38. 
 
The following exemplary representatives of Web 2.0 technologies and applications are 
utilised when aiming at creating new ways of accessing learning opportunities: 

♦ Search engines such as ‘Google’ (http://www.google.com) or ‘Yahoo!’  

♦ (http://www.yahoo.com), both with customised national sites; 

♦ The user-edited open encyclopaedia ‘Wikpedia’ (http://en.wikipedia.org), which 
also has customised national sites ; 

♦ The community and social networking platforms ‘MySpace’ 
(http://www.myspace.com) and ‘Facebook’ (http://www.facebook.com) offering 
services e.g. for students, corporate, and geographic communities with features 
such as news feeds, social time lines, blogs, forums, e-mail, groups, games and 
events options; 

♦ Social networking sites such as the german ‘StudiVZ’ (http://www.studivz.net) or 
‘Stay Friends’ for students and alumni, with similar services as above; 

♦ The virtual world ‘Second Life’ (http://secondlife.com), which allows users to 
create their own ‘avatars’ and digital environments; ‘Second Life’ has also started 
including dedicated educational offers such as mailing lists, wikis, a campus 
region, specific grids for teens and the creation of permanent and secure 
education spaces for educational institutions and individual learners45; 

                                                 
45 For more information see http://secondlife.com/education and  
http://www.simteach.com/wiki/index.php?title=Second_Life_Education_Wiki 

http://www.google.com/
http://www.yahoo.com/
http://en.wikipedia.org/
http://www.myspace.com/
http://www.facebook.com/
http://www.studivz.net/
http://secondlife.com/
http://secondlife.com/education/
http://www.simteach.com/wiki/index.php?title=Second_Life_Education_Wiki
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♦ The business-oriented networking platforms ‘LinkedIn’ (http://www.linkedin.com; 
approx. 8.5 million users) and OpenBC/Xing (http://www.xing.com; 1.69 million 
members); 

♦ The social bookmarking providers ‘del.icio.us’ (http://del.icio.us) and the photo 
and video sharing platform ‘flickr’ (http://www.flickr.com), both pioneering a 
concept entitled ‘folksonomy’ (in contrast to traditional taxonomies) i.e. a 
collaborative and open tagging system; 

♦ The video sharing systems ‘You Tube’ (http://www.youtube.com) and ‘MyVideo’ 
(http://www.myvideo.de); 

♦ The strongly community-based and localised ‘Craigslist’ web site 

♦  (http://sfbay.craigslist.org) providing local classified ads and forums for jobs, 
housing for sale, personals, services, local community information and events; 

♦ The community of online diaries and journals on Xanga (http://www.xanga.com) 
hosting weblogs, photoblogs and social networking profiles. 

 
Judging the real diffusion rates or popularity of Web 2.0 applications is difficult, 
however, as the number of members, users or page visits are often self-reported and 
might be commercially biased. Furthermore, traffic statistics46 e.g. from ‘Alexa Web 
Search’ and Netcraft’s Most Visited Web Sites show serious variability in rankings of 
popular web sites.  
 
As stated in many publications over the last decade, learners – especially younger 
generations – are becoming knowledge creators, managers, owners and distributors of 
learning and create and contribute to Suriowecki’s “wisdom of the crowds”47; whereas 
Riesman, for example, emphasised in the 1950s “The Lonely Crowd”48, stating that 
technological change makes societies more efficient but less personal and that 
personal relationships are rising in quantity but not in quality. But Wim Veen49, for 
example, postulates increasing non-linear or ‘swapping’ learning behaviours in today’s 
younger generation with mature technological knowledge and the motivation to use 
technology for their learning activities. He calls the young generation ‘Homo Zappiens’. 
The new cohort of learners possesses the necessary meta-cognitive and technological 
skills for e-learning (e.g. web navigation through information, electronic communication, 
building virtual networks of people with similar interests), they operate on ‘twitch 
speed’50, they are multi-tasking and mobile, use non-linear approaches, games and 
simulations for learning, are able to process discontinued information, are connected, 
collaborative and active. 
 

                                                 
46  The ranking of Top Sites of Alexa Web Search  
(http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_sites?ts_mode=global&lang=none) is based on a combined measure of page views 

and users, Netcraft’s Most Visited Web Sites (http://toolbar.netcraft.com/stats/topsites) are based on domain visits; 
both are using their toolbar communities to measure web traffic; data includes statistical biases e.g. non-
representative samples of the global Internet population; results show considerable variations. 

