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Introduction

E-learning is currently changing. The nature of this change is not restricted to technological advancements, but facilitates a move towards competence development of learners. While the first generation of e-learning has been primarily a means for distributing information and learning materials, we currently observe the adoption of web 2.0 technologies in e-learning scenarios. This adoption facilitates participation and interaction between students rather than to focus on receptive modes of communication. However, we think that this change of technological possibilities is less important than its potential to enable new educational approaches which result in a better fit of graduate profiles to market needs.
The demand for educational innovation is driven by the insight that students need more than subject-matter knowledge to cope with the fast changing and complex work contexts in today's knowledge-based business environments. Firms increasingly advertise job profiles for university graduates which focus on their proven abilities to face substantial managerial challenges. This increasing expectation of firms creates the necessity of competence-based curricula designs in university programs. Harnessed with the potential of web 2.0 tools, elearning can serve as an efficient tool in this reconfiguration of curricula which focus on learning outcomes rather than curricula inputs. While students in 'e-learning 1.0' environments have been largely concerned with mastering the acquisition of knowledge, 'e-learning 2.0' approaches need to step up and encourage reflection and competence development.
Teaching and learning is changing – is the definition of quality and the method used to develop or assess quality also changing? In this article it is argued that quality methods have to be closely examined in order to be able to benefit new e-learning 2.0 learning scenarios. In many cases e-learning means merely putting seminar texts online on a learning platform. We could talk about such a usage of learning platforms as “islands on the Internet” (Kerres, 2006), which could become “gates” through the use of e-learning 2.0. These gates could help everyone to use the Internet as a world of learning where contents can be found, changed and shared with others. Viewed like this, the Internet itself would be the learning platform. Stephen Downes, who coined the term “e-learning 2.0”, describes it with words such as “learner centered”, "immersive learning", “connected learning”, “game-based learning”, “workflow (informal) learning”, “mobile learning”. On top of that, he sees a development from standardized learning environments to “personal learning environments” (Downes, 2007). But what is really meant by that? What constitutes the new, innovative element that is described by Web 2.0 (Tim  O’Reily, 2004/5) and e-learning 2.0? And above all: Will this development have consequences for quality assurance, management and development in e-learning? And if so: Do we need new methods and concepts to improve and assure the quality of e-learning 2.0. These questions are the beginning of many debates around the term e-learning 2.0. Even though the question of quality was already discussed controversially in the time of e-learning 1.0, there is even more insecurity in the area of e-learning 2.0.

This article will deal with these questions. In three steps I will firstly describe what e-learning 2.0 is, on which elements of Web 2.0 it is based and what has changed concerning e-learning 1.0. In a second step, the consequences for quality development in e-learning resulting from this will be shown. Thirdly, some methods will be described as an example and practical suggestions will be given concerning a next generation of quality development – in parallel to a next generation of e-learning. In an outlook I will discuss whether a new learning culture also leads to a new quality culture. 

Shifting Gear from E-Learning 1.0 to E-Learning 2.0

To let the cat out of the bag right away: e-learning 2.0 is not a scientific term.
 It is not about further development, a new paradigm or a replacement in the sense of a new release. Strictly speaking it is not even about a new technology, a new model of learning or a new, separate, innovative variety of e-learning. E-learning 2.0 rather describes a number of developments, trends and points of view, which require change from teaching to learning. The new point of view essentially connects e-learning with five characteristics:

1. Learning takes places always and everywhere (ubiquitous) and therefore in many different contexts, not only in the classroom.

2. Learners take on the role of organizers.

3. Learning is a life-long process, has many episodes and is not (only) linked to educational institutions.

4. Learning takes place in communities of learning (so called communities of practice: Wenger, 1998): Learners participate in formal, as well as informal communities.

5. Learning is informal and non-formal, takes place at home, at the work place and during leisure time and is no longer centered on teachers or institutions.

E-learning 2.0 means using social software and learning services, which can be combined according to individual needs. The word “can“ is significant here, as technology alone does not determine its use. Only by linking it to a learning model the existing possibilities of learning can be enhanced to go further than in former contexts. Simply stated, e-learning 1.0 follows a broadcasting logic, which is mostly based on an understanding of teaching as being transmissive. This is to say that information and materials are distributed, presented and made available to students (see figure 1). Learning in this view can be described using the metaphor of “acquisition” of learning contents. E-Learning 2.0 emphasizes the metaphor of “participation” – learning is perceived as an interlinked, social process in which Web 2.0 tools are used to develop learning results through collaboration and communication, compile one’s own learning environment and comprehend the entire Internet as a learning resource – not only the given material for a class.

e-learning 2.0 comprises the creation of a new kind of learning platform with the help of the available Social Software: no longer is one Learning Management System (LMS) used as a material island in the ocean that is the Internet, but a Learning Management System (LMS) needs to be understood as a gate leading into the web (Kerres, 2006). The e-tutor (teacher) functions only as a signpost in that he or she makes micro content available in a portal, which opens the door to self-directed learning and makes it possible for learning objectives to be achieved. These are negotiated together with the learner and noted at the beginning, for instance via blog entry or pod cast.
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The learning environment no longer consists of single applications but is made up of different individually compiled and cooperative tools. In this context, the term “Personal Learning Environment” (PLE) has come to be used. In a PLE the individual learner’s reflection takes place in web logs or pod casts, as well as collaborative work in wikis (Kerres, 2006: 6).  In the long run, a “personal learning environment” can develop in the form of an “interactive portal with all kinds of access to the personal digital world” of the individual person. In a “permanent process of producing knowledge […] each person aggregates their data and contents according to personal interest, reflects and mixes them individually and shares them in the desired social context.”  (Wagner, 2006)

E-Learning 2.0: A chance for informal learning

The metaphor of life-long learning makes clear that learners cannot take classes for the rest of their lives. Rather, new forms of learning have to be found which are designed to be self-directed, quick, flexible and aimed at problem solving. Informal learning “which is developed in oblique life and experience contexts outside of the formal educational institutions” (Dohmen, 2001), is becoming the focus of the discussion once more. It comprises, as is known today, 70 – 80% of all learning activities. In his latest book, Jay Cross talks of only 10-20% of all learning being acquired in formal learning scenarios while 80% happens through informal learning. He demands a formalizing of informal learning and an informalizing of formal learning. Nevertheless, formal education has a much larger meaning today than the informal one (Cross, 2003). 

