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Abstract

Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) can be a valuable tool for professional
development (PD) as they can offer flexible and cost-effective opportunities for
professional competence development at large scale. Nevertheless, certain shortcomings
are reported in the literature for MOOCs4PD, such as low completion rates, limited
engagement and social participation and lack of credible assessment, mostly inherited by
the design of MOOCs targeting the general audience.

This thesis contributes to the discussion of the evaluation of MOOCs and proposes an
evaluation framework for MOOCs4PD based on the learners’ perceived competences
advancement. The aim of the evaluation is to explore the factors which affect the
perceived competence advancement of participants, focusing on the learners’ profile and
the reported learning experience upon completion. The core question of the evaluation
is:

“What are the areas of possible improvement for the offered competence-
based Professional Development MOOC to better the quality of the learning
experience and effectively cultivate the competences of participants?”

By means of validation, a successful application of this methodological framework is
presented. More specifically, the proposed evaluation framework is applied to the case
of the Learn2Analyze MOOC, a competence based MOQOCA4PD for online education
professionals, aiming to support the development of the basic competences for
Educational Data Analytics of Online and Blended teaching and learning. The delivery of
the Learn2Analyze MOOC lasted 12 weeks from October 21, 2019 to January 14, 2020.
The study design was a mixed-method evaluation. A pre- course survey collected data on
demographic characteristics, motives, background knowledge on the subject matter, and
professional experience of 1147 participants. The study revealed three main targeted
groups participating in the course, namely eLearning Professionals, School Teachers and
Higher Education Students.

The post-course survey, with 235 participants who have completed the course, indicates
a perceived competence advancement of one level (from level 2 = advanced beginner to
level 3 = competent). The examination of the reported Educational Data Literacy (EDL)
competences advancement between the three targeted groups indicates that, although
external motives had strong positive relationship to course completion, there was no
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relation to EDL competence advancement. On the other hand, it seems that there is a
positive relationship between the GRIT score (passion and perseverance for long-term
and meaningful goals) and EDL competences advancement. The hours that the
participants were planning to spend in the course are very important as they seem to
have strong relationship not only with the course completion, but with the EDL
competences advancement as well. Furthermore, the examination of the effect of self-
confidence (confidence in completing the course on time and confidence in learning the
material) indicates positive relationship to EDL competences advancement.

In the post-course survey, the perceived Learning Experience was measured, both per
module and through the course, in terms of, content (graphics, videos, complementary
material, learning activities, and assessments), workload, level of interaction, platform
ease of use, level of satisfaction, confirmation of expectations, and continuance intention.
The study indicates strong positive relation of all dimensions of the Overall Learning
Experience to the reported EDL competences advancement.

In addition, the post-course survey questionnaire included two open-ended questions so
that learners could optionally comment what they liked most and least about taking part
in the course. Using Braun and Clark’s method for thematic coding five central themes
were identified namely (a) course content, (b) instructional design, (c) interaction, (d)
assessment, and (e) platform. The analysis of the learner’s comments confirms the results
of the quantitative research.

Keywords: MOOCs for Professional Development; Evaluation of MOOCs; Perceived
competenced advancement; Educational Data Literacy Competence
Profile; Learn2Analyze MOOC



MepiAnn

Ta Malika Avoiwkta Awadiktuakd Mabriuata (MAAM) umopouv va amoteAécouv €va
TIOAUTLHO €PYOAELO yLOL TNV AVATITUEN EMAYYEALOTIKWY LKOVOTATWY O PAllK KALLOKA.
Map' 6Aa autd, otn BLBAoypadia avadépovral wg aduvapieg twv MAAM, ta xapnAd
TIOOOOTA OAOKANPWONG, N TIEPLOPLOUEVN EUTIAOKN Kal aAAnAemiSpaon He TNV Kowotnta
Tou MAAM kot n éNewpn alomotng afloAdynong KATAKTNONG TwV EMOYYEAUOTIKWY
LKAVOTHTWV.

H nmapouoa €peuva mpoteivel Eva mAaiolo afloAdynong twv MAAM yla emayyeAROTIKN
avamntuén Baolopévo otnv entteuxBeioa avamtuén deflotTwy Onwe yivetal avtiAnmti
Qo TouG oUPUETEXOVTEC. H a€loAdynon otoxevel otn Slepelivnon TwV TOPAYOVIWY TTIOU
ennpealouv tnv avantuén deflotntwyv o oxéon Ue To MPOdIA TwWV EKMALSEVOUEVWV KOl
NV npooAappavouvca pabnaotakn epnelpia. To Baoiko epwtnua ivat:

«lotec eivat ot mdavec neployéc BeAtiwong evoc Malikou Avoiytou
Awadiktuakou Maldnuatoc yiwa enayyeAuatikn avantuén, Baolouévou o€
nmAaiolo npooovtwy, wote va BeAttwlel n uadnolakn eumelpio kat va
emteuyPel  amotedeouatika n  avamtuén  TwV  EMAYYEAUATIKWYV
oeélotitwy; »

MNa tnv emkUPWON TOU TPOTEWVOUEVOU TAaloiou afloAoynong, mapouotaletal n
edpapuoyn Tou otnv mepimtwon tou Learn2Analyze MOOC, evog MAAM Ttou oTOXEUVEL
oTNV avamntuén kavotAtwy alomoinong ekmaltdeutikwy dedouévwy Kal anevBuvetal o
enayyeApatiec Pndlokng eknaidevong. To ouykekpluévo MAAM uvlomowBnke ota
mAaiola eupwWMAiKoU TPoyPAUMOTOC Erasmus+ kal eixe cuvoAikn Stapketa 12 eBSopadec,
amno 21 OktwBpiou 2019 péxpt 14 lavouvapiou 2020.

O oxeblaouog tng Epeuvag Baoiletal otn Uikt pEBodo. Méow evog epwtnuatoloyiou
PV TNV €évapén tou poabnuatog, ouykevipwOnkav Oedopéva oe oxéon HE TA
Snuoypadikd YOPAKTNPELOTIKA, Ta KivnTpa, TO EKMAOEUTIKO UTOBabpo Kal tnv
eMayyeALaTIKy eumelpio 1147 cuppetexoviwy. Ano tnv enefepyooia Twv Sedopévwy
autwv avadeixbnkav TPeL; PACLKEG OPASEC CUMHIETEXOVTIWY, (a) emayyeApatieg Tng &€
anootacswg eknaidevong, (B) daokalot/kabnyntég kat (y) pottntec.

To epwtnUATOAOYLO TIOU akoAoUBNoE PETA TNV OAOKARPwWON Tou padnuartog eixe 235
OUMMETOXEC Kal UTOSEelKVUEL avTtAapBavopevn emtevxBeioa avamtuén LKAvoTHTwV
aglomoinong ekmaldevutikwy dedopévwy TnE TAENG TNG niag povadag (amo to eninedo 2 =
Tiponyuévol apxdplot oto eminedo 3 = wavoil). H avdluvon twv &edopévwv twv

epWTNUATOAOYiwV Selyvel OTL, evw Ta EEWTEPLKA KIVNTPO £XOUV LOXUPA BETIKI) CUCYXETLON



HE TNV OAOKANPwon Tou pabApatog, Moldlouv va PNV oxetilovtol HE TNV
avtiAapBavopevn avamtuén kavotntwy. Ano tnv aAln, ¢aivetal OtL umdpxel BeTkA
ouoyEtion petafu tou GRIT okop (MABOC Kal EMLUOVI YLO TNV EMITEVEN LAKPOTIPOBECoUWY
KOl PE vOnua otoxwv) Kal TG avtllapufavopevng avantuéng Lkavothtwy aglomoinong
ekmaldeuTikwy Sedopévwy. OL WPEG TIOU Ol CUMMETEXOVTEG oxedilalov apylkd va
adlepwoouv 010 pABnua eival MOAU onUAVTIKEG KaBwg polalouv va €Xouv Loxupn
OUOYXETION OXL MOVO WHE TNV OAOKANPWON TOU MpaBUatog aAAd KoL HE TNV
avTAapBavopevn avamtuén twv wavotTwy aglomoinong ekmaltdeuTikwy Sedouévwy.
EmutAéov, n e€étaon ¢ emibpaong TNG QAUTOMENMOIONONG TWV EKMALSEUOUEVWV
(automemnoiBnon oe oxéon ME TNV OAOKANPWON TOU MABNUATOC EVIOG TOU
TiPoPBAETOUEVOU XPOVOU KOl QUTOTIEMOLONON O€ OXE0N HUE TNV LKOVOTNTA EKUABNONC TOou
eKTaLlSeUTIKOU UALKOU) UTIOSEIKVUEL BETIKN CUOXETION O€ oX£0N UE TNV avTAapBavopevn
avamntuén LkavoTATWV aflomoinong eKmaldeuTIKwY SeSoUEVwV.

JTO0 €PWTINUATOAOYLO HETA TNV OAOKANPWON TOU MOBOAUATOC YIVETAL QMOTIMNCN TNG
avtAapBavopevng HobnolaKnG EUMELPLOC TOOO avA €vOTNTO TOU HABAUOTOC 000 Kol
OUVOAIKA, Ot oxéon He (a) to meplexopevo (ypadikd, video, ouvoSEUTIKO UALKO,
pabnolakég Spaoctnplotnteg, Spaoctnplotntes afloAoynong), (B) tov popto epyaociag, (y)
10 eninedo alnAemibpaong, (8) tnv euxpnotia tng mAatdopuag, (€) to emimedo
kavormoinong, (ot) tnv emBefaiwon Twv mpoodokiwv Kat () tnv mpobeon ocuvexelag. H
€peuva UTIOSEIKVUEL LoXupn B€TIK CUOXETION OAWV TWV SLOOTACEWV TNG LAONOLOKAG
eunelplag oe oxéon He TNV avtlhapPavopevn avamtuén wavotAtwy aflomoinong
eKTTALOEVUTIKWV SESOUEVWV.

EnutAéov, To epWTNUATOAOYLO QUTO TepLeixe Kol SUO EPWTNOELG AVOLXTOU TUTIOU OTLC
OTIOLEC Ol EKTIALOEVUOEVOL UITOPOUCAV TIPOALPETIKA VA TPocBEoouv Ta oXOALA TOUG o€
OoX€0ON L€ QUTO TIOU TOUG APECE TEPLOCOTEPO KAL QUTO TIOU TOUG APECE ALYOTEPO OTO
pabnua. Xpnowwomowwvtag HEBodo BOepatikic avaluong twv Braun «kat Clark,
avayvwplotnkav TEVTe OgUaTIKEG TeploxEG: (o) meplexdopevo tou pabnuatoc, (B)
ekmaldeuTIkOg oxedlaopog, (y) aAAnAemidpaocn, (6) afltoAdynon kat (g) xprion tng
mAatdopuag. Ta amoteAéopata TnG avaluong autng enmBeBalwvouy Ta anoteAéopata
NG MOCOTIKN G AvAAUGCNG.

NEEeLG KAELOLA: MAAM yla emayyeApoTikn avantuén, afloAoynon twv MAAM,
avthapBavopevn avamtuén IKavotnTwy, mAaiolo mpoooviwy aflomoinong
ekmaldeutikwyv dedopévwy, Learn2Analyze MOOC
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are courses delivered online and designed for
theoretically unlimited participation and open access, usually offered free of charge.

1.1 Using MOOCs for Professional Development
MOOCs are widely used for professional development, as they are an affordable and, in
some cases, low risk and low cost way to improve professional competences in emerging
areas (Littlejohn & Milligan, 2015). Typically, MOOCs provide professionals with open,
flexible and self-directed access to learning resources and, in some cases, also to experts
in the profession, as well as, an opportunity to be active in a global learning community
(Kalz, 2015; Jobe, Ostlund, & Svensson, 2014).