47  Surowiecki, J. (2205). The Wisdom of Crowds. New York: Random House 
48  Riesman, D. (1956). The Lonely Crowd. Doubleday Anchor Books; reprint by Yale University Press in 2001 
49  Veen, W. (2005). 2020 Visions. Delft University of Technology, The Netherlands. URL: http://www.distance-

educator.com/dnews/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=14306&mode=thread&order=0&thol
d=0 

50  Prensky, M. (1998). Twitch Speed: Keeping Up With Young Workers. The Conference Board’s Magazine, Across 
the Board. URL: http://www.games2train.com/site/html/article.html 

http://www.linkedin.com/
http://www.xing.com/
http://del.icio.us/
http://www.flickr.com/
http://www.youtube.com/
http://www.myvideo.de/
http://sfbay.craigslist.org/
http://www.xanga.com/
http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_sites?ts_mode=global&lang=none
http://toolbar.netcraft.com/stats/topsites
http://www.distance-educator.com/dnews/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=14306&mode=thread&order=0&thold=0
http://www.distance-educator.com/dnews/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=14306&mode=thread&order=0&thold=0
http://www.distance-educator.com/dnews/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=14306&mode=thread&order=0&thold=0
http://www.games2train.com/site/html/article.html
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The new learners who have grown up digital (the so called ‘digital natives’, the ‘n-
generation’51) are able to swap between reality (as citizens and learners) and virtual 
realities (as ‘netizens’ and ‘e-learners’). As a consequence, Ritzel52 amongst others 
concludes that e-learning is learning already. These learners are organising 
themselves in parallel in real-time communities and virtual worlds such as ‘Distributed 
Electronic Virtual Knowledge Centres’ (or ‘Learning Malls’), in ‘Self-managed Virtual 
Communities’ and in ‘Multi-User Virtual Environments’ (MUVEs) around themes of 
shared interest. Virtual learning worlds can be characterised as immersive, online, 
interactive, multi-user, real-time, often three-dimensional environments. Educational 
research sees the main potential advantage in the highly flexible setting-up of localised 
and customised learning spaces and content creation based on users’ needs, providing 
a promising ground to implement novel forms of role-playing, simulation and learning 
(or ‘life-swapping’), although this accentuates the lack of integration between existing 
practices and pedagogical theories and between technological and learning innovation, 
the insufficiently elaborated analysis of user needs and motivations influencing 
behaviours when operating (and learning) in MUVEs, and the skills gap between 
understanding how to use tools for media creation and how to create meaningful 
content. Nonetheless, the ‘Horizon Report’ states that “campuses, businesses, and 
other organizations increasingly have a presence in the virtual world, and the trend is 
likely to take off in a way that will echo the rise of the web in the mid-1990s”53, 
depicting their assumed potential for the future. 

                                                

 
In addition, the increasing ‘cybernetisation’ of society and ‘democratisation’ of the 
Internet and technology-mediated learning appears to put the learner first54 by offering 
free and open accessible educational courseware and resources for self-learners 
around the world. Examples include the ‘Massachusetts Institute of Technology’ (MIT) 
Open Course Ware55, the ‘German Education Server’ (i.e. ‘Deutscher 
Bildungsserver’)56, the ‘World Lecture Project’ or ‘Landmarks for Schools’57, ‘Open 
Content Licences’ or ‘Copyleft’ approaches, educational ‘blogger networks’58 , open e-
Portfolios59 and educational ‘podcast’ networks or so-called eduPods60. 

 
51  Downes, S. (2005). E-Learning 2.0. National Research Council of Canada;  
URL: http://elearnmag.org/subpage.cfm?section=articles&article=29-1 and Tapscott, D. (1999). The Rise of the Net 

Generation. Growing up Digital. New York: McGraw-Hill.  
URL: http://www.growingupdigital.com 
52  Ritzel, L. (2006). e-Learning is Learning;  
URL: http://www.prasena.com/public/eLearning%20is%20Learning.doc 
53  The 2007 Edition of the Horizon Report is available at http://www.nmc.org/pdf/2007_Horizon_Report.pdf  
54  Stephenson, S. (2005). Putting the Learner First in e-Learning. Key-note lecture to the International Symposium on 

e-Learning on Issues and Strategies in Higher Education (ISEL 2005), Kota Kinabalu, Japan, 25 & 26 July 2005; 
URL: http://www.johnstephenson.net/jsdownloads.htm 

55  MIT’s free and open educational resources for educators, students, and self-learners can be accessed at 
http://ocw.mit.edu/index.html  

56  MIT Open Courseware at: http://ocw.mit.edu/index.html and Deutscher Bildungsserver (i.e. ‘German Education 
Server’) at http://www.bildungsserver.de 

57  The ‘World Lecture Project’, a user driven global network for the interdisciplinary exchange of knowledge at 
http://www.world-lecture-project.org and ‘Landmarks for Schools’ describing itself as an explorer in the vast 
wilderness of the Internet seeking those net-based content “that can bring life to our learning environments” at 
http://www.landmark-project.com 

58  Educational Bloggers Network’ (eBN), community of teachers and education professionals and supporters who use 
web logs for teaching and learning; URL: http://www.ebn.weblogger.com. 