Empirical studies prove this issue. The result of a survey conducted in spring 2003 in the 15 member states of the European Union by the European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (CEDEFOP) shows that most of the citizens are of the opinion that they learn predominantly in an informal way. The non-formalized acquisition of competences at the place of work, either by exercising one’s profession (44%) or by talking to colleagues or reading of subject-related literature (41%) has the largest meaning next to acquisition of competences taking place outside of gainful employment in the private sector (69%). The other results of a current study also point to the meaning of informal learning contexts. According to it, formal advanced training is only the smallest part of advanced professional training. The majority of employees considers informal learning contexts in work and family life more often than not crucial respectively the only main learning context in which they have learned most of what they know: 87% of the people asked stated that they had learned most of their knowledge in informal learning contexts, compared to only 13% who ascribed the largest meaning to formal learning contexts (Baethge and Baethge-Kinsky, 2002).

An Educational View on E-Learning 2.0

E-Learning 2.0 is about learners learning in a self-directed way in social networks. From a (constructivist) learning-theoretical perspective, advocates of e-learning 2.0 fundamentally question the “possibility of indoctrination”. This is argued for by saying that a self-directed system (learner) cannot be determined by its environment but only perturbed and stimulated by it. Moreover, it is argued that learning does not function solely by putting forth external requirements – learning, as it is understood – cannot be planned without the learner (cf. Holzkamp, 1993: 184). The concept of self-directed learning comes to be of enormous importance to e-learning 2.0 – from an educational-theoretical point of view. Self-directed learning is often understood to be a generic term for all forms of learning in which the learners can determine and be responsible for their learning processes respectively tasks, methods and amount of time invested themselves (and/ or take part in the decision) (Deitering, 1995: 45). Friedrich and Mandl (1997) clarify the difference between “self-responsibility” and “self-directing” in the following way:

“Self-directed learning offers learners the possibility to determine on their own what to learn and what the aim of their learning is to be. Self-directed learning contains the option for learners to be responsible for their way of learning, regulating their learning (how? when?) when learning contents and aims are pre-determined.” (Friedrich & Mandl, 1997: 219) 

The basic media-didactic challenge for e-learning 2.0 is the adjustment of didactic learning arrangements to parameters of the didactic field, such as the characteristics of the target group, the specification of learning contents and aims, didactic method, didactic transformation and structuring of learning offers, characteristics and functions of media chosen, as well as auxiliary material (Kerres, 2001). Especially as far as phenomena like e-learning 2.0 are considered, it is key to point to the primacy of didactics and first of all, ask for educational aims, and then choose appropriate teaching/learning scenarios and methods, as well as the necessary tools to put these into action. With the example of a web log used as an e-portfolio at university, following questions could arise: 

· Is the subject or field of study appropriate for open work with portfolios?

· When is the appropriate point in time for working with e-portfolios? When can it be of value to the target group in the course of their studies?

· What prior experience do students have in working with portfolios? Are students familiar with, for example, the rules of giving and receiving feedback?

· Which e-portfolio software and media equipment is adequate for the target group? What is the relationship between IT-competences and the methods used? 

· What strategies does the executing university have for saving the e-portfolio data?

George Siemens developed a new theory of learning, which was published in 2004 (Siemens, 2004): connectivism. He states that his design of connectivism goes beyond the former learning-theoretical approaches of behaviorism, cognitivism and constructivism and takes into consideration the growing tendency of learners to use informal, networked and electronically supported learning. Learning is increasingly viewed as a continuous, lifelong process, which extends into the fields of work and leisure time activities and thus influences the individual as well as the organization and their connections among each other. Siemens goes on to explain that knowing the “who” and “where” of a subject is more important today than the “how” and “why”. Even though Siemens’s design is not clearly distinct from existing learning theories and describes more of a network-oriented learning philosophy, the approach is valuable as it clearly emphasizes the development of e-learning 2.0 and social processes as the basis for the learning and interaction processes which take place.

To conclude, it can be said that e-learning 2.0 involves fundamental and profound changes. Not only does the form of learning itself become a topic in the process but the principle of how learning functions is partially redefined and cannot be grasped by using existing learning-theoretical approaches. 

Need for New Quality for E-Learning 2.0?
Quality development for education and e learning, which means evaluating learning contents and processes, certifying and accrediting programs and institutions, is becoming more and more important. Quality management means defining comprehensive organizational processes within an educational institution and agree on indicators for their goodness. Quality assurance examines whether a promised level of quality can actually be kept. Quality control is supposed to detect mistakes and prevent them. What, however, happens in learning scenarios in which e-learning 2.0 is involved? In cases in which learning material is not fixed beforehand, learning processes are highly diverse and not unified and learners find their own way of learning? And what about those education processes which happen outside of the programs and formal educational institutions? Who determines the quality of such learning scenarios, what can then be assessed at all and which methods can be used to improve quality?

The sections before have shown that strong learner autonomy is pre-condition as well as objective for e-learning 2.0. Learners are highly self-directed, as learning does not only take place in institutions, but everywhere, during the course of one’s whole life in a number of different episodes, in learning communities and social networks, using social software and individually compiled content. Securing and developing quality in such learning scenarios thus has to focus mainly on the individual learning processes and the shown achievements (performance). The learner’s perspective is more important than the organizational processes and/or the so-called “input factors”. Quality assessment does not take place by using classical methods of expert- and standards-based quality management, quality assurance or control, but by making use of more participative methods and responsive designs. The aim of the process is to reach an individualized assessment, which relates to the learning process. Table 1 shows the different subjects to which quality assurance for e-learning 2.0 relates. 

Table 1: Different conditions and subjects of quality assessment. 
	E-Learning 1.0
	E-Learning 2.0

	Quality is assessed by experts
	Quality is assessed by learners and peers 

	Learning platform
	Personal Learning Environment

	Content
	User-created content

	Curriculum
	Learning diaries/ e-portfolios

	Structure of classes
	Communication

	Availability of tutors
	Interaction

	Multimedia (interactive)
	Social networks and communities of practice

	Appropriation processes
	Participation processes


An Educational View on Quality Development in E-Learning 2.0

Initially it seems paradoxical to talk about the quality of e-learning 2.0, as quality is often linked with checking by externally imposed standards. However, quality can also be understood in a development-oriented way, which means enabling learners to develop themselves in their own learning processes and consequently produce better results as far as quality is concerned. In this view, methods of self-evaluation, reflection and peer-evaluation are seen as more important. This kind of quality methodology does not have anything to do with normative, universally-valid standards, but aims at improving the quality of the learning process. 

