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The theme of my presentation is studying the plessites and
communicational possibilities, as well as habitedficators within
the framework of e-education, principally in higlegtucation. In
higher education we think students are able toystndependently
and they are motivated to learn on their own. Sgagnot much
attention to help them study, not even if we thléud e-learning. But
we have to see that even appropriate ICT-skillsrextesufficient for
learning on-line: students need appropriate leaghaompetences and
motivation for efficiency in e-learning. Both rerps the teacher’s
customized support — and on this way we get te¢hgimportant

role and tasks of e-educator alias e-tutor.
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The starting point of this analysis is, on the tlaed, the practice and the
theoretical possibilities of typical, traditionaiate to face” education, and,
on the other hand, the educational and pedagogigaport tasks in the
pedagogy of open and distance education. The eiggardue to the fact of

being technologically indirect and inevitably aslgranous, is similar to

distance learning, and not only in respect of pliegathe curriculum and

planning the process of learning, but in respect soipport and

communication. However, in Hungary during the edesy practice the

application of e-technologies is just rarely accamipd by the revision of
the learning management strategies. Accordingly, tharacteristics of

educational roles and communicational habits id@eation are somewhere
halfway between those featuring traditional andaglise education.

During the development of an electronic curriculiiris crucial to keep
an eye on both the optimum conditions and the otupeactice that the new
curriculum has to fit into. This current practicge haturally, including the
educational process’s target group, objectives reqdirements, as well as
every other aspects of organizing learning: culuicy work schedule,
administration, the given (or missing) technologi@nd competence
conditions, the learning support system adjustech¢d) to these conditions,
and all the communications that take place durivesé adjustments. Last
but not least a key element of this process issihetional role that the
educator is assigned or intended to fulfill in arl@ng.

In the recent past the Regional Distance Educatamtre of the
University of Pécs has developed its electronicistesce material on
learning development callddearning — effectively, sensibly and with lasting
results The results of the development process and m#ielyesting of the
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afore-mentioned material are suitable for drawirgyats and conclusions in
respect of the development of training materiatshigher education and the
possible roles of e-educators that is in close eotion with the former one.

E-learning, distance learning, traditional edugato
clarification of the definitions

Nowadays, e-learning, blended learning and learsimported by electronic
devices seem to push into the background the systelistance education, at
least in Hungary, during every day practice. Ofteese above mentioned
concepts replace the all the phenomenon relatinglistance education.
However, we should understand that these are addime, even not the same
types: while e-learning (put it very simply) printgrs a technology and an
educating-learning method relating to it, distareghication and blended
learning are first of all methods for creating asupporting the learning
process, their form is in contrast with the soeathlface-to-face, attendance
based education, and the tools of e-learning caintbgrated into them. But
the tools of e-learning also can be integrated th&o conventional, face-to-
face educational system. Typical examples: usindigital or interactive
blackboard during a traditional school lesson,imra broader context, even
simply projecting a presentation can be considasedlectronically supported
learning.

In case of e-learning the starting point is theilalsle and exploitable
technology, and it is the curriculum and the methad organization of
learning that should be adjusted to the capalsilitwovided by this
technology. On the contrary, in case of distanaeaiibn the starting points
are the target group and the result of the trainighgally the curriculum, the
support system, and the technology that is the dfike two previous one are
all the outcomes of those starting points. (Inrditere on distance education
we find that the objectives and requirements, a6 &g understanding the
target group have the highest priority; and we thet curriculum and the
support system as a result of harmonizing them.)n8bevery e-learning is
distance education, and not every distance educitie-learning (although it
is obvious that tendencies are moving this way).

At the same time we cannot deny that there is dongeicommon in e-
learning and distance learning (Kovacs 2007). B@amwple, the synchronic
and/or asynchronic distance that is, on the onel,hartore characteristic of
distance education, and, on the other hand, ndtat@lof e-learning. In both
cases — theoretically and ideally — the centreheflearning process is the
student, and an elaborated, easy-to-understandeasytto-use curriculum
plays an important role. Those so-called e-cumiaid or distance curriculums
that are available nowadays are more or less progeal, since they take into
consideration the most typical situation occurringthe framework of e-
learning and distance learning, which is sole iegrat home. In both cases it
is important to build motivation into the curricotuin order to make sure that
we can keep those “self-abandoned” students wikttgrdearning process, who
are, at least partly, deprived of the traditiong@kipersonal education. The
ultimate objective — that is yet not widely pursukdt that should be reached
— is to create curriculums that are optimized fa different learning habits
and cognitive styles, and can be “custom-made” ¢&ar). And with this we
have arrived to a feature that cannot be missioig fcurriculums developed
for web 2.0 generation, since without it the whplecess of e-learning or
distance learning virtually becomes unable to dperAnd this feature is
interactivity. This equally can refer to an imittmteractivity coded in the
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curriculum (e.g. in case of tests), or to a reathhical interactivity, or to a
live, real-time connection between the participarfithe learning process.