Nevertheless, known shortcomings reported in the literature regarding MOOCs include:

e Low completion rates <7% (Jordan, 2014; Bonafini, 2017)

e Lack of interaction and isolation (Hew and Cheung, 2014; Sharif & Magrill, 2015;
Hone & El Said, 2016)

e Low motivation and engagement to learning activities (Sinha et al., 2014; Bonafini,
2017)

e Recognition, validation and accreditation of competence-based learning goals
(Jobe et al., 2014; Xiong & Suen, 2018)

Evaluation of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) is a key practice for analyzing their
performance and benefits and reveal useful insights for the revision of the educational
design and/or learning materials, towards enhancing the learning experience and
improving learning outcomes.

Much of the literature regarding evaluation of MOOCs, deals with issues related to low
completion rates in MOOCs (Egloffstein, Ebner, & Ifenthaler, 2019), exploring factors that
affect retention in relation to (a) learners’ characteristics (demographics, academic and
professional background, previous experience with MOQOCs, motivations and
expectations) (Kizilcec, Piech, & Schneider, 2013; Gasevié¢, Kovanovi¢, Joksimovi¢, &
Siemens, 2014; Bayeck, 2016; Hood & Littlejohn, 2016; Veletsianos & Shepherdson, 2016;
Gil-Jaurena, Callejo-Gallego, & Agudo, 2017; Egloffstein and Schwerer, 2019), and (b)
learning experience (content, assessment activities, interaction between participants or
between participants and instructor, instructional design, connectivity and course
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platform) in MOOCs (Ulf-Daniel Ehlers, 2004; Sun et al., 2008; Rienties and Toetenel,
2016; Egloffstein et al., 2019).

1.2 Thesis contribution

The purpose of this study is to propose an evaluation framework for MOOCs for
Professional Development, aiming to investigate factors that affect the perceived
competence advancement upon completion in relation to (i) the learners’ profile
(demographics, educational and professional background, as well as motives and
expectations) and (ii) the reported learning experience. The answers of participants
collected with pre- and post-course questionnaires, are expected to reveal useful insights
for the revision of the evaluated MOOC towards improving learning experience and
enhancing competence advancement in MOOCs4PD.

The core question of the evaluation framework is:
“What are the areas of possible improvement for the offered competence-based
Professional Development MOOC to better the quality of the learning experience
and effectively cultivate the competences of participants?”

By means of validating the framework, we will present a successful application of this
methodological framework to the Learn2Analyze MOOC, a competence based MOOC4PD
aiming to support the development of the basic competences for Educational Data
Analytics of Online and Blended teaching and learning, based on the Learn2Analyze
Educational Data Literacy Competence Framework, which comprises of 6 competence
dimensions and 17 competence statements.

Learn2Analyze MOOC combines:
e theoretical knowledge on core issues related to collecting, analysing, interpreting
and using educational data, including ethics and privacy, with
e practical experience of applying educational data analytics in three different e-
learning platforms, namely, Moodle, the eXact Suite and the IMC Learning Suite.

In order to validate this initiative and identify areas of possible improvement, pre- and
post-course questionnaire-driven online surveys were designed and implemented, within
the L2A MOOC Phase A participants. Participant characteristics along with their initial
motives and competence level were examined in the pre-course survey, while
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participant’s perception of the course design and the instructional elements along with

the achieved competence level were examined in the post-course survey.

1.3 Thesis structure

This thesis is divided into six chapters:

Chapter 1 is an introduction to the thesis.

Chapter 2 includes definitions of MOOCs and MOOC characteristics, highlights the
wide use of MOOCs for professional development and reviews common methods
and practices for the evaluation of MOOCs.

Chapter 3 proposes an evaluation framework for MOOCs4PD aiming to investigate
factors that affect the perceived competence advancement upon completion in
relation to the leaners’ profile and the learning experience. In this chapter the
main design aspects of the survey (namely the instruments used for the data
collection and privacy and ethical issues) as well as the core question and the
dimensions of the evaluation framework are presented.

Chapter 4 aims to validate the proposed evaluation framework through the
successful application of this methodological framework to the Learn2Analyze
MOOC, a competence based MOOC4PD aiming to support the development of the
basic competences for Educational Data Analytics of Online and Blended teaching
and learning. In this section the Learn2Analyze Educational Data Literacy
Competence Profile and the competence-based Learn2Analyze MOOC are
presented, as well as the sampling and data analysis methods used.

Chapter 5 presents the results of the evaluation of the Learn2Analyze MOOC
Phase A, through the analysis of the pre- and post-course surveys, aiming to reveal
factors that affect the perceived competence advancement upon completion and
provide areas and recommendations for possible improvement of the initial L2A
MOOC.

Chapter 6 summarizes the findings and conclusions, evaluates goal achievement,
highlights the limitations of the research, and suggests areas for future research.
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) can be a valuable tool for professional
development (PD) as they can offer flexible and cost-effective opportunities for
professional competence development at large scale. Nevertheless, certain shortcomings
are reported in the literature for MOOCs4PD, such as low completion rates, limited
engagement and social participation and lack of credible assessment, mostly inherited by
the design of MOOCs targeting the general audience. The scope of this chapter is to
identify approaches that inform the evaluation of MOOCs in the literature, and provide
an in-depth analysis of what is it important to evaluate in a MOOC4PD and why.

2.2 MOOC

The concept of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) has been characterized as a
disruptive innovation in higher education practice, as it is based on the idea of making
educational experiences from well-known universities freely available at large scale
(Porter & Beale, 2015), providing access to world-class educational and training resources
across geographical and social boundaries (Hone & El Said, 2016).

2.2.1 Definitions

The term ‘MOOCs’ represents open access, global, free, video-based instructional
content, videos, problem sets and forums released through an online platform to high
volume participants aiming to take the course (Baturay, 2015).

OpenupEd (2015), by conducting a survey in which elements and criteria were tested
amongst European institutions, defined MOOCs as:

“courses designed for large numbers of participants that can be accessed by anyone
anywhere as long as they have an internet connection, are open to everyone without entry
qualifications, and offer a full/complete course experience online for free.” (Brouns et al.,
2014)
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According to Jamai and Merrilea (2019), MOOCs began in 2011 with 3 courses and now
feature courses from some 900 universities. Over the last 5 years, MOOC enrollments
have grown 910%. Figure 1 and Figure 2 shows the global growth in MOOC offerings and
enrolments accordingly.

Growth of MOOCs
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Figure 1. Growth in course offerings across major MOOC (source: Shift happens 2, 2019)
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Figure 2. Growth in enroliment across major MOOC platforms (source: Shift happens 2, 2019)
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2.2.2 MOOCs’ characteristics

What distinguishes MOOCs from other forms of online courses is the fact that they scale
massively and are open and free for participants.

Massiveness

MOOCs accommodate an unknown and potentially quite large number of learners. In
principle MOOCs have infinite scalability. There is technically no limit to their final size
because the cost of adding each additional participant is almost zero for MOOC
institutions (Bates, 2015). The level of participation can range from as little as 150
participants to as many as a few thousand participants (Sergis, Sampson, & Pellicioni,
2017). Scalability is a course design issue that affects how course content, activities, and
assessments are selected and designed.

Openness

The development of MOOCs is rooted within the ideals of openness in education, that
knowledge should be shared freely, and the desire to learn should be met without
demographic, economic, and geographical constraints (Yuan & Powell, 2013). "Openness"
relates to the tuition-free registration and participation. Access is free for participants,
although an increasing number of MOOCs are charging a fee for assessment leading to a
certificate (Bates, 2015). Openness also refers to the absence of entry requirements for
participation in courses, as well as the capacity of learners to select their own learning
path in terms of the curriculum they wish to follow, based on their own needs and
preferences. (Sergis, Sampson, & Pellicioni, 2017).

2.2.3 MOOC'’s challenges

Despite the potential associated with MOOCs, they face significant challenges. Much of
the literature deals with issues related to low completion rates, low interaction and
limited engagement of the participants to the MOOC activities and the MOOC community,
and lack of credible assessment of the learning outcomes (Jansen, Rosewell, & Kear,
2017).
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Low completion rates

Although MOOCs often attract a high volume of participants, only a small percentage of
enrolled participants effectively complete the course (Bonafini, 2017). The high dropout
rate is a major challenge in MOOQCs, as retention rates are on average less than 10%. Katy
Jordan (2014) studied 39 courses and found that completion rates range from 0.9% to
36.1%, with a median value of 6.5%. Furthermore, from those enrolled in MOOCs, only
60% even finish the first unit (Greene et al., 2015). Reich and Ruipérez-Valiente (2019)
examined all MITx and HarvardX MOOCs taught in EdX (261 courses) and concluded that
most MOOC registrants leave soon after enrolment, and attrition typically remains high
for the first two weeks of the course. Regarding the retention Hone and El Said (2016)
found that, once participants had crossed half-way of the course, they were very unlikely
to leave before the end.

MOOC critics are concerned about low overall completion rates, but these rates are
typically evaluated without accounting for student intentions. Reich (2014) studied nine
HarvardX courses, highlighting the relationship between student's intention to complete
the course and actual completion (to earn a certificate) and found that it was a stronger
predictor of outcome than any demographic variable. However, of those who indicated
that they intended to complete a course in this study, only 22% did so (compared to 6%
who said they only intended to browse). In the same study, it was estimated that students
who intend to earn a certificate are 4.5 times more likely to do so than a students who
intend to browse the course and 3.5 times more likely to do so than students who intend
to audit a course.

Many of the participants who initially sign-up for a MOOC may do so without intending to
participate, so including them in the statistics for calculating retention can be seen as
misleading. DeBoer et al (2014) argue that educational variables such as enrolment and
dropout need to be redefined for MOOCs.

Low interaction and engagement to learning activities

By design, MOOC participants engage with a combination of online reading materials,
videos, quizzes, discussion forums, and assessments throughout their learning (Bonafini,
2017). Most of those who attending a MOOC, hardly participate, they are more
spectators, choosing some of the educational material, they are not involved in the
activities and evaluation, nor are they active in the course forum. Sinha et al. (2014) in
their study, found that, out of the 330,000 students who register in MOOC courses at EPFL
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(Ecole polytechnique fédérale de Lausanne), 75% show up: 50% of them primarily watch
video lectures and the rest 25% additionally work out homeworks and assignments. The
main feature of a Massive Open Online Course (MOOC) is lecture videos, but many
MOOCs also include activities such as questions for students to answer or problems for
them to solve, in some cases with immediate online feedback. Koedinger et al. (2015)
explored the benefits of the use of interactive activities in MOOCs and found that
participating in interactive activities increases the possibility of taking the final
assessment.

In the discussion forum participants have the opportunity to establish connections with
other participants, to reflect on their learning, uncover misconceptions and to gain from
mutual sharing in a community that is being created. Despite the significance of forums
in empowering learning, discussion forum participation is limited in MOOQOCs, typically in
the range of 10-20% of registered learners (Sharif & Magrill, 2015).

Hone and El Said (2016) conducted a survey with learners who completed a MOOC in full

as well as those who dropped out, to study factors that affect completion, and found that
interaction with tutors and peers as well as meaningful feedback, affects course
completion. From the comments of participants’ who dropped their MOOC, human
interaction (instructor or peer) arises as an important issue. Participants described that
they have not been motivated due to low interaction and poor feedback.

Lack of credible assessment

MOOC providers’ shift towards the granting of certificates and digital badges for course
accomplishments, indicating the need for proper, secure and accurate assessment results.
To ensure accountability, the implementation of efficient and effective assessment is
crucial, but assessment in MOOGs is still problematic (Xiong & Suen, 2018).