Taking a look at the relevant literature on quality in the educational sector, it quickly becomes clear that quality can definitely be more than a “check by means of standards”: Harvey & Green view not one but five basically different pedagogical ways of understanding quality at work in the educational sector. They conclude that quality is a philosophical term  (Harvey & Green, 2000: 36).
 Similarly, Posch & Altrichter point at quality being a relative term which has to be more closely defined with regard to the values of different pressure groups (Posch & Altrichter, 1997: 28). It follows that they talk about quality as a relative term, which has to be organized as a negotiation process in the relation between stakeholders (ibid, similarly also: Harvey & Green, 2000: 17). Heid emphasizes that quality is not a characteristic of an educational process that can be observed generally. Rather, it is the result of an assessment (Heid, 2000: 41). Quality in education can thus not be understood as an overall classification of good schools, programs or learning scenarios, but needs to be seen as a result of clear negotiation processes of value systems, requirements and results (cf. also  Ditton, 2000: 73). Posch & Altrichter (1997: 130) conclude that it is impossible to achieve more than clearly defining the criteria which every stakeholder uses in his quality assessments and take into consideration those competing points of view when making quality assessments.” 

For the quality of educational processes this means that it needs to be asked which stakeholders having which interests take part in the educational scenario in which way. In this regard, an obvious difference can be seen between the broadcasting-oriented understanding inherent in e-learning 1.0 and the rather participation-oriented understanding predominant in e-learning 2.0. E-learning 2.0 not only centers the learners as receivers but also as active actors which take part in the definition and evaluation of the learning resources’ and processes’ quality. While in e-learning 1.0 learning material is more often than not compiled or designed, as well as assessed by experts and learning platforms are quality-assured by institutions and experts, in e-learning 2.0 learners compile their own Personal Learning Environments (PLE), create their own content and learn together with and from others. Learning material is simultaneously assessed through the peers. 

In e-learning 2.0 learning scenarios, the learner has an important role as active constructor of learning materials (co-creator), PLEs and initiator of his or her own learning processes. Interestingly, this is a characteristic, which is often felt to be a barrier for integrating e-learning 2.0 into formal educational processes. This is because the competition of learners and teachers and/ or other institutional actors during quality assessment seems to be insurmountable and only resolvable through a loss of power for the institution. 

Focussing the learners quality concepts

There is no theory for “educational quality” so far,
 and thus no theoretical definition of the concept learner oriented quality. However, there are theoretical approaches to the question what successful learning is. It is useful to have a look at these concepts in order to be able to define the topic of learner oriented quality in a more concise way. The following account of a subjective learning theory allows a concise description of aspects and factors of learner oriented quality development.
Learner orientation in Quality for E-Learning

Klaus Holzkamp's subject-scientific approach to learning (Holzkamp, 1993) is suitable to bring light into how a learner oriented quality concept could be conceptualised. It emphasises that learning from a subjective point of view is not considered enough in previous learning theories. He concludes that the learner is not enough represented as a self-directed individual in learning theoretical approaches so far. According to his opinion, behaviouristic and cognitivistic approaches view learning as an externally controlled process, and that learning in traditional learning theory is not viewed from a learners subjective perspective (ibid: 14). It is obvious that this is also the reason for the lack of theories elaborating the idea of quality for learning from a subjective point of view.

According to Holzkamp, learning activities are mostly conceptualised as an impertinence for the learning subject – and learning and teaching are seen as directly dependant on each other. Consequently, learning takes place best if a teacher supplies learning activities and materials and/ or the curriculum is institutionally organised. In such approaches it is theoretically not explainable why an individual should learn out of ones own motivation and will. The perspective of the learning subject is systematically denied.
Holzkamp suggests a different approach. He views learning from the subjective point of view of the individual learner: Accordingly humans make their world accessible in an intentional way and acquire it from their own perspective. Reality is interpreted from their own point of view against the background of their experiences and intentions (ibid: 21). Subject form a “centre of intention” and experience others as well as “centres of intention” with their own perspective-related viewpoint. From this point of view, the world is interpreted as significantly and meaningful. These meanings are turned into „propositions for actions” on which activities and decisions are based (ibid: 26). “Learning”, in his approach, is represented as “action which differentiates itself from other actions by its goal to extend ones own control possibilities” (ibid.).
At this point the parallels between a subjective theory of learning and quality development from a learners’ perspective becomes obvious: if learning takes place and is judged against individual propositions then also the assessment of the quality of a learning process takes place against the background of these propositions. It can be assumed that these propositions determine the individual learners’ (quality) requirements because they determine the demands for learning to realise the propositions. If learners have the possibility to assess a learning situation – in our case an e-learning-arrangement – they will do this against the background of their individual propositions, e.g. the intention to extend their competences in a certain field.
Since it can be assumed as safe that the propositions of learners are heterogeneous – individually different – quality development according to the principal „one for all“ does not seem to be feasible anymore.
To define a learner oriented quality concept means therefore to take the learners motivation, cognitive and personal situation/ context as the basis for the assessment of learning scenarios – and not ‘objective’/ external criteria. Objectivity in this sense has no relevance for learning quality, because learning is a process deeply rooted in the subjective situation/ context and the requirements and propositions of the learning individuals
.
The problem at this point is an economical one: If learner oriented quality is defined in this way, then a variety of learning scenarios for the same course might be needed to fulfil the divers’ demands of learners’ individual learning propositions. How can this be done in a realistic way? Today there is no answer to this question. It is the challenge of quality research XE "Learner-centred quality research"  to find methods and ways how to take the learner’s requirements as a starting point for the design and provision of learning scenarios. Schulmeister (2004) argues here in the direction of open learning environments (OLEs) which allow learners to explore their own learning path – and thus gain an individualised learning experience according to their individual demands.
Of course it can be argued that learning is not always taking place on basis of free individual chosen propositions but also in “forced”, prescribed compulsory environments (e.g. in schools). The assessment of learning arrangements would then also take place on basis of not of individual propositions but rather of externally defined propositions, because the objectives are defined from the outside. Holzkamp (1993) takes this into account and differentiates between two kinds of learning: defensive learning and expansive learning. Defensive learning is a learning mode which takes place under the threat of sanctions. Under the threat of sanctions learning can be pretended or it comes to defensive learning. That means that the learner then tries to overcome the given problem through learning but tries to get it accomplished with as little effort as possible.
For the definition of a subjective quality concept, on the contrary, the concept of expansive learning is more suitable. Expansive learning starts with a perception of a discrepancy between what I would like to do and what I am able to do. Due to individual propositions it appears meaningful to extend the control possibilities in order to master a specific task or action. Thus an interest in learning develops. The learner perceives his/ her current abilities as being not sufficient for the current task. This perception of self inadequacy is called ‘experience of discrepancy’. Learning is not initiated by instructors in this case. Learning is initiated because a current learning object evolves from a potential learning object due to an experience of discrepancy. This releases an 'emotional condition of inadequacy’ (Holzkamp, 1993, p. 214). Such an experience is the basis for learning motivation. In order to evolve into expansive learning, the learner must anticipate that the ‘extension of control’ is attainable through learning. If the necessary learning effort is appropriate, it is reasonable to learn expansively in order to solve the problem. According to this thesis, namely that each person acts on reasonable basis, learning follows as a necessity. The willingness to accept adversities and even setbacks is higher than with defensive learning. Expansive learning is to this extent more effective than defensive learning.