Student, educator and the World Wide Web

Thinking over the significance of interactivity cdead us to two other
important elements of learning process developmenich are: the personal
relationship between the participants that is fadlgianuch less formal than
within the *“face-to-face” education; and considemt the effects of
cultural/sub-cultural standards of the InternetndAhese effects are highly
correlated with the nature of those personal mighips.) A more personal
tone between educator/supporter and students ceaem beffective tool of
motivation, but applying this tool requires not yord curriculum, but also
developing a system of organization of learning.

Cultural standards and rules of the World Wide W®&bown 2002)
confirm the importance of having a personal toiregesthe Internet — from the
start of its “civil’ use — has always been and willvays be a place, where
there is no hierarchy, and the communication amdet sharing is informal
(Wallace 2004). Consequently, if we would likeitayould be really difficult
(and probably ineffective) to transplant — withanly alteration — the rules of
the hierarchal, formal, face-to-face education i® society of the Internet
that is totally out of accordance with them.

Though the traditional educator-student relatigmshight be fitted into the
communicational situations, codes and roles oiMogld Wide Web, it would
not happen without having any problems. Differertmetsveen the positions of
the participants can be expressed through thesrigjlien to them or through
the division of process control, but it does natverto be a successful strategy
to keep distance between the positions during eegrgnline communication,
or to protect the myth of the educator as primayree of knowledge. After
all, students, at least in a technological andaséaeinse, play “at home”: in the
net society they are not less confident (on therapn often more confident)
than the educator (Brown, 2002). Consequently, theyously have access to
alternative information — virtually form infiniteumber of sources — that
inevitably redefine the status of educator as kedgé provider. Depending
on the educators’ attitude, there are two optiangiem: they can remain —
from the students’ point of view — authoritativert@pants of the learning
process, or there is the possibility that they t@lmore or less excluded from
the circle of those from who the students gain Kedge. If an educator is not
able to accept an unorthodox role, the chance ttihgdar from the current
learning process will be much higher.

Educators must acknowledge that they will play ffed@nt role among
students studying with the help of electronic desifor even online students)
than in the class-room. Just like within the frarogwof traditional distance
education, educators lose their central, infornmgtimvider function, or rather
this function turns into a not less honorable statbhe educator becomes a
leader, a guide or a mentor. It is due to the flaat, though most educators
still have not get used to online communicationimans of their professional
knowledge and experience they can help studeriisd@nd process specific
professional information available on the Internas$, well as help them
selecting all the information they found by themsel The educator, who is
expert in source criticism of professional docuraghias nothing else to do
just to show the same critical attitude towardsnenkources, and introduce
the students surfing the web into this process. gl would be useful not
only for the educator, but also for the studentsp are able to find anything
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on the Internet, but are not necessarily able (esefirst surely unable) to
determine the exact position of the given text imithr outwith a profession or
science. Therefore it might happen that the stgdatitin their knowledge
from unreliable sources that will have negativeeef on their competence
(Bai 2002).