59  For more see Ravet, S. (2005). EPortfolios for All; URL: http://www.eife-
l.org/publications/eportfolio/presentations/ICL%2009.05%20Ravet.pdf; Tosh, D. (2004). e-portfolios- an overview; 
URL: (webdbdev.ucs.ed.ac.uk/eucebs/site/presentations/la_rochelle.ppt) or the e-Progress files of Careers Wales; 
URL: http://www.careerswales.com 

60 The Education Podcast Network at http://epnweb.org, the Edublog Awards for scholarly and education focused 
bloggers at http://incsub.org/awards and BildungsBlog, a German community weblog for education, teaching and 
learning at http://bildung.twoday.net  

http://elearnmag.org/subpage.cfm?section=articles&article=29-1
http://www.growingupdigital.com/
http://www.prasena.com/public/eLearning%20is%20Learning.doc
http://www.nmc.org/pdf/2007_Horizon_Report.pdf
http://www.johnstephenson.net/jsdownloads.htm
http://ocw.mit.edu/index.html
http://ocw.mit.edu/index.html
http://www.bildungsserver.de/
http://www.world-lecture-project.org/
http://www.landmark-project.com/
http://www.ebn.weblogger.com/
http://www.eife-l.org/publications/eportfolio/presentations/ICL%2009.05%20Ravet.pdf
http://www.eife-l.org/publications/eportfolio/presentations/ICL%2009.05%20Ravet.pdf
http://www.careerswales.com/
http://epnweb.org/
http://incsub.org/awards/
http://bildung.twoday.net/
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Against this background, a current prevailing view is that developments like Web 2.0 
have the capacity to engage people more fully in lifelong learning and social life. It is 
argued that ‘laypeople’ as well as ‘experts’ are becoming knowledge creators, 
managers, owners and distributors of ‘learning’. The current state of the art suggests 
that the expansion of Web 2.0, coupled with convergence in platforms and devices, has 
significantly increased the capacity for people to engage in opinion formation, 
knowledge creation and decision-making. It is suggested that the emergence of Web 
3.0 will continue these trends, taking lifelong learning from its traditional ‘transmissive’ 
mode, where learners are to a large extent passive consumers of knowledge, to a 
‘transformative’ mode, where knowledge is actively co-constructed as part of everyday 
life. As Spivak argues: “The web will move from a bunch of silos and separate 
applications to something that starts to feel much more like one seamless medium. 
Your user identity, your account, your search history, your personalisation and 
preferences will travel with you wherever you go. All your information will be connected, 
searchable, organised and manageable wherever you are. In many ways it will bring 
the web to you instead of you having to go to the web. Web 3.0 means the third 
generation web, and I think that's what the next 10 years will be about. The ultimate 
vision of Web 3.0 is of a collective ‘global mind’, which increasingly resembles the 
human brain. Every person on the Internet will function as its consciousness, from 
whose chaos will emerge cohesive patterns of thought and decision, perhaps even a 
sense of ‘self’”.61 
 
Following Smith (2007), social computing could be defined as a set of practices rather 
than any particular list of tools: the use of two or more modes of computer-mediated 
communication that result in ‘community formation’. In principle, this embraces a wide 
range of platforms, software and tools – including communication tools to handle 
capture, storage and presentation of information – including text, audio and video, wikis 
and blogs – and interactive tools allowing users to communicate in real time (for 
example phone, NetPhone, video chat, instant messaging). In turn, any analysis of the 
use of social computing in promoting new forms of learning and inclusion needs to 
make reference to social networking models. These can be interpreted as particular 
configurations of organisational, institutional, cultural and behavioural modes which 
serve to realise particular sets of user interactions and, ultimately, communication 
outcomes. For example, social network services allow people to come together online 
around shared interests, hobbies, or causes – like dating. Other services like LinkedIn 
enable business networking. Social network search engines use social networks to 
filter search results, for example Friends Reunited. Commercial social networks form 
communities around particular consumer or producer interests. In turn, social 
networking models also encompass an emergent genre of ‘virtual’ community 
networks, including virtual social worlds like ‘Second Life’, and ‘Massive Multiplayer 
Online Games’ (MMOG’s) and ‘Multiple User Virtual Environments (MUVEs).62 . 
 
In summary, all these changes, developments and movements, top-down political 
programmes as well as bottom-up initiatives and projects are primarily targeted at the 
global e-learner and are mainly supporting non-formal and informal e-learning, while 
gradually including formal or organised learning at the same time. 