As a basis for learner oriented quality approaches and strategies the subject-scientific approach to learning appears to be more suitable than objective assumptions because it can be assumed as safe that the motivation and personal situation for learning is highly heterogeneous, especially in adult learning. On basis of Holzkamp’s theoretical approach, learning is thus a process which is rooted in subjective motives and in each individual context. A learner oriented quality concept has to take this into account for the definition of quality.
A look at most of today’s concept of teaching reveals the consequences which a learner oriented quality concept points at: It is widely believed that there is a direct connection between good teaching and good learning. However, Siebert (1985) points out that teaching aims can be abused if they include the idea that learning can be completely planned, that learning processes are determinable by instructors, and that learning results are quantifiable (ibid: 67). Holzkamp (1993) disagrees with this "fiction of administrative planability" of learning processes as well. It is denied in this viewpoint that subjective reasons could motivate learning and learning is thus reduced to 'Teaching equals Learning'. This Fallacy of Teaching=Learning holds that one hour of teaching would have the effect of one hour of learning (ibid: 397). This idea ignores subjective interests of learning. Learning output must be planable. The initiation of expansive, and therefore more effective, learning however, is subject to the coincidence of experiences of discrepancy and school can not want to promote expansive learning.
A learner oriented quality concept thus means to take into account that the assessment of learning environments takes pace on basis of individual propositions. This means from a learner’s point of view quality of e-learning would be a judgement of how suitable an e-learning-environment is designed to help them overcome their personal experience of discrepancy through learning.
Here, a paradox can be noted: If a learning scenario is provided only according to the wishes a learner has then – it can be argued – it is not possible for the learner to go beyond the borders of what he knows so far – to develop beyond his limitations. This is one main question of today’s pedagogical practice which has remained unanswered so far – empirically and theoretically: How can a learner be guided in his/ her self-development process, resp. self-guided learning process, by external guidance? (Can you educate someone to freedom?) It is the well-known change of the role of a teacher as “sage on the stage” to the “guide by the side” which is needed, to accomplish this challenge, and which is addresses inmost of the modern constructivist rhetoric
. Teachers in this understanding take on the role of facilitators. It demands for a pedagogical model which allows the learner to first develop his/ her own questions and then develops solutions him-/ herself in an exploratory manner (the connection to Schulmeister (2004) and his concept of Open Learning Environments is as well suitable here).

The relation between instruction and construction remains unclear in today’s pedagogical practice and is everyday filed by pragmatic activities of teachers in schools and universities. However it remains unclear how the two – instruction/ teaching and construction/ learning – can form an alliance. Mandl and Reinmann-Rothemeier (1995) point out that construction and instruction can not be realised according to the “all or nothing” principle. Learning requires always motivation, interest and activity on the learner’s side. Learning is thus always constructive and is has to be the utmost goal of every teaching to allow and stimulate construction processes for learners. On the other hand learning can be improved through the “guide by the side”. Mandl and Reinmann-Rothmeier emphasise therefore that learning is also interactive and that teaching has the central task to support learners and to help them with instruction (Mandl, Reinmann-Rothmeier 1995, p. 52), (Wellenreuther, 2004, p. 69).

Taking into account the subjective theory of learning from Holzkamp and the paradox of instruction and construction, a learner oriented quality concept can be described as follows: Learner oriented quality development means to take the personal, mental situation as well as the learners propositions as the reference point for the decision which have to be made in the design and delivery process for e-learning-environments. It includes enabling learners to have discrepancy experiences and to guide learners (instructional component) in their own construction processes (construction component).
Taking it forward: Quality through E-Learning 2.0 

For quality development of e-learning 2.0 the specific characteristics of e-learning 2.0 need to be taken into account. Different questions need to be posed when dealing with quality development, different objects evaluated, different criteria of quality applied and specific methods of quality assurance, enhancement and development used. In short: the role of quality development is changing. While in traditional learning scenarios it mostly means the checking and controlling of quality, in e-learning 2.0 scenarios it is becoming more the role of an enabler of learning progress. Learning methods and quality development are moving closer together. Methods such as feedback, reflection and recommendation mechanisms are becoming more important. Typical basic conditions, which need to be taken into account in quality development for e-learning 2.0 scenarios, are explained in the following: 

· From reception to participation: the metaphor used for learning is changing. In e-learning 2.0, quality cannot be tied to the evaluation of a pre-determined learning environment or learning contents produced by an expert. Not the reception but the active participation is most important, that means the question in how far a learning scenario stimulates the creation of individual PLEs, the compilation of individual learning contents and sharing them with others. 

· From inspection to reflection: quality development for e-learning 2.0 scenarios shifts the focus from conformity to a reflection of the learning process. Learners are supported in reflecting, recognizing and putting into effect their own learning progress, educational strategies, needs, etc. and in the course of their actions critically reflect the contribution of educational media. The aim is to achieve a personally ideal configuration of educational media and strategies, which is continuously developed through autonomous reflection. 

· From product orientation through process orientation to performance and competence orientation: the material that is used for learning and the processes of its supplier are not the focus of quality development. Quality development focuses on the learners’ performance, their individually developed learning products, steps in development and similar aspects (for example in e-portfolios), which shape their way to decision-making and responsibility. 

· From planning education for the leaner to planning education by the learner: quality of learning scenarios is often attempted to be achieved through careful analysis of the need for education, a comprehensive conception phase, feedback as far as the design of learning material and development processes are concerned and the evaluation of learning processes. In e-learning 2.0 scenarios, many of these processes shift from the supplier of a program to the leaner. Quality concepts must therefore support the learners in their ability to develop quality through reflection, enable leaner-oriented forms of evaluation and offer the necessary tools for quality development to the learners in their PLEs. 

· From receiver to developer of learning materials: Quality assessment in e-learning 2.0 scenarios does not follow the logic of marketing effectiveness research in order to find out how the materials and characteristics of media optimally affect the learning process. It is not about the part played by the learning process in a unified learning scenario. Rather, the focus lies on processes of development, flexible usage and the validation of social communication processes with other learners. 