So being a source critic is a dominant part of dpedn educator as a
professional leader. Besides, of course, the eduedso does some sort of
orientation that is quite similar to the personansultational process
supporting the writing of the thesis in the traafitl higher education, with the
difference that this orientation sees the studidbe students through (and it
is also part of the distance educator’s role). iaither the general attitude of
educators working in the “mass education”, nor teéiing the hierarchical
positions is compatible with this new role. In thikiation the educator, in the
first place, should be a partner, and, in the sgqdace, should be a mentor
(or tutor), which means the educator should bersopenho concerns with the
students one by one, help solving their unique Iprob, guides them on their
own professional progress, and, at the same timetissshamed of learning
from the students on those field that the studargsmore familiar with. Web
services and other IT services provide a good phsisdo not and cannot
replace the continuous work of an educator. Fom@i@, it is not enough to
have access to forums, chat, frame system, blodsegportfolio, if the
participants of the learning process do not usetaked advantage of these
tools: if the system only contains e-books, pres@nts, tests, exam papers
and maybe essays, then it is quite far from crgatite above-mentioned
partnership (see also Conolle 2008). Naturally, doethe structure of
education, the educator is in position of power Wwhat really matters is
whether this position is constantly put forward amly jumps out of the
background when it is time to evaluate the studgmésformance. In the
previous case the activity and the motivation ef student is not the same as
in the latter one. And this only depends on thecatir’s attitude and
behaviour (activity, style).

It is the partnership that allows the educator ¢@dme and remain a
personal professional leader and that the educalkar,is the direct controller
of the learning process can turn into the enging @ne of the most difficult
challenges in the hierarchical-formal educationtesysis to attain this
“engine” role and keep it permanently, whereasatld be really desirable in
higher education, where students are independetisali students are able to
learn, to research and to conduct projects on tiair, then they will not or, at
best, will only seemingly accept the full contrbtiee educator. But if students
are not able to work on their own, then it woulddatvisable to set it as aim
for them, since independent research is a dectagedrement that they have
to comply with at the latest when they write théesis. And the best way to
attain this skill is to have many opportunities fietependent, self-organized
orientation and knowledge gaining, and even to feite a constant demand
for doing it. But regardless of doing it alone Brai team, a strictly controlling
educator is less able to motivate the studentgtorbe independent, than an
educator who is their partner, and comes to the doty when his/her help is
needed, but this help does not mean that the exugiaes them every piece
of information automatically. Therefore the educatathdraws into the
background for most of the time: this does not m#wt the educator is
pushed into the background, but that he/she detalésave space for the
students’ development. Acting like a good trainecaach, the educator helps
to set off the process, and then keeps an eyeabnstadent, constantly stands
by them, but does not interfere with the courseveits, and does not take the
initiative. At the same time, the educator cleamderstands when and why
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the process comes to a halt or, perhaps, turnadther direction and helps
the student or the team to get over the obstacle.

Connnectivist pedagogy (Siemens 2004) even godésefulit says that in
extreme cases, in creative, separate communitee®dbndary-line between
educator and students simply vanishes. But thisotsnecessary, and not
necessarily a problem. In case of less formal ethitss and especially in case
of highly educated, mature students, the vanisbinthe boundary-line can
add value to the process: a full, pithy partnerst@ip come true that is free
form the disturbing formal relations. Besides, agsult of group dynamics,
most teams need a leader, and this features tineapent online groups as
well. If the student group is made up of less natstudents — both in a
professional and personal sense — probably the experienced educator will
enact this role, even so if the distribution ofeghasn’t got a strong, formal
base. The more mature and independent the stualentnd the wider their
knowledge is, the more likely it is that the tramitl educator-student
relationship gradually turns into a fruitful pro§&snal partnership. This can
also happen within the framework of face-to-faceoadion; e-learning only
modifies the framework of the process.

The educator as motivator: “survivor” tool-kit felectronic
learning development in practice

During the development of curriculum for distance&lu@ation and
development of electronic curriculum, the editantdt, mentor, educator)
usually assumes that it is quite enough to progtlElents with cognitive
knowledge (content of the curriculum) required &btaining the curriculum,
and there is no need for anything else, since tindests already have the
ability to learn self-directedly. So the educateats the students like people
who are able and willing to learn by themselves tanchake their own time-
table, and who know and proficiently use all tharténg support methods.
This implicates the next assumption: that aduldestds, based on their
previous learning experience, are naturally ablevithout making major
changes in their learning habits — to comply wilte trequirements, to
memorize the curriculum in the long run, to undardtthe interrelations, and
later on, to utilize the attained knowledge in ficec Of course, | would not
say that each and every educator shares this assoniput probably this is
more of a general attitude than just a negligilmatpof view on the part of
educators, and in the Hungarian higher educatisnigtan absolutely typical
phenomenon.