Multiple assessment methods and tools are used in MOOCs. To respond to the
massiveness of MOOCs most tests, and quizzes are computer-graded (Jamai, & Merrilea,
2019). Alternative approaches include automatic essay scoring (AES) or calibrated peer
review (Balfour, 2013). Peer grading works adequately well, largely because of clear
grading rubrics and the fact that each assignment’s grade is the median grade from
amongst 3-4 other students’ evaluations. Open-ended projects have their own on-
demand human graders (usually eTutors) (Jamai, & Merrilea, 2019). Table 1 summarizes
the strengths and limitations of assessment methods used in MOOCs.
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Table 1. Strengths and limitations of assessment methods in MOOCs

Assessment Example Learning Strengths Limitations
Format Outcomes
Automated Online final | List, state, Instant Only applicable
Multiple- exams tell, recall, feedback, to certain
Choice label automated and | skills/levels of
Questions efficient knowledge
(Xiong & Suen, Not considered
2018) as authentic
tasks

Automatic Assignments Examine, Immediate Only suitable
essay scoring critically, feedback, for  assessing
(AES) (Balfour, assess or scalable and the writing
2013) judge efficient
Peer Peers provide | Examine, Immediate Lack of
Assessment feedback to other | critically, feedback, credibility  of
(Xiong & Suen,  peers’ work | assess or scalable and peerraters
2018) (according to judge efficient

exemplary rating

based on rubric)
Expert Instructors Create, Maximized Not scalable
Assessment provide generate validity
(Xiong & Suen, summative and produce
2018) feedback
Online The learner is @ List, state,  Verification of | Increased cost
proctored monitored tell, recall,  identity and and complexity
examinations throughout the label supervision
(Witthaus et  time of the exam Maximized
al., 2016) over a webcam. Credibility

MOOCs in general offer two tiers of digital certificates (Witthaus et al., 2016):

e Certificates that confirm participation and completion of a course,

e Certificates that verify the learner’s identity and confirm mastery of learning

outcomes.

29



According to literature the recommendation for accreditation comes with a requirement
that a final exam be proctored and that the identity of the test taker be authenticated,
whether in-person at a testing center or using a webcam proctoring service.
Authentication and proctoring are vital elements to provide a high degree of confidence
in assessments within MOOCs.

2.3 MOOCs4PD

Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are widely used by professionals as an affordable
and, in some cases, low risk and low cost way to improve their professional competences
in emerging areas (Littlejohn & Milligan, 2015). Professional development, along with
personal interest and curiosity, are the key motives for those enrolled in MOOQOCs
(Laurillard, 2016). Typically, MOOCs provide professionals with open, flexible and self-
directed access to learning resources and, in some cases, also to experts in the profession,
as well as, an opportunity to be active in a global learning community (Kalz, 2015; Jobe,
Ostlund, & Svensson, 2014).

2.3.1 MOOCs4PD strengths and limitations

Nowadays, Continuing Professional Development (CPD) is widely delivered via online and
blended learning methods and, more recently via MOOCs (Kalz, 2015). MOOCs offer the
potential for flexibility and variety of training opportunities to large numbers of
participants, in contrast with other traditional CPD courses (Castafio-Mufioz et al., 2018).

MOOCs for professional development (MOOCs4PD) have been widely used for Teachers'
CPD. Castafo-Murfioz et al. (2018) have studied the use of MOOCs for Teachers' PD in
Spain and identified benefits and barriers. Wang et al. (2018) have analysed participants’
behaviour based on data from 20 MOOCs for teachers' PD in China. Laurillard (2016) has
conducted a study on a pilot UNESCO CPD MOOC for teachers to assess the potential of
MOOCs for addressing the needs for cost-effective, large-scale teachers' training in
developing countries.

Although completion rate is the most cited MOOCs’ shortcoming, it is a remnant of formal
educational contexts, where students enroll in courses designed to be completed and
achieve the learning outcomes set by the institution (Rabin, Kalman, & Kalz, 2019). Apart
from the completion rates, issues related to the recognition, validation and accreditation

30



of competence-based learning goals are also significant in MOOCs4PD (Jobe et al., 2014).
In the same research, the potential benefit of the extended peer professional learning
community that can be formed within MOOCs for teachers’ CPD is highlighted, but the
reality of MOOQOCs differs: the participants, especially those who drop out the course,
report problems with lack of interaction and isolation (Hone & El Said, 2016). Hew and
Cheung (2014) have studied the challenges in MOOCs from learner’s perspective and
reported that the majority of students fail to participate in the online discussions. Due to
massiveness in terms of participants and its implications to teaching workload, there is
limited student-instructor interaction in the form of tutoring, guidance and feedback (Kop
& Fournier, 2011). As a result, the educational design of MOOCs specifically developed
and offered for professional development should be paying attention in handling these
known limitations.

2.4 Evaluation methods for MOOCs4PD

Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are currently a core trend in online education and
training (Liyanagunawardena, Adams, & Williams, 2013). Commonly identified issues
with the effectiveness of MOOCs are course completion, participation, motivation and
retention issues (Egloffstein, Ebner, & Ifenthaler, 2019). The continuous improvement of
the quality of MOOCs so that the MOOC participants can get the best possible learning
outcomes still remains an open issue. To this end, several good practices for the
evaluation of MOOCs have been documented in the literature (Alturkistani, Majeed, Car,
& Brindley, 2018).

2.4.1 Capturing learners’ profile

The collection and analysis of MOOC participants’ characteristics is addressed in the
majority of research literature on MOQOCs (Kizilcec, Piech, & Schneider, 2013; Bayeck,
2016), mainly targeting to improve the design of the MOOCs and hence their quality.
Veletsianos and Shepherdson (2016) identify MOOC learners’ demographics, perceptions,
preferences and motivation as some of the topics that prevailed across systematic analysis
of the empirical MOOC literature published in 2013-2015. As further emphasized,
researchers have favored a quantitative approach to MOOC research, preferring the
collection of data via surveys and automated methods (Veletsianos & Shepherdson
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2016). The collection of learners’ self-report features through questionnaire-based
surveys, upon enrolling in the MOOC, is also highly recommended in the “Practical guide
for MOOC tutoring and design” (Castrillo, Martin-Monje, Vazquez-Cano, 2018). In order
to capture the profile of the participants, a set of common variables/items are
considered/included in most surveys, such as sociodemographic characteristics (gender,
age, geographical location, employment status), academic and professional background,
previous experience with MOOCs, motivations and expectations (Gil-Jaurena, Callejo-
Gallego, & Agudo, 2017). Most MOOC providers use these findings to understand their
learners (Ho et al., 2015) since MOOCs are openly accessible by a wide variety of enrolled
participants with diverse demographics, motivations, and backgrounds.

Although there are some studies claiming that MOOCs' participants represent a quite
homogeneous population (Shrader, Wu, Owens, & Ana, 2016), the common
understanding is that MOOCs are appealing for a diverse mix of participants in terms of
cultural and educational background, country of origin, employment status, motivations
and learning experiences (Bayeck, 2016; Dillahunt, Chen, & Teasley, 2014; Guo & Reinecke
2014; Hennis, Skrypnyk, De Vries, 2015; Woodgate, Macleod, Scott, & Haywood, 2015).

As per Christensen et al., (2013) “the student population tends to be young, well
educated, and employed, with a majority from developed countries.” On the other hand,
Ho et al., (2015) emphasizes that the “characterization of MOOC participants as a group
of college-educated men in their late 20s misrepresents substantial variation, especially
across different kinds of courses”. With regards to gender literature reports that there is
a predominance of male learners in MOOCs (Hennis, Topolovec, Poquet, Vries, 2016),
although in the last years there is an increase in female participation (Ho et al., 2015).
When it comes to age, as reported by Hennis, Topolovec, Poquet, and Vries (2016),
younger students seem more oriented towards receiving a certificate while older students
are more work-motivated, keen to acquire new competences which are certified, thus
leading them in better performance.

Guo and Reinecke (2014) performed data analysis on the activities of 140,546 students in
four edX MOOCs. Figure 3 shows the distributions of self-reported education levels (top)
for all students and certificate earners (bottom) in all four courses; (*) represents an
elementary or junior high school graduate. As depicted, certificate earners tend to have
more years of education than the general student population.
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Figure 3. MOOC students’ education levels (Guo & Reinecke, 2014)

Research studies show that the combination of learners’ profiles with behavior within the
MOOC can reveal engagement patterns and possibly predict performance. Demographic
factors are considered to influence performance (Tempelaar, Rienties, & Giesbers, 2015)
and have been used to address multiple research issues ranging from fundamental
questions on socioeconomic status and MOOC enrollment (Hansen & Reich, 2015) to
differences in how MOOC participants navigate through MOOCs (Guo & Reinecke, 2014).
As emphasized by Hood and Littlejohn (2016), “successful learning in MOOCs is learner
driven and learner determined”.

To understand learning in MOOCs it is necessary to more fully investigate the particular
motivations and drivers that influence individual learner’s behaviour and actions during
MOOC study (Gasevié, Kovanovic, Joksimovié, & Siemens, 2014). With regards to motives,
studies report a much wider range of MOOC participants’ motivations for learning
compared to conventional courses (Hood & Littlejohn, 2016). According to Hood and
Littlejohn (2016) “motivation determines how a person engages with a learning
opportunity both cognitively and behaviorally, and therefore, is a mediating factor in
relation to other quality measures.” Many research studies and surveys reflect the
diversity of possible intentions of MOOC participants beyond earning a certificate of
completion (Hood & Littlejohn, 2016; Shrader, Wu, Owens, & Ana, 2016). Belanger and
Thornton, (2013) categorized learners’ motivations to participate in MOOCs into four

categories:
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* To support lifelong learning or gain an understanding of the subject matter, with
no particular expectations for completion or achievement,

* For fun, entertainment, social experience and intellectual stimulation,

* Convenience, often in conjunction with barriers to traditional education options,

* To experience or explore online education.

These MOOC populations tend to redefine the MOOC experience to fit their needs
(Shrader, Wu, Owens, & Ana, 2016). Koller, Ng, Do, and Chen (2013) also consider that
retention metrics in MOOCs must be defined and interpreted in accordance to the
learner's goals. In Egloffstein and Schwerer (2019), initial learning objectives and actual
achievement are systematically compared for a large sample of participants in enterprise
MOOCs.

To measure MOOC learner motivation, there are several scales incorporated mainly in
pre-course questionnaire based-surveys (Wang & Baker, 2018). The 8-item short Grit
Scale, which measures the “perseverance and passion for long-term goals” (Duckworth &
Quinn, 2009), has been used to assess learners’ consistency of interests and perseverance
of efforts (Wang & Baker, 2018). As per Wang and Baker (2018) findings, the grit scale
“can predict course completion independently from intention to complete and with
comparable strength”. The 8-item short Grit Scale is used by many MOOC providers like
www.edX.org for example in the course “PennX: BDE1x “Big Data and Education”.

PALS (Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey) scale is also a well-known and widely used
survey measure of goals (Anderman, Urdan, & Roeser, 2005). The Motivated Strategies
for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) has proven to be a reliable and useful self-report
instrument (Duncan & Mckeachie, 2010). The MSLQ when adapted for MOOC learners
usually consists of 18 MSLQ motivation assertions and 12 MSLQ assertions about usual
learning strategies (Alario-Hoyos, Estévez-Ayres, Pérez-Sanagustin, & Delgado-Kloos,
2017). The motivation assertions are grouped in three categories: IGO (Intrinsic Goal
Orientation), TV (Task Value), and SELP (Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance) and
they are used to identify their motivation to participate in the MOOC and their
preferences on materials and assignments. Assertions about usual learning strategies
which give hints about learners’ strengths and weaknesses when facing MOOCs regarding
organizational aspects are grouped into two categories: CT (Critical Thinking) and TSE
(Time and Study Environment) (Alario-Hoyos et al., 2017).
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2.4.2 Evaluating participants' learning experiences in MOOCs

The evaluation of the participants' learning experiences in a MOOC is a very wide topic
and there are several different perspectives documented in the literature. There is a rich
body of literature for the indicators for evaluating learners' experience in Online Courses
in general. For example, Ulf-Daniel Ehlers (2004) describes a learner-focused quality
concept that consists of thirty dimensions including interaction, information transparency
(i.e. clearly stated learning goals), communication, course structure, multimedia,
background material, support of learning, feedback.