· From the “learning island” LMS to the Internet as a learning environment: Kerres (2006) points to learning management systems (LMS) functioning as islands, which present a closed area, in the enormous material ocean that is the World Wide Web. E-learning 2.0 scenarios regard the LMS as a mere starting point, as a signpost for their own search and use of material from the Internet, their development and linking to other tools which can be flexibly arranged to become personal learning portals. Quality assessment then does not focus on materials from the LMS anymore but rather on the learning products and perhaps on the learning processes documented in an e-portfolio. 

· From tests to performance: learning progress and achievements become visible not only in tests but rather in the learning process documented in portfolios (for example in wikis or web logs), learning products and social interactions. 

Concepts and methods of quality development for E-Learning 2.0 

Quality assessment of e-learning 2.0 focuses on the learning process. There is no use of external standards and inter-individual comparisons (such as tests or assessments). Rather, methods of self-evaluation, intra-individual development processes are employed for this purpose, which are not made via tests but via reflection and evaluation of learning products and e-portfolios. Even though e-learning 2.0 is a new development as a trend, substantial experiences have already been made with the learning models of autonomous learning and learning in communities, which are the basis for it, as well as with methods for quality assessment of learning processes. 

Teachers can use these methods in order to evaluate the learning progress together with students and to enable individual planning. The teacher takes on the role of a mentor who gives feedback and helps with reflection on the learning experiences or evaluates e-portfolio postings. 

Table 2: Methods of quality development for E-Learning 2.0

	Methods of quality development
	Quality assessment by

	1 Self-evaluation
	Learners with the help of/ feedback by teachers 

	2 Assessment of e-portfolios 
	Teachers

	3 Social recommendation
	Peers, learning communities

	4 Evaluations aimed at target group 
	Teachers


In the following section, important aspects of methods for quality assessment, which are listed in table 5, are presented. 

Self-evaluation

One important thing which contains an enormous potential for quality assessment of learning processes in e-learning 2.0 scenarios, is the concept of self-evaluation. The aim of it is not a complete (summative) assessment of learning achievement, but rather an improvement of learning abilities. Self-Assessment is defined as students judging the quality of their work, based on evidence and explicit criteria, for the purpose of doing better work in the future. It appears that self-evaluation is a powerful concept, especially because of an impact on student performance through improved self-efficacy and increased intrinsic motivation. Research found evidence about positive effects of self-evaluation on students’ performance for difficult tasks (Maehr & Stallings, 1972; Arter et al., 1994), in academically oriented schools (Hughes et al., 1985), and among high need pupils (Henry, 1994).
In the scientific literature, one can find evidence of the positive effects of self-evaluation processes on the learning achievements (Maehr and Stallings, 1972, Arter et al., 1994, Hughes et al., 1985). When undertaking self-evaluation, students can gain insights into the profile of their own strengths and weaknesses. Rolheiser & Ross (2001) state that, if students evaluate their own achievements positively, they aim for more challenging objectives, engage in their own learning process more and mobilize more personal resources. A self-evaluation process follows the following four steps: 

· Step 1: Learners are involved in the definition of the criteria that are to be used for assessment. This takes place by negotiation. It has been shown that neither pre-determined criteria nor criteria solely developed by students are as effective as criteria that are developed by teacher and learner together. Surveys show that criteria which are development in cooperation with learners, enhance agreement and motivation of the learners. Learners are also simultaneously coached in developing of their own goals and make experiences when choosing the level of difficulty. Furthermore, an attitude of advice develops between teacher and learner, which can be of great significance in e-learning 2.0 learning processes. 

· Step 2: In this step, learners apply the criteria they have chosen to their own learning processes. As they do so, it can be important for them to be provided with examples for what such assessments might look like.

· Step 3: In a third step, learners receive feedback on their self-evaluation. The aim of this step is to calibrate the students’ own assessments together with the teachers by using this feedback process. A triangulation of their own assessment, that of the teachers and that of the peers is taken into account. 

· Step 4: In step four, the students are asked to develop plans for developing their own competences on the basis of their self-evaluation. They discuss strategies with the teachers in order to reach these goals. 

Quality assessment with e-portfolios

E-portfolios – web-based portfolios – integrate different media and services. Students collect those learning products in their e-portfolio, which are made in the course of a class or even during the whole course of their studies. Students can use electronic portfolios to show competences and reflect their learning processes. Learning results, connected with remarks by tutors, teachers and peers, feedbacks and personal reflections are collected. 

E-portfolios lend themselves to quality assessment (“Are e-portfolios an assessment of or for learning?” see Barrett and Carney, 2005; Ainsworth and Viegut, 2006). E-portfolios can used when making the final assessment (summative) or for continuous improvements (formative). As can be seen in table 6, purpose, design and contents of portfolios are clearly different when used for summative assessment of the learning achievement or for formative assessment in order to support the learners. 

Table 3: Purposes of an e-portfolio for assessment (based on Hornung-Prähäuser et al. 2007) 

	Portfolio for summative assessment
	Portfolio for formative assessment

	Purpose of e-portfolio is prescribed


	The purposes of the portfolio are negotiated with the learner

	It is fixed which learning products have to be part of the e-portfolio so assessment if possible


	Artifacts have been chosen by the learner to tell the history of his or her learning process

	Portfolios are usually fabricated at the end of a school term, semester or program and there is a deadline for handing them in
	The portfolios are constantly updated over the course of a school term, semester or program with flexible timing

	The portfolios and/ or artifacts are generally graded bases on a matrix and quantitative data for an external audience
	The portfolios and artifacts are evaluated together with the learner and are used to give feedback, so that the learner can improve his or her learning process

	The portfolio is normally structure by specified results, aims or standards


	The organization of the portfolio has been determined by the learner or has been negotiated together with the mentor/ advisor/ teacher. 

	Sometimes the portfolios are used to make important decisions


	The portfolios are hardly ever used to make important decisions

	Summative: what has been learned up to now) (past – present) 
	Formative: Which needs for learning will exist in future? (Present – future)

	Extrinsic motivation is necessary


	Intrinsic motivation mobilizes the learner

	Audience: external, little possibility for choice
	Audience: learners, family, friends 


Working with the portfolio has a double function. On the one hand, it is an innovative instrument for teaching and learning; on the other hand it serves as an alternative instrument for assessment. Learning scenarios supported by e-portfolios emphasize the learning process and enable a deeper understanding of learning processes in all participants. 