On the contrary, practical experience shows thadestts during their
previous studies do not or rarely developed skieful for attaining the
curriculum; their learning abilities are deficienipt properly developed.
Although, in theory, learning methodology is onetludse fields that can be
evolved in elementary and secondary educationfatieis that it is pushed
into the background along with several other edocat efforts aiming to
develop student competence. In many cases therhigheation tries to fill
this gap in the first stage of the training by eithformal (learning
methodology course) or informal (integrating leaghimethodology into other
courses) way. There are, among many other solutiongxample, learning
methodology modules to be attained during the itrgin or learning
methodology training within the framework of a m@s$ional pro-seminar. A
typical, informal, non-declared method is when edois try to provide first
year students an “emergency” training on learniegetbpment within the
framework of any kind of practical course, withautking it a part of the
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themes or the curriculum, simply giving them oppoities to practice making
a presentation or preparing a seminar essay. Faelynnowadays it is more
common that higher education undertakes competat®elopment /
improvement, so more efficient and more traceablethods can be
implemented (Bodnar 2007, Bessenyei 2007). At dmmestime, it is not
obvious for everyone and everywhere that studertset necessarily ready
for processing a huge amount of curriculum and glogsearch on their own,
and for making schedule for the periods of ternetand examination season,
which is different from what they get used to ire teystem of public
education. Observing these deficiencies, the Ragi@istance Education
Centre of the University of Pécs have developeditseelectronic assistance
material on learning developmerte@rning — effectively, sensibly and with
lasting result} for regular and correspondence students. Our oigattive is
to give a possibility — first of all — to our BAustents to complement their
basic learning methodology studies via e-learniofy,course, within the
framework determined by and with the help of theent educator.

Creating the curriculum we did not wanted to wouk ® complete learning
support programme or website (like Eszterhazy Ka@illege of Eger did:
http://mww.ektf.hu/tanulasfejleszte$3ive just wanted to draw the students’
attention to this topic, and make them aware ofdfagus of their learning
abilities, motivate them for self-improvement arfitéothem a “survivor” tool-
kit to start with.Learning — effectively, sensibly and with lastiegultsis only
an introduction, being the first part of forthcorpiseries of materials each of
them focusing on a specific field of learning melblogy. As a result of our
work we are going to have such an assistance rmkaten learning
development that will provide opportunity for inglual development beyond
learning methodology classes — in a very practicsl.

That is the reason why we wanted our material toripeessive, attractive
and, last but not least, easy-to-use, even foetidmse digital literacy is less
developed. According to its content, we thought thaould be useful to start
with the examination of concentration ability. Tlhgbu— considering its
structure — this is an e-curriculum and not one emiadl distance education,
both the style of the text and the interactive pare designed to comply with
distance education (fitted into an appropriateesysof learning support and
learning management). And this has two major adwms on the one hand,
this curriculum can be applied in several typesdiication, and, on the other
hand, it has several great characteristics dueetdaict that it was written like
distance education curriculums. The style of daaducation curriculum
(the descriptive parts, the problems, the questimsk first of all, the guides)
is necessarily concise, clear, precise, its langigmgimple, its tone is friendly
and encouraging; its objectives are to replacenttssing educator, to help
interpreting the information, and to motivate amgmort the student (Dillon
2004; Nielsen-Morkes 1997). In connection with téiag methodology the
key is arousing and maintaining students’ motivatibecause, on the one
hand, it is embarrassing for students starting tteidies in higher education
to admit that they have deficiencies on this fieddd, on the other hand,
developing learning abilities is essential, butpapular, since usually it is not
systematically supported by higher education ustihs, so it requires extra
efforts and independent orientation. So this mttivais supported by both
the wording and the structure (classic distanceathn style: there are no
theoretical parts) and the well-developed technolmgd display that can be
applied in several platforms, and, last but natiethe interactive, multimedia
form. We considered that these latter charactesistan be ensured by a
freeware called EXE (1.4.0) that is a curriculumt@dprogramme with
display templates, which can be integrated intd bddbodle and CooSpace
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LMS, without any problem. The complete materiahglavith video and audio
inserts and interactive self tests (many of thera waated by the test editor
module of EXE, and the rest were inserted intcctiveiculum), have been put
together in this programme, and then it was impoes one pack into the
Moodle and CooSpace systems that we use for ehgctsupport of our
training.