Learner dimension

-Learner attitude toward computers
-Learner computer anxiety
-Learner Intemet self-efficacy

Instructor dimension

-Instructor response imeliness
-Instructor attitude toward e-Leaming
S
-\-\_-\-
-\-\_-\-

. . .
Course dimension ey )

-E-Leaming course flexibility — Tk Perceived
-E-Learning course quality Ry e-leamner

satisfaction

Technology dimension e

-Technology quality
-Internet quality

Diesign dimension
-Perceived usefulness
-Perceved easy of use

Environme ntal dimension

-Dnversily in assessment
-Learner percerved interaction with others

Figure 4. Six dimensions of e-Learning from learners' perspective (Sun et al., 2008)

Sun et al. (2008) have condensed six dimensions of e-Learning from learners' perspective
that would result in learner’s satisfaction (Figure 4). These dimensions are: learners,
instructors, courses, technology, design, and environment. Jung (2011) recognizes seven
dimensions in evaluating the e-learning quality: Interaction, Staff Support, Institutional
Quality Assurance Mechanism, Institutional Credibility, Learner Support, Information and
Publicity and Learning Tasks.

However it is questionable if those indicators are suitable for MOQCs, due to the unique
features of those online courses (Gamage, Fernando & Perera, 2015). Perris (2015)
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evaluated the “MOOC on MOOCs” using six dimensions in the online post-course survey,
including content, assessment activities, interaction (between participants or between
participants and instructor), instructional design (method of course delivery), connectivity
(Internet access to course) and course platform. Rienties and Toetenel (2016) reported
that the number of assignments, the duration of the course, and the workload had a
strong and significant impact on overall learners’ satisfaction: learners who were more
satisfied with the quality of teaching materials, assessment strategies and workload were
more satisfied with the overall learning experience. Furthermore, long-term goals of
learners (i.e., qualifications and relevance of modules with learners’ professional careers)
were important predictors for learner satisfaction, in particular at post-graduate level. Gil-
Jaurena et al. (2017) examined 17 MOQCs offered in the Spanish National University of
Distance Education (UNED) and collected information from a sample of more than 24,000
learners (initial survey) and 2,003 learners (final survey). In their work the dimensions
regarding the learning experience include: reasons for enrolling, course expectations,
overall level of satisfaction, satisfaction with the platform, satisfaction with the length of
the course, satisfaction with the content (videos, complementary material, tests, self-
assessments, activities of peers), support from the facilitator, support from peers, future
expectations. Egloffstein at al. (2019) have conducted a multi-perspective evaluation of
Mannheim Business School’s initial MOOC (MBSx:VBM). The learner-oriented evaluation
focused on contextual and motivational variables. Participant characteristics along with
the learners’ initial motives were examined in the pre-course survey, while learners’
perceptions of the course design and the instructional elements were examined in the
post-course survey.

2.4.3 Evaluating participants' achieved learning outcomes in MOOCs4PD

Typically, registration in MOQOCs is free and, in the majority of cases, without any pre-
requisite qualifications or knowledge. The reasons that one chooses to attend a MOOC
may be his interest in the specific subject, the desire to acquire new knowledge or update
his or her previous professional development. As a result, dropout rates in MOOCs are
much higher than those of the traditional courses. Many of those initially enrolled in a
MOOC do not intent to complete the MOOC, so counting them on the dropout rate can
be misleading (Hone & El Said, 2016; Egloffstein & Schwerer, 2019). Studies report that
less than 7% of the enrolled participants in a MOOC will complete it with a certificate
(Jordan, 2014). As Khalil and Ebner (2014) argue, numerous studies deal with how to avoid
high attrition rates and why students drop out or fail. Daradoumis et al. (2013) emphasize
that measuring the quality of a MOOC only from the dropout rates might not represent
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the reality and suggests analyzing further each participant’s objectives to evaluate the
MOOC’s effectiveness. Christian Stracke (2017) proposes the completion of individual
goals and intentions by the MOOC learner as a more appropriate quality indicator for
evaluating the quality of MOOCs than the traditional drop-out rates. Egloffstein and
Schwerer (2019) compare participants’ intended learning objectives and actual
achievements in Enterprise MOOCs at openSAP to extract more reliable and realistic
performance indicators. Wilkowski, Deutsch, and Russell (2014), identified prior
experience of participants who registered for the "Mapping with Google" MOOC, using
pre-course survey and measured students’ self-reported goal achievement on a post-
course survey.

In order to measure potential success of a MOOC4PD, instead of concentrating only to
simple data such as certification and dropouts, we are aiming to investigate the perceived
achieved advancement of competences level as reported by the participants. Thus, the
starting competence level for every competence is measured using a pre-course
guestionnaire. After the MOOC completion, participants are asked to self-assess their
learning accomplishment evaluating their current competence level as an indicator of the
achieved progress. Usually, the levels used, so that the participants can self-assess their
competence, are based on the Dreyfus model of skill acquisition (Dreyfus, 2004), which is
widely implemented “to provide a means of assessing and supporting progress in the
development of skills or competencies” (Lester, 2005).

2.5 Conclusions

Massive Open Online Courses (MOQCs) are currently a hype in online education and
training. MOOCs are widely used for professional development, as they are an affordable
and, in some cases, low risk and low cost way to improve professional competences in
emerging areas. Despite their potential, they face significant challenges related to course
completion, participation, motivation and credible assessment.

Evaluation of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) is a key practice for analyzing their
performance and benefits and reveal useful insights for the revision of the educational
design and/or learning materials, towards enhancing the learning experience and
improving learning outcomes. Most research examine factors that affect completion rates
and ignore the perceived competence advancement. These factors are related to:
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e Learners’ profile (demographics, academic and professional background, previous
experience with MOOCs, motivations and expectations), as well as,

e Learning experience (content, assessment activities, interaction between
participants or between participants and instructor, instructional design,
connectivity and course platform)

Based on the environment scan, an evaluation framework for MOOCs4PD is proposed,
aiming to investigate the relationship of the learners’ profile and the reported learning
experience to the perceived competence advancement upon completion. The answers of
participants in the pre- and post-course questionnaires, are expected to reveal useful
insights for the revision of the evaluated MOOC towards improving learning experience
and enhancing competence advancement in MOOCs4PD.

Next we will describe this framework, analyze its components and use it to evaluate the
Learn to Analyze Educational Data and Improve your Online Teaching MOOG, a learning
initiative aiming to support the development of the basic competences for Educational
Data Analytics of Online and Blended teaching and learning.
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Chapter 3 — Proposed Evaluation Framework for MOOCs4PD

3.1 Introduction

Much of the literature deals with issues related to low completion rates in MOOCs,
exploring factors that affect retention in relation to (a) learners’ characteristics
(demographics, academic and professional background, previous experience with
MOOCs, motivations and expectations), and (b) learning experience (content, assessment
activities, interaction between participants or between participants and instructor,
instructional design, connectivity and course platform) in MOOCs.

MOOQOCs are extensively used for Professional Development (MOOCs4PD) offering an
affordable and flexible way for professionals to improve their competences. As
competences advancement is the core aim for MOOCs4PD, an evaluation framework for
MOOCs4PD, that explore the factors that affect it, would be useful for identifying areas
for possible improvement.

3.2 Addressing questions

The aim of the current proposed evaluation framework is to explore the factors which
affect the perceived competence advancement of participants, focusing on the learners’
profile and the reported learning experience upon completion. The answers of
participants in the pre- and post-course questionnaires, are expected to reveal useful
insights for the revision of the evaluated MOOC, towards improving learning experience
and enhancing competence advancement in MOOCs4PD.

3.3 Dimensions of the evaluation framework

The evaluation framework, consists of two surveys (pre- and post-course survey). In the
pre-course survey, participants’ profile is analyzed in term of demographics,
educational/professional background, motives and initial competence level. In the post-
course survey, participants report their learning experience in the MOOC, their
satisfaction, confirmation of expectations and continuance intention, as long as their
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achieved competence level. Competence advancement is calculated as the difference
between achieved and initial competence level. On the other hand, completion is coded
as a dichotomous variable, where 1 = participants that completed the MOOC and 0 =
participants that dropped the MOOC.

Learners’ characteristics from the pre-course survey will be correlated with their learning
experience and achieved learning outcomes collected through a post-course survey to
explore the factors that affect course completion and competence advancement.

Figure 5 shows a schematic representation of the components of the two surveys (pre-
and post-course survey).

PRE-COURSE

SURVEY POST-COURSE
SURVEY
Demographics & Motives Owerall Lpaming
General Background - - Experience
Goal in taking the
course ) ) N N
Demographics Learning Experience Satisfaction
P Reason for Enrelment per Module
Educaticnal - Internal Motives o 4
Background - External Motives -
— Learning Experience anﬁn'nt:tl_on of
Professional [ GRIT ] xpectations

Role
— [ Confidence ] j
Platform Continuance
Year_s of | Hours planning to I Ease of Use Intention
Experience spend in course

Competence Level Advancement

Initial Achieved
Competence Competence
level level

Figure 5. Pre- post-course survey elements

3.3.1 Learners profile (pre-course survey)

The pre-course survey is trying to capture the learners’ profile incorporating questions
about Demographics and General background of the participants and investigating their
motives, trying to answer the questions “who our learners are” and “why they enroll in the

course” and to identify possible learners’ groups.
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Demographics and general background includes questions around:

e Sociodemographic characteristics (gender, age, geographical location)
e Educational background (academic background, previous experience with
MOOCs, language proficiency and comfort with technology)

e Professional background (job sector, professional role and years of experience)

Motives - To measure MOOC learner’s motivation, the pre-course survey incorporated 5
sets of questions:

e one item around the Goal in taking the course;

e 8 MOOC-specific motivational items (rated using a 5-point Likert scale plus a “not
applicable” option) that are drawn from previous MOOC research studies
(Belanger & Thornton, 2013; Wang & Baker, 2015; Barack 2016) asking
respondents to rate their reasons for enrollment. Reasons for enrolment are
further divided into internal and external motives;

e the short 8-item GRIT scale (Duckworth & Quinn, 2009) to assess learner’s
consistency of interests and perseverance of efforts, rated in a 5-point Likert scale;
GRIT is passion and perseverance for long-term and meaningful goals. It is the
ability to persist in something you feel passionate about and persevere when you
face obstacles (Duckworth & Quinn, 2009).

e two items around self-confidence (in learning the material and in course
completion), rated in a 5-point Likert scale;

e one item about the hours per week planning to spend in the course.

Initial competence level - participants are asked to select self-assess their initial level of
competence (per competence dimension/statement) from 5 possible levels, namely:
Novice, Advanced Beginner, Competent, Proficient and Expert their competence, based
on the Dreyfus model of skill acquisition (Dreyfus, 2004).

3.3.2 Overall Learning Experience (post-course survey)

Overall Learning Experience is measured, both per module and through the course, in
terms of, content (graphics, videos, complementary material, learning activities, and
assessments), workload, level of interaction, platform ease of use, level of satisfaction,
confirmation of expectations, and continuance intention.

e Learning experience per module
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e Qverall learning experience

e Platform ease of use

e Satisfaction

e Confirmation of Expectations

e Continuance intention
3.3.3 Competence advancement

Competence level advancement is the self-reported advancement of competence level of
participants, calculated from the reported initial and achieved competence level.