Concerning quality assessment, the portfolio is understood as a way of moving from achievement diagnosis, which is exclusively defined externally and test-oriented, to a more strongly self-directed achievement presentation by the learners. E-portfolios are aimed at competences. The idea is not to emphasize the mistakes the learner has made but what they are capable of doing. Advocates of portfolios often stress the natural function of a portfolio for bridging purposes, i.e. the link it creates between teaching, learning and evaluating (Häcker, 2005 p. 4). Thus, an e-portfolio is a method of evaluating achievements, which offers a combination of external and self-evaluation. Table 4 presents an overview of qualities for assessment oriented at e-portfolios in comparison to online examinations. In this process, e-portfolios can be used for evaluation/ assessment of subject-related abilities as well as self-competence. If e-portfolios are used as an instrument for assessing learners, the following aspects have to be taken into consideration:

· The new way of learning, presenting and refection requires mentoring and a “phase of socialization”.

· E-portfolios are an instrument of development rather than for checking students’ achievements.

· A qualitative assessment supports the learner-oriented, customized approach to prove achievements.

· The high level of subjectivity when it comes to the evaluation decreases when there are several evaluators (see also peer-review). 

· It needs to be clarified beforehand in which way data will be exchanged and published. 

Table 4: Comparison between forms of e-assessment – “e-Portfolio vs. online tests” (Source: Hornung –Prähäuser et al. 2007) 

	Characteristics
	Online examinations
	E-portfolio

	Preparation
	excessive preparation for examiner
	excessive preparation for candidate

	Forms


	- online multiple-choice test

- online tasks

- simulations (pilot examination)
	- project-related work with e-portfolio 

- e-portfolios for purposes of planning one’s studies

	Materials assessed


	- Answers
	- studying / learning objectives, learning plans

- artifacts (materials, reports)

- reflections on learning

- feedback/ comments by other evaluators 

	Criteria for assessment
	- correctness (Agreement with sample solution

- completeness

- oriented at criteria or norms 
	- fulfilling criteria for evaluation 

(raster)

- Perspective focused on competences 

- Focused on individuals

	Evaluation of tests
	- fast

- objective


	- excessive 

- subjective (less so with several evaluators) 

	Behavior of candidates


	- rather passive testing of knowledge 
	- active development of the portfolio’s contents 

- inclusion of self-evaluation


Examples of working with e-portfolios include
· the e-portfolio blog that students at the Pädagogische Hochschule des Kantons St. Gallen (CH) (Teacher Training College St. Gallen). (http://phrblog.kaywa.ch/)
· the e-portfolio portal of St. Gallen’s Teacher Training College is a web log, which is hyperlinked with a number of e-portfolios. Portfolios made by teachers as well as students, which for instance served the purposed of documenting projects, are made available. (http://www.eportfolio-phsg.ch/)
Social Recommendation and Community Participation 

In e-learning 2.0 learning scenarios, communication, feedback and the exchange of information within a learning communities is essential. With the help of social software tools collaborations can be conducted and information exchanged, as well as evaluated mutually. Three methods are of special significance and first experiences have been made:

1. Social recommendation mechanisms

2. Peer-review method

3. Peer-assist method

1. Social Recommendation Mechanisms

Social recommendation mechanisms are defined as those methods that serve the purpose of assessing the “true quality” of learning material (Duval 2006), in contrast to methods focused on experts. According to this method, the members of a learning community evaluate materials available online. This happens, for instance where databases for learning materials contain evaluations of the learning materials on the basis of their usefulness and quality. It occurs - in a less structured way – through learners creating link lists of materials, classes and resources available online, which they deem to be especially valuable and of high quality. 

On the one hand this method can be understood as “quality evaluation” in the course of which each learning material is assessed by learners. On the other hand it is also possible to give learners recommendations – á la Amazon – on which learning material is thought to be especially useful, so called social recommendations. Eric Duval, a Belgian professor, suggests a concept he terms “LearnRank”. It is about making a ranking of learning material based on learners’ evaluations and using it together with their “contexts” and intentions as a basic for learning recommendations (Duval, 2006). Of course, this does not guarantee that one finds the right text, but it increases the probability of finding useful content. 

2. Peer Review and Peer Reflection

Peer review is a concept that has been introduced a number of times, especially in the academic sector. It deals with assessing quality by peers – that is colleagues or other learners – giving each other feedback. In the sciences, the texts discussed are often scientific proposals or publications. In the area of learning, especially in e-learning 2.0 scenarios, the peer-review can be used to obtain feedback and quality assurance in relation to results, learning progress and aims, from other learners or from members of the learning community. A simple application of the peer-review method for the purpose of quality enhancement in e-learning 2.0 scenarios is to invite different learning communities or members of different learning communities, to present them with the learning intentions, progress and the problems as well as solutions worked on and to ask them to do a review. 

Peer reflection is a process aimed at creating situations for reflection, in which peers are asked to encourage the reflection of learning processes by means of their own experiences. One community could, for instance, share with another one how they structure their projects, why they used the material they used and so on. 

3. Peer Assist (Peer Learning and Bench Learning)

One possibility to check on the quality of learning processes is learning from other people’s solution, respectively entering a peer learning process with others. One model that has recently been gaining more importance is the peer assist model
. It is a structured reflection in the context of a social network, which is carried out via social software. This method is clearly distinct from peer review (see table 8). It primary aim is to simulate learning processes. By employing the method for e-learning 2.0 scenarios, social assets are used for further developing one’s own solutions or for resolving learning difficulties, which come up in the learning process. Structured reflection of a learning process is possibly by broaching the issue of the learning processes, the results and documented outcomes in the peer assist process. 

Table 5: Differences between peer review and peer assist processes (based on Commonknowledge 2007)
	Peer review
	Peer assist

	aim: evaluation 
	aim: learning, improving knowledge 

	Evaluative
	collaborative

	The task is to criticize a paper
	The task is to learn with and through a team. 

	Reviewers are chosen by others. 
	The members themselves choose the assistants. 

	Often, there is an attempt to reach constructive and in every case positive evaluation results “by all means”
	processes for solving problems. 

	Some actors are always reviewers. 


	That who assist today can call for a peer assist process tomorrow – changing one’s role is supported. 

	Report is mostly made available for the management. 
	The process is aimed only at those who called for it. 




The peer assist process is a structured process that can be employed in e-learning 2.0 scenarios by using social software. It deals with linking and strengthening a learning community with the explicit aim of discussing one’s own strategies for problem solving and learning approaches, reflecting and improving. Table 9 shows how peer assist can be used in e-learning 2.0 scenarios. 

Table 6: Online peer assist processes 

	Phase
	WEB (2.0) tools

	Preparation

	„Peer assistee“ send introductions to (six) peer assistants 
	E-mail 

	A peer assist moderator needs to be found and invited. 
	E-mail

	A peer assist wiki or blog needs to be made. 
	WIKI, blog, protopage, etc.