We must mention that we had a third aspect duhegdevelopment: the
limited amount of time and energy in case of edeay (Ge 2008). These
limitations can be motivation decreasing factorthé curriculum is difficult-
to-use and its appearance is not impressive. §ttaeireason why we did not
want to create a “motivation decreasing” voluminooaterial: the “course”
contains only 2 major modules that is made up df5 smaller modules
respectively, so — depending on the student’s iddal pace — it can be
completed in 3-4 hours. This, of course, is jug #tart of the learning
development process.

The first major module contains only tests and lieekls, for example:
Stroop test (change-over test), essence seeindedaitirecalling test based on
video inserts, text interpreting and simple measerg of ability to
concentrate on monotonous information. At the ehthe tests the students
get feedback that helps them to determine thesfiefdheir learning abilities
to be developed. In the second module studentsfemed exercises that are
suitable for developing the previously chosen fieldivided into the subfields
of concentration ability. When choosing and disipligythese exercises, we put
a great emphasis on their “mobility”: we wantedniake sure that students
won'’t be “locked” to the computer, so these exesialso can be completed
and practised without technical support, with serplols, or even without any
tool, during everyday activities (travelling, watj, administrating, relaxing or
in a period of time dedicated to this “course”).nSequently these exercises
are less “multimedia type”, than the tests in tihet fodule. They are rather
focusing on arousing and maintaining inner motosati

Since curriculum is designed for variable purposed target groups —
though the main target group is regular, first \@arstudents — the role of the
educator cannot be elaborated. Normally, the compadculum serves as an
electronic assistance material, a collection of@ges. Ideally, it is used for
one term, within the framework of a learning metblody course
complemented with discussing the test results athgéromeasurements;
thinking further, varying and supplementing thereises, and building the
whole course onto processing a certain professiowérial that is closely
connected to the studies of the students. In yisiem the educator acts as the
controller and guide of the learning process, endie hand, and, on the other
hand the educator is the personal developer amdingapartner. Within the
framework of the system it might happen that sttglEok for or prepare their
own exercises connecting to certain thematic uaitd, make their peers — and
ideally the educator as well — to complete thossr@ses, then they evaluate
their work and draw the adequate conclusions. Ibwié these contributions
by the students into the curriculum that, on the band, can provide further
motivation to the learning development, and, ondtier hand it enrich the
material, makes it more pragmatical and facilitatestomizing it. So the
assistance material itself serves only as a sapiint and guide to the real
learning development.

By this time the electronic curriculum has beerte#sand evaluated by
nearly 80 students. Testing and evaluation tookeplaithin an electronic
frame system in each and every case, and mosedttiidents have done it
alone at home as a distance learner, rest of tlenaddne it during a class in
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an IT lab. All of them were BA students, but only 6f them were regular
students, 20 of them were distance learners.

The results are promising both in terms of the iligabf the curriculum
and the hypothetical role of the educator durirgggtocess of e-learning (see
statements in accordance with the latteriantlics).

None of the testing students had technical or pnétational problems
neither with the test itself nor with the exercisffered, and all of them found
the material “useful” and/or “interesting” (87% wfitten feedbacks contained
the words “interesting” or “exciting”, and 83% dfaem contained “useful”).
Some students reported that their motivation farrimg had increased, and
many of them asked for continuatiam order to develop other areas as well,
e.g.. memory, dynamic reading, and essence senthgwen logical skills6
students reported that they had checked up on inetype of exercises on
their own, but the rest of them wanted the edudat@xpand the scope of the
exercises and tests.

There were some students who mentioned particalgs phat they had
most enjoyed. Not surprisingly, in most cases,dhesre the tests based on
multimedia inserts, but there were some students alBo liked the text
interpreting exercise and the training-like “gedtiim tune” for learningThe
majority of the students (56 persons) reportedrtkest result even without
asking andsome of them even asked question about the cuatmlityzof
exercisesSo we can claim it to be clean-cut that studardselatively easy to
motivate for developing their learning abilitie,we offer them attractive,
easy-to-use tools.