To match the answers of the participants in pre- and post-course surveys, we ask the
participants to produce and provide an easy to remember and reproduce, and very
difficult to decode Unique ID Code, based on their answers to the following questions:

1. The first letter of your first name (e.g. U)

2. The last 2 digits of your cell phone (if none use 00) (e.g. 17)

3. Your month of birth (e.g. 03)

4. The first letter of your middle name (if none, use X) (e.g. M)

5. The first letter of city/town you were born in (e.g. V)
(The above example would generate the unique code ID: U1703MV)

Next, we summarize the key design aspects.

3.4 Pre- and Post-course survey implementation
The main design aspects of the surveys are:

e the instruments used for the data collection, namely invitation letter and pre- and
post-course questionnaires,

e privacy and ethical issues, namely, the consent form used.
Instruments:
The instruments used for the implementation of the surveys are presented in Appendix 2
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Pre-course su rvey:

The invitation letter mentioning the description of the study and its objectives and
guidelines for completing the survey, see Appendix 2

The consent form with all the information needed (purpose and procedure, potential
benefits, potential risk or discomforts, storage of data, anonymity and confidentiality,
right to withdraw, conflict of interest, compensation, participant concerns and reporting)
for the participants to consent or not in the survey. The consent form follows the
guidelines of the General Data Protection Regulation (EU) 679/2016 (‘GDPR’) [Section 2
of the Online Questionnaire, see Appendix 2

The questionnaire in a web form (google form) to collect the participants’ responses.
Appendix 2 presents the full online questionnaire and Appendix 3 — Coding of Questions
provides the coding of the different types of questions.

3.5 Research Questions
The core question of the evaluation framework is:

“What are the areas of possible improvement for the offered competence-
based Professional Development MOOC to better the quality of the learning
experience and effectively cultivate the competences of participants?”

The core question is investigated at the following dimensions:

1. What are the main targeted groups (per professional role) of participants in the
MOOC and what is their profile? What are the individual characteristics and key
differences of targeted professional groups in relation to their motives, self-
confidence, GRIT and initial competence level?

What characteristics of participants’ profile are related to the course completion?
How do the characteristics of participants profile affect their competences
advancement?

4. What is the perceived learning experience per module as reported by participants
that completed the MOOC? What is the perceived overall learning experience per
targeted professional group?
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5. How does the overall learning experience affect competences advancement?

6. Which are the areas and recommendations for possible improvement.

Table 2 summarizes the main research questions of the proposed evaluation plan.

Table 2. Research questions

DEM: Demographics

GB: General Background
ROLE: Professional Role
YoE: Years of Experience
in Digital Teaching and
Learning

MOTIVES
GOAL: Goal in taking the
course

scale
SelfConf: Confidence in
completing the course
(learn the material and
complete the course on
time)

RfE: Reasons for
Enrolment (8 MOOC-
specific motivational
items)

MOT.INT: Internal
motives

MOT.EXT: External
motives

GRIT: 8 items short GRIT

Variables Research Questions
DEMOGRAPHICS & i Learners profile
GENERAL BACKGROUND : 1. What is the difference in Motives between the professional

roles?

Variables: Goal in taking the course [GOAL], Reasons for
Enrolment [RfE], GRIT score [GRIT], Confidence in completing
the course [SelfConf], Hours per week planning to spend in the
course [HpW]

Groups: Professional roles

2a. What is the difference in Course Completion between the
professional roles?

Variable: Competence Level Advancement [EDL]

Groups: Professional roles

2b. What is the relationship of Motives on Course Completion
amongst MOOC Participants?

Dependent Variable: Course Completion (certificate)
Independent Variables: Goal in taking the course [GOAL],
Reasons for Enrolment [RfE], GRIT score [GRIT], Confidence in
completing the course [SelfConf], Hours per week planning to
spend in the course [HpW]

Group: MOOC Participants

Participants’ Learning experience

3a. What is the difference in Competence Level Advancement
between the professional roles?

Variable: Competence Level Advancement [EDL]

Groups: Professional roles
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HpW: Hours per week
planning to spend in the

course

OVERALL LEARNING
EXPERIENCE

LXM: Learning

experience per module
LX: Learning Experience
PEoU: Platform Ease of
Use

SAT: Satisfaction

CONF: Confirmation of
expectations

INT: Continuance
Intention

COMPETENCE LEVEL
ADVANCEMENT

EDL: Competence Level
Advancement = Achieved
Competence Level -

Initial Competence Level

3b. What is the relationship of Motives on Competence Level
Advancement amongst MOOC Participants?

Dependent Variable: Competence Level Advancement
Independent Variables: Goal in taking the course [GOAL],
Reasons for Enrolment [RfE], GRIT score [GRIT], Confidence in
completing the course [SelfConf], Hours per week planning to
spend in the course [HpW]

Groups: MOOC Participants

da. What is the perceived overall learning experience per
modaule as reported by participants that completed the MOOC?
Variables: Overall
[LXM+LX+PEoU+SAT+CONF+INT]
Groups: MOOC Participants

4b. What is the perceived overall learning experience per

Learning Experience

professional role?

Variables: Overall
[LXM+LX+PEoU+SAT+CONF+INT]
Groups: Professional roles

Learning Experience

EDL Level Advancement

5. How does the Overall Learning Experience affect
Competences Level Advancement?

Dependent Variable: Competence Level Advancement [EDL]
Independent Variables: Learning Experience[LX], Platform Ease
of Use[PEoU], Satisfaction[SAT],
expectations[CONF], Continuance Intention[INT]

Group: MOOC Participants

Confirmation  of

3.6 Hypotheses Development

To address different aspects of the research questions we analyze each question to

hypotheses as per below.
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1. What is the difference in Motives between the professional roles? [Figure 6]

Variables: Goal in taking the course [GOAL], Reasons for Enrolment [RfE], GRIT score
[GRIT], Confidence in completing the course [SelfConf], Hours per week planning to spend
in the course [HpW]

Groups: Professional roles

H1.1o: Reasons for Enrolment does not differ significantly between Professional roles
H1.1:: Reasons for Enrolment differs significantly between Professional roles

H1.20: Goal in taking the course does not differ significantly between Professional roles
H1.21: Goal in taking the course differs significantly between Professional roles

H1.30: GRIT score does not differ significantly between Professional roles
H1.31: GRIT score differs significantly between Professional roles

Motives

Goal in taking the
Course )
/ Reason for Enrolment

HY 1 L - Internal Motives

",.f - External Motives
H1.2
Professional

Confidence

™
\ Hours planning to
gpend in course

Figure 6. Motives per professional role

H1.40: Confidence in completing the course does not differ significantly between
Professional roles

H1.4:1: Confidence in completing the course differs significantly between Professional
roles

H1.50: Hours per week planning to spend in the course does not differ significantly
between Professional roles

H1.51: Hours per week planning to spend in the course differs significantly between
Professional roles
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If significant difference is revealed, further examination will take place between the
different groups

2a. What is the difference in Course Completion between the professional roles? [Figure
7]

Variables: Course Completion

Groups: Professional roles

H2.10: Course completion does not differ significantly between Professional roles H2.11:
Course completion differs significantly between Professional roles

2b. What is the relationship of Motives on Course Completion amongst MOOC
Participants? [Figure 7]

Dependent Variable: Course Completion

Independent Variables: Goal in taking the course, Reasons for Enrolment, GRIT Score,
Confidence in completing the course, Hours per week planning to spend in the course
Group: MOOC Participants

Motives
Goal in taking the
course H2. 2 -
¢ b
Reason for Enrolment
- Internal Motives
- External Motives | H2.3 ~

Professional

Role
GRIT ]——H2.4
Confidence Lo 5

H2 1 Hours planning to }——HE.E&

\ spend in course +
v 0

,L Courze Completion

Figure 7. Motives to course completion

H2.20: Course completion is not related to the Goal in taking the course amongst MOOC
participants
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H2.21: Course completion is related to the Goal in taking the course amongst MOOC
participants

H2.30: Course completion is not related to the Reason for Enrolment amongst MOOC
participants
H2.31: Course completion is related to the Reason for Enrolment amongst MOOC
participants

H2.40: Course completion is not related to the GRIT score amongst MOOC participants
H2.41: Course completion is related to the GRIT score amongst MOOC participants

H2.50: Course completion is not related to the Confidence in completing the course
amongst MOOC participants

H2.51: Course completion is related to the Confidence in completing the course amongst
MOOC participants

H2.60: Course completion is not related to the hours per week planning to spend in the
course amongst MOOC participants

H2.61: Course completion is related to the hours per week planning to spend in the course
amongst MOOC participants

3a. What is the difference in Competence Level Advancement between the targeted
professional groups? [Error! Reference source not found.]

Variables: Competence Level Advancement

Groups: Professional roles

H3.1o: Competence Level Advancement does not differ significantly between Professional
roles

H3.1:: Competence Level Advancement differs significantly between Professional roles

If significant difference is revealed, further examination will take place between the
different groups

3b. What is the relationship of Motives on Competence Level Advancement amongst

MOOC Participants? [Figure 8]
Dependent Variable: Competence Level Advancement
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Independent Variables: Goal in taking the course [GOAL], Reasons for Enrolment [RfE],
GRIT Score [GRIT], Confidence in completing the course [SelfConf], Hours per week
planning to spend in the course [HpW]

Group: MOOC Participants

H3.20: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the Goal in taking the course
amongst MOOC participants
H3.21: Competence Level Advancement is related to the Goal in taking the course
amongst MOOC participants

H3.3p: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the Reason for Enrolment
amongst MOOC participants

H3.31: Competence Level Advancement is related to the Reason for Enrolment amongst
MOOC participants

H3.40: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the GRIT score amongst MOOC
participants
H3.41: Competence Level Advancement is related to the GRIT score amongst MOOC
participants

Motives

Goal in taking the H3.2 -
course

Reason for Enrolment H3.3 ~\
- Internal Motives
- External Motives

Professional :

"
Confidence H3.
- H3.
Hours planning to
spend in course

H31
r Y

EDL Level Advancement

-
- [ Initial ] [ Achieved

EDL level EDL level

Figure 8. Motives to Competence Level Advancement

H3.50: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the Confidence in completing the
course amongst MOOC participants
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H3.51: Competence Level Advancement is related to the Confidence in completing the
course amongst MOOC participants

H3.60: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the hours per week planning to
spend in the course amongst MOOC participants
H3.61: Competence Level Advancement is related to the hours per week planning to
spend in the course amongst MOOC participants

4a. What is the perceived overall learning experience per module as reported by
participants that completed the MOOC? Figure 9
Descriptive statistics

4b. What is the perceived Overall Learning Experience per targeted professional group?
[Figure 9]

Variables: Learning Experience [LX], Platform Ease of Use [PEoU], Satisfaction [SAT],
Confirmation of expectations [CONF], Continuance Intention [INT]

Groups: Professional roles

Overall Learning
Experience

Learning Experience Satisfaction
per Module

Learning Experience Confirmation of
o Expel Expectations
Professional
Role [

Platform Continuance
Ease of Use

Intention

H4.1.H45
.