	Execution

	Round 1: presentation of problem (10 min.)
	Notes on peer assist wiki/ blog/ application sharing, collaboration platform

Examples: A concept developed by learners for the purpose of problem solving is presented in form of notes, a concept for a (final) paper etc. is briefly presented, a problem is presented

	Round 2: peer assistants can ask topical questions (30 min.)
	Online chat, collaboration platform

	Round 3: peer assistants make suggestions for solutions and give evaluations (45 min.)
	Suggestions are entered into a forum for discussion, everyone reads the other participants’ suggestions. 

	Round 4: moderator invites all participants to give a finishing suggestion (30 min.)
	Final round as a post in a forum for discussion.

 

	Round 5: peer assistee decides on how to continue and informs the group (10 Min.)
	The peer assistee informs participants in an online chat which suggestion he o she has chosen.




Evaluation processes aimed at a target group 

Today, evaluation is often used for assessing learning processes and results. A large number of contributions in scientific and praxis-related literature with processes that have turned out to be successful can nowadays be drawn upon. In the educational sector, the current practice for evaluation envisages a group evaluating a learning/teaching situation with the help of an evaluation instrument (e.g. a questionnaire). This is problematic in e-learning 2.0 scenarios as the learning progressions and PLEs are potentially different – even in one and the same class. That is why, as regards evaluation, it makes sense to resort to a practice of evaluation strongly aimed at the target group. 

This can happen by admitting a target-group-specific profile of evaluation instruments. One way of doing so is, for example, asking the learners not only to answer questions on an evaluation questionnaire but also at the same time to inquire into how important respectively relevant they deem this evaluation item for a learning process. Is the item irrelevant to a learning process than it is evaluated to be of small importance and consequently is not taken into account as much as other items as far as the overall evaluation is concerned. “Artificial” estimation of dimensions that are unimportant to the learning progress are thus avoided. Another advantage results from learners conducting not only an assessment but at the same time a reflection on what was of significance to their personal learning progress. The questionnaire, which should be used for such an evaluation, should cover all relevant areas in an adequate manner. 

A method like this, which is aimed at a certain target group, is conceptually similar to experiences that have been made in the area of responsive evaluation. According to this method, participants do not only assess given objects but are included in the definition of objects to be evaluated. In e-learning 2.0 scenarios, this can potentially lead to all participants in the evaluation process “constructing” a different questionnaire by assessing issues differently. The results of such an evaluation procedure cannot be processed and handled in the same way as results of a “normal” evaluation. A learning group is not understood to be a homogenous entity. In contrast, target-group-specific suggestions and solutions for the results that such evaluation yields will have to be found. First online tools for such evaluation procedures are currently being developed (for instance http://www.sevaq.com). 

Conclusion: New quality cultures 

In a presentation at the Innovations in Learning Conference by Brandon Hall, Stephen Downes (2007) used the metaphor of “walled gardens” to refer to concepts like Kerres’ (2006) talk of island-like e-learning when talking about “e-learning 1.0”. Concluding the analysis of concept in this article we can see that e-learning 2.0 cuts holes into these garden walls, leading to a new culture of learning. 

The review of concepts above has shown that e-learning 2.0 is not about further development, a new paradigm or a replacement in the sense of a new release of e-learning. It is not about a new technology, a new model of learning or a new, separate, innovative variety of e-learning. E-learning 2.0 describes a number of developments, trends and points of view, which require change from teaching to learning. E-learning 2.0 means using social software and learning services, which can be combined according to individual needs. As suggested above e-learning 1.0 follows a broadcasting logic, which is mostly based on an understanding of teaching as being transmissive. This is to say that information and materials are distributed, presented and made available to students. Learning in this view can be described using the metaphor of “acquisition” of learning contents. E-Learning 2.0 on the other hand builds on the metaphor of “participation” – learning is perceived as an interlinked, social process in which Web 2.0 tools are used to develop learning results through collaboration and communication, compile one’s own learning environment and comprehend the entire Internet as a learning resource – not just the material provided for a class.

This new culture of learning is characterized by more autonomy for learners, leading away from a model of knowledge transfer, which is predominant in many educational contexts, to a model of mutual construction of knowledge and development of competences. The emphasis lies on making learners fit for an uncertain future, to support them in their development to becoming “reflected practitioners” (Schön, 1983) and to supply them with a portfolio of acting competences with the help of which they can create their respective working and living contexts and innovatively develop them. 

Naturally, learning itself is not invented anew by this method. The basic concept of learning remains the same. Rather, we realize new pedagogical approaches and didactic forms of how learning/teaching scenarios can be designed. Thus, we reach a new culture of learning. It challenges educational institutions by not being restricted to “walled gardens” but going beyond –physical as well as conceptual – limits of institutions. In the process, it challenges a large number of existing beliefs, such as curricula written in stone, traditional examinations, one and the same “LMS” to be used for all organizations, and alike. 

A new culture of teaching and learning, as has been described in the article, also questions the understanding of evaluating, developing and assuring quality. The emphasis herein lies on methods that are aimed at a participating learner and the learning process directly and not as much on processes centered on organizations. A quality culture for e-learning, which wants to add something to methods and processes for e-learning 2.0, aims at participation-oriented procedures, creates space and chances for reflection and includes learners in feedback processes. Learning communities are involved in reviewing processes and evaluation processes for material, concepts and problems. Quality assessments are aimed at a target group and not at external standards.

Such a conception of what quality instruments, concepts and methods ought to look like challenges educational institutions on all levels. Institutionally, new basic conditions need to be fixed, which for example enable the acceptance of e-portfolio-supported evaluation processes as examination achievements. On the level of the program, it is important to construct learning methods and curricula in a manner that leaves room for the influence of learners’ feedbacks. On the level of learner activities, learners need to be familiarized more with reflection and peer-review processes, which make it possible for them to give feedback on the quality of their learning processes. 
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Figure 2: Change in the landscape of e-learning

Table 1: Different conditions and subjects of quality assessment. 
	E-Learning 1.0
	E-Learning 2.0

	Quality is assessed by experts
	Quality is assessed by learners and peers 

	Learning platform
	Personal Learning Environment

	Content
	User-created content

	Curriculum
	Learning diaries/ e-portfolios

	Structure of classes
	Communication

	Availability of tutors
	Interaction

	Multimedia (interactive)
	Social networks and communities of practice

	Appropriation processes
	Participation processes


Table 2: Methods of quality development for E-Learning 2.0

	Methods of quality development
	Quality assessment by

	1 Self-evaluation
	Learners with the help of/ feedback by teachers 

	2 Assessment of e-portfolios 
	Teachers

	3 Social recommendation
	Peers, learning communities

	4 Evaluations aimed at target group 
	Teachers


Table 3: Purposes of an e-portfolio for assessment (based on Hornung-Prähäuser et al. 2007) 