Difficulties with the curriculum were totally diffent from what we
expectedmost students complained that it is too long fanpleting it with
unwearying attention, though there was no suchirement that they have to
accomplish the whole test at one go, and there niteaay technical solution
that would have prevented them from doing it oremivoccasionsThis
complaint has revealed that — as generally we ¢agxqmect the students to
dispose their “learning-time” well completely oneih own, without any
experience — we have to make clear the schedubbeotime devoted to
attaining this curriculum, providing at least a tlemark either in the text
itself, or in a complementary guide. Therefores ipractical to divide even the
testing phase, but particularly the big module ehrhing development
exercises into several occasion conducted in difteimes. And it also would
be useful to suggest certain length of time fotingsand practicing. These
suggested periods should not be longer than 10iiGtes (in case of testing)
and 30 minutes (in case of practising). (Studeritg;ourse, are allowed to
deviate from the proposed time frame to a certsieng, if they think that they
have practiced enough.) In the later version ofciingiculum we have made
these changes, and then the students did not haestians relating to this
topic. However there were 12 students who initialported a reverse
experience. Thegompleted the tests for at once, and finishindgpéttasked
for further sources of testEhese 12 students handled the exercises as parts of
a collection of exercises: they primarily tried tlubse that proved to be useful
for them based on their test results, and theytqudt a quick look on the rest,
or recommended them to others. The questions séth2 students focused on
whetherwhere they can find further materials for develgpione or two of
their learning sub-abilitiesThis group — with one exception — was made up of
correspondence students. They neither knew howadio lip complementary
materials on their own.

From all the above information we can outline tkpeeted tasks, duties
and the basic status of an educator from the stsid#andpoint. The educator
is primarily a person, whorientate— but both in scheduling the exercises, and
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providing and selecting contents, is a person vatigedy, but slightlycontrol.
Secondly, the educat@upports and motivategnd the students obviously
expect feedbacks from him/her on their performarnethis situation —
emphasizing that this curriculum has been compldigd regular and
correspondence students studying within the framewbtraditional, face-to-
face education and distance learning, respectivelhe educator has the
traditional role of the controller, which probabhould be different within a
supporting and training organization structure tisaspecially created for
regular use of electronic curriculums. So the sttgleattitude toward the
educator — whether they reckon the educator astagpar a controller — is
determined by the behaviour of the educator (wircthe testing phase was
particularly more of a partnership), and also hygaetermined by the
structure and role culture of the training itself.

The learning supporter, electronic, “programmedrseu proved to be
useful in practice. First of all, it proved trueathan attractive, impressive
electronic assistance material is an effective fmohrousing and maintaining
motivation, even in the field of learning developmé¢hat is a less beloved
field of education. Besides, it has become cleat th case of assistance
material customized for students the attractivenfand displaying interactive
interfaces is just one thing. Easy manageabiligndparent structure and, last
but not least, easy-to-understand wording with eragyle and tone are also
very important. When it comes to the content ofrtiagerial, so far experience
shows that the assistance material’s benefittidse fact that students, firstly,
get to know certain parts of learning methodologyd, secondly, they can
study them in practice; and finally, they get fessdbon where they are on this
way, and in which direction they should go on.

Thought experiment: possible roles of an educattine
system of e-learning

Within the framework of e-learning the roles of thducator are obviously
go through a modification, but only if the educa®bppen to take advantage
of the possibilities, and the structure of the edion enables it (Davidson-
Shivers 2009). This modification has two directions the one hand the
roles of the educator become similar to the rofes distance educator, and
on the other hand, the working methods of the edudzecome similar to
the methods of a consultant or a talent managecoringly, an ‘“e-
educator” is more of a supporter, guiding the sttslen their way from the
background, than a classic “teacher”. So an “e-guut enacts the roles
known from the system of distance education, beinitor, a mentor, a
consultant, and besides there are several othes tol play (these partly
overlap the previous ones), that cannot be easfcribed with concepts
used in the traditional education system:

« relationship builder — get the relevant teams togiefconsultant?)

« starter of the process, motivator (trainer?)

e aperson who is mapping out a route (individuaticutum developer?)

» source critic (expert on information?)

« knowledge provider and examiner (editor?)

« responsible person for enforcing the rules of tlearding process

(moderator?)
« personal supporter (mentor? tutor? coach?)

17



FODORTOTH, K.: E-Learning, E-Communication, E-Educator, pA.&-

If the educator is able to enact these roles wigldibility, then here is a
chance for him/her to remain the source of knowdeiigthe students’ sight
— in case he/she acknowledges that he/she isofarlieing the only source.
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