Figure 9. Learning Exprience per targeted professional group

H4.1o: Learning Experience does not differ significantly between Professional roles
H4.11: Learning Experience differs significantly between Professional roles

H4.20: Platform Ease of Use does not differ significantly between Professional roles
H4.21: Platform Ease of Use differs significantly between Professional roles
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H4.30: Satisfaction does not differ significantly between Professional roles
H4.31: Satisfaction differs significantly between Professional roles

H4.4y: Confirmation of expectations does not differ significantly between Professional
roles

H4.41: Confirmation of expectations differs significantly between Professional roles

H4.5¢: Continuance Intention does not differ significantly between Professional roles
H4.51: Continuance Intention differs significantly between Professional roles

If significant difference is revealed, further examination will take place between the
different groups

5. How does the Overall Learning Experience affect Competences Level Advancement?
[Figure 10]

Dependent Variable: Competence Level Advancement

Independent Variables: Learning Experience [LX], Platform Ease of Use [PEoU],
Satisfaction [SAT], Confirmation of expectations [CONF], Continuance Intention [INT]
Group: MOOC Participants

Overall Learning

Experience
~
Learning Experience satisfaction H5.
per Module
J J
H5.1_| . . Confirmation of H5.4
*{ Learning Experience Expectations -

"
H5.2 Platform Continuance
Ease of Use Intention —H\5 5

Ld
EDL Level Advancement

A

Initial Achieved <
EDL level EDL level lg—

Figure 10. Learning Experience to Competences Level Advancement

H5.10: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the Learning Experience amongst
MOOC participants
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H5.11: Competence Level Advancement is related to the Learning Experience amongst
MOOC participants

H5.20: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the Platform Ease of Use amongst
MOOC participants
H5.21: Competence Level Advancement is related to the Platform Ease of Use amongst
MOOC participants

H5.30: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the Satisfaction amongst MOOC
participants
H5.31: Competence Level Advancement is related to the Satisfaction amongst MOOC
participants

H5.40: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the Confirmation of Expectations
amongst MOOC participants
H5.41: Competence Level Advancement is related to the Confirmation of Expectations
amongst MOOC participants

H5.50: Competence Level Advancement is not related to the Continuance Intention
amongst MOOC participants

H5.51: Competence Level Advancement is related to the Continuance Intention amongst
MOOC participants

3.6 Summary

In this chapter, an evaluation framework for MOOCs4PD, that explores the factors that
affect competences advancement, is proposed, aiming to be useful for identifying areas
for possible improvement. Our goal is to leverage the outcomes for improving the
educational design of the course, the learning environment and thus to better meet the
learning needs of MOOC participants in future versions.

To measure success, we focus on whether the MOOC4PD contributed to the advancement
of the competence level of the participants. Thus, the starting competence is measured
using a pre-course questionnaire. After the course completion, learners are asked to self-
assess their learning accomplishment evaluating their current competence level to reveal
the achieved progress.
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Figure 11 is a schematic representation of the proposed evaluation framework.

PRE-COURSE POST-COURSE
SURVEY SURVEY
Demographics & Motives QOverall Learning
General Background Experience
| Goal in taking the i H3.2 - - -
Demographics course | H2 2 {Learnlng Experience [ Satisfaction H5.
per Module
Educational H1.1 Reason for Enrolment H13 - d o
Background - Internal Motives .
/H1.2 - External Motives H2.3 ~ H5-1___{ Learning Experience CE::;?:;:EE:? H5.4
Professional a4 .
r [ H1.3 —b| -
- Role I~ GRIT L 149 4 .
Years of H1.4 \ 3 H5 2 Platform Continuance
H3.5— - —
Experience H1.5\[ Confidence L Ho 5~ Ease of Use Intention HE 5

FYyY v ¥

- H3.
‘q| Hours planning to L o6
H2 1 spend in course +

u..l

Course Completion
H3.1 "l P
! r Y. v
EDL Level Advancement
R
\ » < A
- Initial Achieved
EDL level EDL level
H4.1.H4 5
ks A

Figure 11. Evaluation framework

By means of validating the framework, we will present a successful application of this methodological framework to the Learn2Analyze
MOOC, a competence based MOOC4PD aiming to support the development of the basic competences for Educational Data Analytics
of Online and Blended teaching and learning.
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Chapter 4 - Validation of the proposed Evaluation Framework

4.1 Introduction

In chapter 3 a methodological framework for evaluating MOOCs4PD was presented, using
pre- and post-course surveys to identify factors that affect competence level advancement in
MOOCs for professional development (MOOCs4PD).

We will use case study research to test the proposed evaluation framework to real world
situation and investigate if it works in real-life context. Case study is a descriptive and
exploratory analysis of a person, group or event in order to explore the causes and underlying
principles (Cohen et al., 2007).

We will employ the evaluation framework to real massive dataset collected from the first run
of the Learn2Analyze MOOC, a competence based MOOC4PD aiming to support the
development of the basic competences for Educational Data Analytics of Online and Blended
teaching and learning.

4.2 The case of the Learn2Analyze MOOC

The scope of this study is to propose an evaluation framework for MOOCs4PD (Chapter 3) and
validate it through the evaluation of the Learn2Analyze MOOC.

4.2.1 Presentation of the Learn2Analyse project
Learn2Analyze (L2A) is an Academia-Industry Knowledge Alliance for enhancing Online
Training Professionals’ (Instructional Designers and e-Trainers) Competences in Educational
Data Analytics, co-funded by the European Commission through the Erasmus+ Program of the
European Union (Cooperation for innovation and the exchange of good practices
— Knowledge Alliances, Agreement n. 2017-2733 / 001-001, Project No 588067-EPP-1-2017-
1-EL-EPPKA2-KA) for the period 2018-2020.

The scope of the Learn2Analyze project is to:

e Enhance existing competence frameworks for instructional designers and e-
trainers of online courses with new Educational Data Literacy competences for using
emerging Educational Data Analytics methods and tools.
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e Develop and evaluate a series of professional development Massive Open Online
Courses (MOOCs) for cultivating these competences with emphasis to combining
theory and practice in the form of authentic work-oriented tasks.

This is important since, existing professional competence frameworks and professional
development programs for instructional designers and e-trainers of online courses, almost
ignore the dimension of Educational Data Literacy, missing out the potential of using
emerging Educational Data Analytics methods and tools in effective online professional
training.

To this end, the Learn2Analyze project aims to produce and evaluate:

e a comprehensive proposal for an Educational Data Literacy Competence
Framework for instructional designers and e-trainers of online courses.

e Aseries of professional development Massive Open Online Courses to cultivate these
competences combining Educational Data Analytics theory and practice (through the
use of existing educational data analytics tools from world market leaders)

4.2.2 Educational data literacy

Data-Driver Decision Making in Education is very high at the agenda of National, European
and International Education Policies (mainly for external accountability purposes and data-
based evidence collection, but also for taking more informed decisions for day2day teaching
and learning), highlighting the importance for educators to ground decisions based on data
and evidence, aiming to boost the effectiveness and the efficiency of the education systems
(Mandinach & Gummer, 2016).

Personalized learning repeatedly appears to be one of the major educational challenges of
21st century and effective use of data generated during teaching and learning is needed for
educators to tailor instruction to meet the needs of the increasingly diverse student cohort,
as per 2017 Horizon Report (Freeman, 2017) and to provide their students with a personalised
learning experience and better feedback, and thus help them meet their educational goals
(Sclater, Peasgood, & Mullan, 2016)

A recent advancement in online and blended teaching and learning is Educational Data
Analytics (EDA), that is, the use of educational data generated during teaching and learning
(including assessment) to better support individual learners' in online and blended courses.
Educational Data Analytics (Teaching and Learning Analytics) empower teachers to reveal
useful insights (Sergis & Sampson, 2017), support teachers to use student-generated data to
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assess learning progress, to predict learning performance, to detect and identify potentially
harming behaviours and to act upon the findings.

Most Course Management Systems are now incorporating Educational Data Analytics tools.
However, these tools are not widely used because of the low Educational Data Literacy (EDL)
competences of the professionals that could be using them. Educational Data Literacy (EDL)
is the ethically responsible collection, management, analysis, comprehension, interpretation,
and application of data from educational contexts.

The Digital Learning Industry has recognized two important professions namely: (a)
Instructional Designers, who design and develop online courses and (b) e-Trainers who
support the delivery of these online courses. Given the evident importance of these job roles
in designing and delivering high quality and effective competence-based online professional
training courses, professional competence frameworks have been developed to define their
competence needs, supported by professional development initiatives for cultivating them.
However, emerging and promising advancements in Digital Learning related to the use of
data-driven evidence from Educational Data Analytics are scarcely, if at all, addressed by
existing competence frameworks and, by extend, professional development programs.
Therefore, there is a need for extending existing competence frameworks with new
competences for both professions, to accommodate these emerging fields. Furthermore,
innovative professional development programs are also required to develop these new

competences.
In this context, Learn2Analyze project has designed and developed:
(a) two new competence profiles for e-learning professionals and

(b) one competence-based European MOOC addressing at cultivating these innovative
instructional designers’ and e-trainers’ competences for exploiting educational data analytics
in online professional workplace development.

4.2.3 Learn2Analyze Educational Data Literacy Competence Profile (L2A EDL-CP)

The Learn2Analyze project has developed a comprehensive proposal for an Educational Data
Literacy Competence Framework to enhance existing competence frameworks for
instructional designers and e-trainers of online courses with new Educational Data Literacy
competences.
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The Learn2Analyze Educational Data Literacy Competence Framework comprises of 6
competence dimensions and 17 competence statements, as captured below.

Figure 12. Competence Dimensions of L2A-EDL-CP presents the six Competence Dimensions
of Learn2Analyze Educational Data Literacy Competence Profile.

Access & Gather Organize, Clean,

Appropriate Curate & Preserve
Educational Data L J Educational Data

DATA ANALYSIS

DATA Apply Educational
ANALYSIS Data Modelling &
Presentation
Methods

DATA ETHICS

Ensure Clear Ethical
Policies & Codes of
Practices that
Govern the Use of
Educational Data

DATAETHICS [(0laY

DATA

Learn2Analyze

DATA COMPREHENSION
DATA APPLICRTION DATA DATA & INTERPRETATION
COMPREHENSION

Use Educational APPLICATION & INTERPRETATION
Data Analysis

Results to Make

Decisions to Revise

Instruction

Understand what the
Educational Data
Represent & Mean

Figure 12. Competence Dimensions of L2A-EDL-CP

Competence Statements of L2A-EDL-CP

In Table 3 the six dimensions of the Learn2Analyze EDL Competence Profile (Data Collection,
Data Management, Data Analysis, Data Comprehension & Interpretation, Data Application,
and Data Ethics) are analyzed to 17 competence statements.
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Table 3. Learn2Analyze Educational Data Literacy Competence Profile

L2A-EDL-CP
Dimensions

L2A-EDL-CP
Statements

1. Data Collection

1.1 Know — understand — be able to obtain, access and gather the appropriate
data and/or data sources

1.2 Know - understand — be able to apply data limitations and quality measures
(e.g., validity, reliability, biases in the data, difficulty in collection, accuracy,
completeness)

2. Data
Management

2.1 Know — understand — be able to apply data processing and handling methods
(i.e., methods for cleaning and changing data to make it more organized — e.g.,
duplication, data structuring)

2.2 Know — understand — be able to apply data description (i.e., metadata)

2.3 Know — understand — be able to apply data curation processes (i.e., to ensure
that data is reliably retrievable for future reuse, and to determine what data is
worth saving and for how long)

2.4 Know — understand — be able to apply the technologies to preserve data (i.e.,
store, persist, maintain, backup data), e.g., storage mediums/services, tools,
mechanisms

3. Data Analysis

3.1 Know — understand — be able to apply data analysis and modeling methods
(e.g. application of descriptive statistics, exploratory data analysis, data mining).
3.2 Know - understand — be able to apply data presentation methods (e.g.,
pictorial visualization of the data by using graphs, charts, maps and other data
forms like textual or tabular representations)

4. Data
Comprehension &
Interpretation

4.1 Know —understand — be able to interpret data properties (e.g., measurement
error, outliers, discrepancies within data, key take-away points, data
dependencies)

4.2 Know - understand — be able to interpret statistics commonly used with
educational data (e.g.,, randomness, central tendencies, mean, standard
deviation, significance)

4.3 Know - understand — be able to interpret insights from data analysis (e.g.,
explanations of patterns, identification of hypotheses, connection of multiple
observations, underlying trends)

4.4 Be able to elicit potential implications/links of the data analysis insights to
instruction

5. Data Application

5.1 Know — understand — be able to use data analysis results to make decisions
to revise instruction
5.2 Be able to evaluate the data-driven revision of instruction

6. Data Ethics

6.1 Know — understand — be able to use the informed consent

6.2 Know - understand - be able to protect individuals’ data privacy,
confidentiality, integrity and security

6.3 Know — understand — be able to apply authorship, ownership, data access
(governance), re-negotiation and data-sharing
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4.2.4 L2A MOOC

Learn2Analyze MOOC aims to support the development of the basic competences for
Educational Data Analytics of Online and Blended teaching and learning.