	Portfolio for summative assessment
	Portfolio for formative assessment

	Purpose of e-portfolio is prescribed


	The purposes of the portfolio are negotiated with the learner

	It is fixed which learning products have to be part of the e-portfolio so assessment if possible


	Artifacts have been chosen by the learner to tell the history of his or her learning process

	Portfolios are usually fabricated at the end of a school term, semester or program and there is a deadline for handing them in
	The portfolios are constantly updated over the course of a school term, semester or program with flexible timing

	The portfolios and/ or artifacts are generally graded bases on a matrix and quantitative data for an external audience
	The portfolios and artifacts are evaluated together with the learner and are used to give feedback, so that the learner can improve his or her learning process

	The portfolio is normally structure by specified results, aims or standards


	The organization of the portfolio has been determined by the learner or has been negotiated together with the mentor/ advisor/ teacher. 

	Sometimes the portfolios are used to make important decisions


	The portfolios are hardly ever used to make important decisions

	Summative: what has been learned up to now) (past – present) 
	Formative: Which needs for learning will exist in future? (Present – future)

	Extrinsic motivation is necessary


	Intrinsic motivation mobilizes the learner

	Audience: external, little possibility for choice
	Audience: learners, family, friends 


Table 4: Comparison between forms of e-assessment – “e-Portfolio vs. online tests” (Source: Hornung –Prähäuser et al. 2007) 

	Characteristics
	Online examinations
	E-portfolio

	Preparation
	excessive preparation for examiner
	excessive preparation for candidate

	Forms


	- online multiple-choice test

- online tasks

- simulations (pilot examination)
	- project-related work with e-portfolio 

- e-portfolios for purposes of planning one’s studies

	Materials assessed


	- Answers
	- studying / learning objectives, learning plans

- artifacts (materials, reports)

- reflections on learning

- feedback/ comments by other evaluators 

	Criteria for assessment
	- correctness (Agreement with sample solution

- completeness

- oriented at criteria or norms 
	- fulfilling criteria for evaluation 

(raster)

- Perspective focused on competences 

- Focused on individuals

	Evaluation of tests
	- fast

- objective


	- excessive 

- subjective (less so with several evaluators) 

	Behavior of candidates


	- rather passive testing of knowledge 
	- active development of the portfolio’s contents 

- inclusion of self-evaluation


Table 5: Differences between peer review and peer assist processes (based on Commonknowledge 2007)
	Peer review
	Peer assist

	aim: evaluation 
	aim: learning, improving knowledge 

	Evaluative
	collaborative

	The task is to criticize a paper
	The task is to learn with and through a team. 

	Reviewers are chosen by others. 
	The members themselves choose the assistants. 

	Often, there is an attempt to reach constructive and in every case positive evaluation results “by all means”
	processes for solving problems. 

	Some actors are always reviewers. 


	That who assist today can call for a peer assist process tomorrow – changing one’s role is supported. 

	Report is mostly made available for the management. 
	The process is aimed only at those who called for it. 




Table 6: Online peer assist processes 

	Phase
	WEB (2.0) tools

	Preparation

	„Peer assistee“ send introductions to (six) peer assistants 
	E-mail 

	A peer assist moderator needs to be found and invited. 
	E-mail

	A peer assist wiki or blog needs to be made. 
	WIKI, blog, protopage, etc.

	Execution

	Round 1: presentation of problem (10 min.)
	Notes on peer assist wiki/ blog/ application sharing, collaboration platform

Examples: A concept developed by learners for the purpose of problem solving is presented in form of notes, a concept for a (final) paper etc. is briefly presented, a problem is presented

	Round 2: peer assistants can ask topical questions (30 min.)
	Online chat, collaboration platform

	Round 3: peer assistants make suggestions for solutions and give evaluations (45 min.)
	Suggestions are entered into a forum for discussion, everyone reads the other participants’ suggestions. 

	Round 4: moderator invites all participants to give a finishing suggestion (30 min.)
	Final round as a post in a forum for discussion.

 

	Round 5: peer assistee decides on how to continue and informs the group (10 Min.)
	The peer assistee informs participants in an online chat which suggestion he o she has chosen.










� It is important to not that the term e-learning is used in a variety of ways in the international debate. Whereas in the western literature a move to a meaning of e-learning as ‘Internet based’ can be identified, in countries such as India, China, or regions as Africa, e-learning connotes often rather with blended learning and a mix of self-study and presentational courses using computer-based training programs. 


� First of all, Harvey and Green call quality an exception (1). That means quality itself is an exception in that it goes beyond the highest standards or reaches at least prescribed minimal standards. In contrast, quality can be interpreted as (2) perfection or consistency. This approach focuses on processes which can be achieved when striving for quality and expresses itself in lack of errors as well as effectiveness and efficiency. Different than the two first approaches, (3) refers to quality as purposeful, which means that it related to the underlying purpose of a product or service. A fourth approach (4) then focuses on the relation between quality and market/ price: the adequate countervalue. Finally, quality is understood as being transformative (5). This understanding focuses mainly on services and generally questions product-oriented quality assessment in the educational sector. 


� Sometimes the lack of theory for educational quality is substituted by the debate on competencies – on the learner side, or a discussion on professionalism – on the teachers side. However, there are theories which a “quality theory” could be grounded on, like learning theories, evaluation models, socio-educational theories, etc.


� For an account of the debate of the concepts of “objectivity” and “subjectivity” in science see Ehlers 2004.


� Since the 1990s the constructive approach is the „newcomer“ of didactical theory (Olberg 2004, 123). Constructivist approaches claim a new approach and at the same time present ideas to integrate it into the practical work. Meanwhile there are a lot publications about constructivist pedagogy and education. For the German speaking community H. Siebert (1994, 1999, 2003), E. von Glasersfeld (1996) as well as K. Müller (1996), E. Kösel (1997) and K. Reich (1996, 2002) can be listed as protagonists of the constructivist debate. The english speaking debate can be followed in works of T.M. Duffy und D.H. Jonassen (1992), T.M. Duffy u.a. (1993), K. Tobin (1993) and L.P. Steffe/ J. Gale (1995).Critical and opposing voices can be found in works of A.M. Kuhl (1993), C. Diesbergen (1998) und E. Terhart (1999).


� The models of peer assist, peer learning and bench learning are so to speak the logic continuation of peer review processes. 
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