                                                 
61 Nova Spivak: What is the Semantic Web, Actually?; URL: http://www.deitel.com  
62 Smith, G. (2007). Social Software Building Blocks 

http://www.deitel.com/
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These changes are in line with the findings of the forecast study of the project 
‘LEONIE’63, which aimed to identify major drivers of change and ‘core tensions’ in the 
economy and society, which effect the present and the future development of 
European E&T systems. LEONIE concludes that learning is becoming increasingly 
plural, attentive to personal needs (in the sense of personal development and individual 
empowerment), virtual, global, accessible, integrated (i.e. within private, educational 
and professional ‘life worlds’), lifelong and “life-wide”. Nevertheless, further research is 
needed to assess and analyse the ‘real’ impact of new technologies on individual 
development, active citizenship and e-inclusion. They appear likely to be able to 
contribute to individual development and to the active societal participation of European 
citizens, either by giving them access to open learning content or by providing them 
with the tools and the skills to create, manage and share learning content and services. 
However, the knowledge base in this territory remains complex, multidimensional, 
contextualised and contested. 
 

                                                 
63  Learning in Europe: Observatory on National and International Evolution (LEONIE) at 
http://www.education-observatories.net/leonie/final_conference 

http://www.education-observatories.net/leonie/final_conference
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4. ANNEX: INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT THROUGH E-
LEARNING  

 
WHAT WAS 
HOPED 

• The use of second generation Internet technologies are 
seemingly opening up innovative, bottom-up and direct 
possibilities for (not only) informal learning.  

• Advocates of Web 2.0 suggest that the Internet will put 
increasing pressure on traditional, formal E&T systems.  

• It can be assumed that informal learning is already 
triggering non-formal or even formal learning processes. 

• e-Learning 2.0 places increased emphasis on 
personalisation, social interaction, communication and 
collaboration through use of social software.  

 

R
ET

R
O

SP
EC

TI
VE

 WHAT 
HAPPENED 

 
(e-)Learning 1.0 (e-)Learning 2.0 
  
Learning Platform & Learning 
Management Systems (LMS) 

Personal Learning Environment 
(PLEs) 

Acquisition processes Participation processes 
Multimedia (Interactivity) Social networks / Communities 

of Practice (CoP) 
Externally provided content User-created content 
Curricula Learning diaries/e-portfolios 
Course structure Communication 
Tutor availability Learner and peer interaction 
Quality assessed through 
experts 

Quality assessed through 
learners and peers 

 
'Everywhere learning’ is set to radically transform the way we 
conceive, practice and consume education in the next few years. 
Web 2.0 social software will individualise the experience for 
millions of users worldwide 

ANALYSIS AND 
AWARENESS LEVELS 

A combination of three variables is shaping the diffusion of 
technology diffusion and adoption: the degree of penetration of 
technological innovation(s), the rate of growth, and the actual 
properties of the technologies themselves.  
 
The interaction of these three variables leads to three types of 
‘diffusion states’: i) Saturation: where penetration is practically 
complete and growth is stagnant; ii) Plateau: where penetration is 
very high but not complete and growth is low or oscillating; iii) 
Dynamic: where penetration is lower but increasing and growth is 
very high.  
 
The emerging three digital divide ‘modes’ are defined as: 
- Access divide 
- Usage divide 
- Divide stemming from the quality of use. 

PRESENT 
CHALLENGES 

- Educational content convergence is being developed through 
grassroots-based interest groups, using, amongst other things, 
social computing.64 The effects of these emergent ‘convergence 

                                                 
64 Jenkins, H (2006). Convergence Culture: Where Old and New Media Collide. New York: New York University Press 
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dynamics’ on social relations and on learning (providing both 
opportunities for and barriers to learning) is not yet well 
understood. Debate is focused on the impact of such a 
convergence in combating/reinforcing current social 
stratification. 

- Recent studies show that, despite significant investment by the 
EU and member states, around 43% of EU citizens are still 
classified as ‘non participants’ in the knowledge society.  

- A further, alternative position argues that new technologies 
provide a space for individuals to create a profoundly 
individuated social space that is insulated from others and from 
external reflection and merely centred on ‘egocasting’.  

- A key challenge is to acknowledge and try to reconcile these 
conflicting and sometimes paradoxical dynamics – the demand 
for policies and practices integrating social inclusion and 
individual development with goals like economic 
competitiveness; the fragmentary, individuated and atomistic 
nature of the world of surfing and blogging – within goals based 
on active citizenship and participation. 

- A more difficult set of challenges is faced by technology design 
when cultural contexts as well as social relationships are 
considered.  Although it is becoming well accepted that social 
networking technologies require cultural embedding, practical 
ways of achieving this are not well developed. 
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