O P E N CO U R S E J English (US) v All Courses Sofia Mougiakou v

Learn to Analyze Educational Data and Improve your Blended and

Online Teaching

| OPEN PROGRAM I

You sre already enrolled!

s SHARING
Course Description _

@ [Fiwe
This MOOC sims to support the development of the basic competences for Educational Data O [ Tweet
Anslytics of Online and Blended teaching and learning.

g

Start date: 21 October 2019
End date: 14 January 2020 (Extended!) i%
Estimated effort to complete: 68 hours

The L2A MOOC and the certificate are offered for free!

The course targets:
* instructional designers and e-tutors of online and blended courses, as well as,

* school teachers of blended learning courses (using the flipped classroom model).

Figure 13. L2A MOOC in OpenCourseWorld Platform
Course Description
The primary targeted groups of the Learn2Analyze MOOC are:

e e-Learning Professionals, in particular Instructional Designers, Instructors / Tutors and Managers
of online and blended learning courses,

e Higher Education Students,

e University and School Teachers interested to further develop their Educational Data Literacy, as

well as
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e Academics, Researchers and Professionals involved in Educational Data Literacy and Educational
Data Analytics.

Nevertheless, the Learn2Analyze MOOC will be open to all audiences free of charge and there
will be no formal prerequisites, except for a reasonable knowledge of the English language.

It combines

e theoretical knowledge on core issues related to collecting, analysing, interpreting and
using educational data, including ethics and privacy, with

o practical experience of applying educational data analytics in three different e-
learning platforms, namely, Moodle, the eXact Suite and the IMC Learning Suite.

More information about the project is available at www.learn2analyze.eu.

Course objectives
By completing this course participants will:

e know where to locate useful educational data in different data sources and
understand their limitations;

e know the basics for managing educational data to make them useful, understand
relevant methods and be able to use relevant tools;

e know the basics for organizing, analysing, interpreting and presenting learner-
generated data within their learning context, understand relevant learning analytics
methods and be able to use relevant learning analytics tools;

e know the basics for analysing and interpreting educational data to facilitate
educational decision making, including course and curricula design, understand
relevant teaching analytics methods and be able to use relevant teaching analytics
tools;

e understand issues related with educational data ethics and privacy.

The learning outcomes of this course cover the set of competences anticipated by the
Learn2Analyze Educational Data Literacy competence framework.

Course Duration

Start Date: 21 October 2019
End Date: 14 January 2020
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Following the xMOOC-model, the Learn2Analyze MOOC content is organized into six self-
contained modules: Educational Data, Learning Analytics, Teaching Analytics, Educational
Data Analytics with Moodle, Educational Data Analytics with eXact Suite, Educational Data
Analytics with IMC Learning Suite, plus an Orientation and a Concluding module.

The anticipated course duration is 8 weeks with an estimated time commitment of 8 hours
on average per week. The Learn2Analyze MOOC promotes self-directed learning with video
pages, HTML (Text & Graphics) pages and activities (polls, forums). The individual learning
progress will be monitored with automated-assessment quizzes at the end of each module
as well as at the end of the MOOC. Participants earn a free-of-charge certificate upon
successful completion of the entire MOOC.

Course Syllabus
Module 1: Orientation

This module offers the opportunity to become familiar with the MOOC platform, the course
structure and the course policies.

Module 2: Educational Data

This module introduces the concept of educational data as a key success factor for online and
blended teaching and learning, presents the Learn2Analyze framework for educational data
literacy competences and discusses the fundamentals of educational data collection and
management, including issues related with ethics and privacy.

Module 3 - Learning Analytics

This module introduces the basics of methods and tools for analysing and interpreting online
learners' data to facilitate their personalised support. It focuses on organising, analysing,
presenting and interpreting learner-generated data within their learning context, as well as
on ethical concerns and policies for protecting learner-generated data from mistreatment and

misuse.
Module 4 - Teaching Analytics

This module introduces the basics of methods and tools for analysing and interpreting
educational data for facilitating educational decision making, including course and curricula
design.
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Module 5 - Educational Data Analytics with Moodle

This module presents tools for educational data analytics in Moodle and how these tools can
support instructional designers and e-tutors in the design and delivery of their online courses.

Module 6 - Educational Data Analytics with eXact Suite

This module presents tools for educational data analytics in the eXact Suite and focus on the
use of these tools to help instructional designers and e-tutors of online courses in supporting
online learners.

Module 7 - Educational Data Analytics with IMC Learning Suite

This module will presents tools for educational data analytics in the IMC Learning Suite. The
focus is on how the tools can support instructional designers of online courses in reflecting
on their educational design and re-design the courses. The module also shows how the tools
can help e-tutors to support online learners.

Module 8 - Concluding the MOOC / Final Assessment

The concluding module together with the Final Assessment will allow participants to finalise
their assignments, discuss their overall MOOC learning experience with their peers, and
reflect on their learning experience by submitting the course feedback survey.

Certificate

In order to successfully complete this MOOC and receive a Certificate of Achievement
participants must gain a mark of 60% or greater overall to the 100 quiz questions.

4.3 Sampling

Non-probability sampling is used to collect data and in particular we used convenience
sampling, as the samples were selected based on their availability and willing to answer the
surveys. Table 4 describes the sampling procedure.
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Table 4 . Sampling procedure

1. @ IMC's MOOC Platform:
Course Registration and Enrolment
Module 1 including a prompt and a link to the Pre-Course Survey @ Google Drive
2. @ Google Drive
Pre-Course Survey Consent Form
If the participant agrees to participate
2.1 he/she answers the Pre-Course Survey Questionnaire and submits the form
@Google Drive.
2.2 After the submission of the Pre-Course Survey, the participant will receive an email
with the “verification code”, which verifies his/her participation to the Pre-Course
Survey. This code will be used @ IMC's MOOC Platform
If he/she does not agree to participate
2.3 he/she continues to the L2A MOOC @ IMC's MOOC Platform
3. @ IMC's MOOC Platform
3.1 The participant completes the 8 weeks L2A MOOC
3.2 The participant takes the Final Assessment Quiz.
If the score is below 60%
he/she can retake the Final Assessment Quiz
If the score in the Final Assessment Quiz is over 60% then
A prompt and a link to the Post-Course survey @ Google Drive is revealed.
4, @Google Drive
Post-Course Survey Consent Form
If the participant agrees to participate:
4.1 he/she answers the Post-Course Survey Questionnaire and submits the form
@Google Drive.
4.2 After submitting the Post-Course Survey the participant will receive an email with
the “verification code”, which verifies his/her participation to the Post-Course Survey.
This code will be used @ IMC's MOOC Platform
5. @ IMC’s MOOC Platform

Participants earn a free-of-charge certificate upon successful completion of the entire
MOOC.

Successful completion of the course requires:

e completing the Multiple Choice Questions Assessment with 60% success

e completing the Pre-course and the Post-course Surveys
If the participant does not have the verification code (of the pre- or post-course
survey) then he/she is prompt to follow the link to complete the Pre-/Post-Course
Survey.
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4.4 Instruments
4.4.1 Pre- and Post-course survey implementation
The main design aspects of the survey were:

e the instruments used for the data collection, namely invitation letter and pre- and post-
course questionnaires,

e privacy and ethical issues, namely, the consent form used.

4.4.2 Instruments
The instruments used for the implementation of the survey were:
Pre-course survey includes:

The invitation letter mentioning the description of the project and its objectives, guidelines
for completing the survey and receiving the key to unlock the L2ZA MOOC content [Section 2
of the Online Questionnaire, see Appendix 2.

The consent form with all the information needed (purpose and procedure, potential
benefits, potential risk or discomforts, storage of data, anonymity and confidentiality, right to
withdraw, conflict of interest, compensation, participant concerns and reporting) for the
participants to consent or not in the survey. The consent form follows the guidelines of the
General Data Protection Regulation (EU) 679/2016 (‘GDPR’) [Section 2 of the Online
Questionnaire, see Appendix 2

The questionnaire in a web form (google form) to collect the participants’ responses using
the Likert scale. The questionnaire consists of 7 sections and will need approximately 20
minutes to be filled in. More specifically the online questionnaire consists of the following
sections:

e Section 1 provides information about the project.

e Section 2 includes the consent form.

e Section 3 provides guidelines to the participant in order to create and provide his/her
Unique Code ID. This code is used both in the pre- and post- course surveys to match
the answers of the participants.

e Section 4 includes 12 items on demographics and general background, namely:

1. Year of birth
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Gender

Country of residence

Highest level of education completed

Current job sector

Definition of professional role (from a given list)

Years involved in this role

Years involved in the field of Digital Teaching and Learning
English proficiency

10. Comfort with technology

11. Number of MOOCs enrolled in the past

12. Number of MOOCs completed

Section 5 includes questions about the motives for enrolling in the L2A MOOC
1.

Goal in taking the course — Participants are asked to select from 7 statements or
provide an alternative answer.

Reasons for enrolment — Participants are asked to rate 8 statements from “Not at
all true” to “Very True” plus a “Not applicable” choice to identify their internal and
external motives.

Self-Confidence — Participants are asked to rate in a 5-items likert scale their
confidence in learning the material and their confidence in completing the course
according to the time commitment defined in the syllabus.

Hours per week planning to spend.

8-items GRIT scale —Participants are asked to rate 8 statements from “Very much
like me” to “Not at all like me” in order to identify their passion and perseverance

for long-term and meaningful goals.

Section 6 includes 17 statements in 6 EDL Competence Dimensions where participants

are asked to select their initial level of competence from 5 possible levels, namely:

Novice, Advanced Beginner, Competent, Proficient and Expert.

Section 7 includes instructions to unlock the L2A MOOC content.

Appendix 2 presents the full online questionnaire and Appendix 3 — Coding of Questions

provides the coding of the different types of questions.

Post-course survey includes:

The invitation letter mentioning the description of the project and its objectives, guidelines

for completing the survey and receiving the key to unlock the L2A MOOC Certificate of

Achievement [Section 2 of the Online Questionnaire, see Appendix 2

The consent form with all the information needed (purpose and procedure, potential

benefits, potential risk or discomforts, storage of data, anonymity and confidentiality, right to
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withdraw, conflict of interest, compensation, participant concerns and reporting) for the
participants to consent or not in the survey. The consent form follows the guidelines of the
General Data Protection Regulation (EU) 679/2016 (‘GDPR’) [Section 2 of the Online
Questionnaire, see Appendix 2

The questionnaire in a web form (google form) to collect the participants’ responses using
the Likert scale. The questionnaire consists of 7 sections and will need approximately 20
minutes to be filled in. More specifically the online questionnaire consists of the following
sections:

e Section 1 provides information about the project.

e Section 2 includes the consent form.

e Section 3 provides guidelines to the participant in order to create and provide his/her
Unique Code ID. This code is used both in the pre- and post- course surveys to match
the answers of the participants.

e Section 4 includes 13 items in order to rate the Learning experience per module (using
5 point likert scale).

e Section 5 includes 20 items to rate (using 5 point likert scale).

1. the Overall Learning Experience
2. the Platform Ease of Use

3. the Satisfaction

4. the Confirmation of Expectations
5. the Continuance Intention

e Section 6 includes 17 statements in 6 EDL Competence Dimensions where participants
are asked to select their achieved level of competence (after attending the course)
from 5 possible levels, namely: Novice, Advanced Beginner, Competent, Proficient and
Expert.

e Section 7 includes instructions to unlock the L2A MOOC Certificate of Achievement.
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Appendix 2 — Instruments presents the full online questionnaire and Appendix 3 — Coding of
Questions provides the coding of the different types of questions.

4.4.3 Privacy and ethical issues

In the consent forms, privacy and ethical issues are treated according to the guidelines of the
General Data Protection Regulation (EU) 679/2016 (GDPR)!. To this end participants are
informed, in clear and plain language, about:

e the name of the consortium that is processing their personal data (including the
contact details);

e the purposes for which the consortium will use their personal data;

¢ the categories of personal data concerned;

o the length of time for which their data will be stored;

o their basic rights in the field of data protection (for example, the right to have their
data removed, right to access personal data);

e the right to withdraw their consent at any time;

o theright to lodge a complaint with a Data Protection Authority (DPA);

o whether their personal data will be transferred outside the EU;

e other companies/organisations that will receive their data;

¢ the legal basis for processing their personal data;

4.5 Data analysis
4.5.1 Completeness

As all questions in the pre- and post-course survey were obligatory the data set has no missing
values. There are only two “free text” questions in the post course survey, where participants
were asked to report what they liked best and least in the course where some participants
left them blank, but these questions are used in the qualitative analysis.

! http://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/0j
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4.5.2 Matching data

To match the answers of the participants in pre- and post-course surveys, we asked the
participants to produce and provide an easy to remember and reproduce, and very difficult
to decode Unique ID Code, based on their answers to the following questions:

The first letter of your first name (e.g. U)
The last 2 digits of your cell phone (if none use 00)  (e.g. 17)
Your month of birth (e.g. 03)
The first letter of your middle name (if none, use X) (e.g. M)

vk w e

The first letter of city/town you were born in (e.g. V)

(The above example would generate the unique code ID: U1703MV)

4.5.3 Deduplication

Some participants submitted two or more times the pre- or post-course survey. These
submissions were identified through the Unique ID Code and duplicates were removed (the
last submission was kept).

4.5.4 Coding of Questions

Appendix 3 — Coding of Questions provides the coding of the different types of questions in
the pre- and post-course surveys.

4.5.5 Normality test

Normality tests on data from the pre- and post-course survey suggest that our data follow the
normal distribution so we can use parametric tests on them. Appendix 10 — Tests of
Normality contains the results from normality test on data from the pre-course survey.

4.5.6 Reliability analysis
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Reasons for Enrolment

Participants are asked to rate 8 statements from “Not at all true” to “Very True” plus a “Not
applicable” choice to identify their internal and external motives for taking the course.

Reliability analysis of the closed questions of Reasons for Enrolment of the Pre-course
Questionnaire is conducted by calculating Cronbach’s alpha coefficient which provides a
measure of the internal consistency of the set of scale questions.

Table 5. Conbach's Alpha for Reasons for Enrolment

[cronbach's Cronbach's N of Items
Alpha Alpha Based on
Standardized
ltems
,809 ,849 11

As commonly accepted, the values of the Cronbach’s alpha index greater than 0.7 are
considered satisfactory.

Table 6. Cronbach's Alpha for Reasons for Enrolment (if item deleted)

|Corrected Cronbach's
Item-Total Alpha if Item]
Correlation Deleted

M2.1 396 ,801

M2.2 345 ,805

M2.3 506 ,791

M2.4 559 ,785

M2.5 482 ,794

M2.6 458 ,799

M2.7 355 ,807

M2.8 306 ,834
INTmot |824 ,776
EXTmot |755 ,771

MOT 999 ,767
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The calculation of the reliability Cronbach’s alpha index produces a matrix (Table 6 column
“Corrected Item-Total Correlation”). This column shows how well each item correlates with
the overall questionnaire score. Correlations less than 0.3 indicate that the item may not
belong to the scale. We see that all items have a correlation coefficient bigger than 0.3 (see
Table 6). Furthermore we calculate the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient if we delete an item (see
Table 6 column “Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted”). If this score goes up after the removal of
the item this is an indication that the item should be deleted. In our analysis there is no such
indication.

Self-Confidence

Participants are asked to rate in a 5-items likert scale their confidence in learning the material
and their confidence in completing the course according to the time commitment defined in
the syllabus.

Table 7. Cronbach's Alpha Self-confidence

[cronbach's  |cronbach's N of Items
Alpha Alpha Based

on

Standardized

Items
,855 ,869 3

Cronbach’s alpha index greater than 0.7

Table 8. Cronbach's Alpha Self-confidence (if item deleted)

|Corrected Cronbach's
Item-Total Alpha if Item|
Correlation |Deleted

|CoanbiIity 607 ,907
ConfTime |635 ,897
SelfConf 1,000 ,564

We calculate the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient if we delete an item (see Table 8 column
“Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted”). The score goes up after the removal of each item and we
decide to analyse these items separately.
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8-items GRIT scale

Participants are asked to rate 8 statements from “Very much like me” to “Not at all like me”
in order to identify their passion and perseverance for long-term and meaningful goals.

Table 9. Cronbach's Alpha for GRIT

[cronbach's  |Cronbach's N of Items
Alpha Alpha  Based

on

Standardized

Items
,817 ,838 9

Cronbach’s alpha index greater than 0.7 (see Table 9)

Table 10. Cronbach's Alpha for GRIT (if item deleted)

Corrected Cronbach's
Item-Total Alpha if Item|
Correlation  |Deleted

G6.1 |398 ,815

G6.2 |241 ,833

G6.3 |541 ,796

G6.4 477 ,804

G6.5 |574 ,792

G6.6 |,586 ,790

G6.7 |555 ,794

G6.8 |524 ,798

GRIT [1,000 ,765

We calculate the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient if we delete an item (see Table 10Table 8
column “Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted”). If this score goes up after the removal of the
item this is an indication that the item should be deleted. In our analysis there is no such
indication.

Initial EDL competence level

In section 6 of the pre-course survey participants are asked to rate in 17 statements in 6 EDL
Competence Dimensions their initial level of competence from 5 possible levels, namely:
Novice, Advanced Beginner, Competent, Proficient and Expert.
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Table 11. Initial EDL competence level Cronbach's Alpha

[cronbach's  |Cronbach's N of Items
Alpha Alpha  Based

on

Standardized

Items
1984 1984 24

Cronbach’s alpha index greater than 0.7

Table 12. Cronbach's Alpha Initial EDL competence level (if item deleted)

Corrected Cronbach's

Item-Total Alpha if Item]

Correlation  |Deleted
D1Sla |802 ,983
D1S2a |840 ,983
D2Sla |842 ,983
D2S2a |821 ,983
D2S3a 847 ,983
D2S4a |761 ,984
D3Sla |840 ,983
D3S2a |801 ,983
D4Sla |869 ,983
D4S2a |818 ,983
D4S3a |,860 ,983
D4S4a 861 ,983
D5S1a |,829 ,983
D5S2a |,840 ,983
D6Sla |784 ,984
D6S2a |756 ,984
D6S3a |,783 ,984
Dla 868 ,983
D2a 912 ,983
D3a 891 ,983
D4a 917 ,983
D5a 857 ,983
D6a 838 ,983
InitEDL },999 ,982




The calculation of the reliability Cronbach’s alpha index produces a matrix (Table 12 column
“Corrected Item-Total Correlation”). This column shows how well each item correlates with the overall
questionnaire score. We see that all items have a correlation coefficient much bigger than 0.3 (see
Table 12). Furthermore we calculate the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient if we delete an item (see Table
12 column “Cronbach's Alpha if ltem Deleted”). If this score goes up after the removal of the item this
is an indication that the item should be deleted. In our analysis there is no such indication.

Learning Experience

Table 13. Cronbach's Alpha Learning Experience

[cronbach's  |cronbach's N of Items
Alpha Alpha  Based

on

Standardized

Items
,872 ,881 8

Cronbach’s alpha index greater than 0.7

Table 14. Cronbach's Alpha Learning Experience (if item deleted)

Corrected Cronbach's
ltem-Total Alpha if Item]
Correlation  |Deleted

LX1 465 ,872

LX2 658 ,854

LX3 703 ,848

LX4 703 ,848

LX5 659 ,854

LX6 547 ,865

LX7 441 ,872

LX 1,000 ,830

Cronbach's Alpha does not go up after the removal of each item and this is an indication that
no item should be deleted (Table 14)
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Platform Ease of Use

Table 15. Cronbach's Alpha Platform Ease of Use

[cronbach's  |cronbach's N of Items
Alpha Alpha Based

on

Standardized

Items
,872 ,883 6

Cronbach’s alpha index greater than 0.7

Table 16. Cronbach's Alpha Platform Ease of Use (if item deleted)

Corrected Cronbach's
Item-Total Alpha if Item]
Correlation  |Deleted

PEoU1 |656 ,853

PEoU2 |708 ,843

PEoU3 | 690 ,847

PEoU4 |728 ,840

PEoUS5 |377 ,869

PEoU |[1,000 ,807

Cronbach's Alpha does not go up after the removal of each item and this is an indication that
no item should be deleted (Table 16)

EDL competence advancement

EDL competence advancement is calculated from the initial and achieved EDL competence
level. It is calculated per dimension of the EDL-CP
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Table 17. Cronbach Alpha's EDL competences advancement

[cronbach's  |Cronbach's N of Items
Alpha Alpha  Based

on

Standardized

Items
,956 ,958 7

Cronbach’s alpha index greater than 0.7

Table 18. Cronbach Alpha's EDL competences advancement (if item deleted)

Corrected Cronbach's
Item-Total Alpha if Item|
Correlation  |Deleted

Dladv |784 ,955

D2adv |,850 ,949

D3adv |,800 ,953

D4adv |874 ,947

D5adv |,828 ,951

D6adv |,836 ,951

EDLadv 1,000 ,939

Cronbach's Alpha does not go up after the removal of each item and this is an indication that
no item should be deleted (Table 18).

4.5.7 Validity analysis
4.5.7.1 Content validity

Pre-course and post-course surveys consist of items that are largely used in research, namely
the 8 MOOC-specific motivational items (Belanger & Thornton, 2013; Wang & Baker, 2015;
Barack 2016) and the short 8-item GRIT scale (Duckworth & Quinn, 2009) that already have been
validated, as well as the Educational Data Literacy Competence Profile, whose sentences and
dimensions have been validated in Result 3 Learn2Analyze Project.

Thus, we assume that the questionnaires are valid according to content validity.
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4.5.7.2 Criterion validity

We will test the criterion validity of the questionnaire using Spearman’s Correlation

coefficient. The Validity test is calculated by correlating each item questionnaire scores with

the total score. Item questionnaire that significantly correlated with total score indicates that

the items are valid.

4.5.7.2.a Pre-course survey

i Reasons for Enrolment

Table 19. Reasons for Enrolment correlations

Spearman's rho M2.1 | M22 |M23 | M24 |M25 |M26 |M27 |M28
Correlation | ,456** | ,381** | 617** | ,656** | ,635** | ,630** | ,456** | ,236**
MOT Coefficient
Sig. (2- | ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
tailed)
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
ii. Internal Motives
Table 20. Internal Motives Correlations
Spearman's rho M2.1 M2.2 M2.5 M2.6 M2.8
Correlation ,508%* LA49%* J727%* ,693%* ,368%*
INTmot | Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) | ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
iii. External Motives
Table 21. External Motives Correlations
Spearman's rho M2.3 M2.4 M2.7
Correlation ,817** ,795** ,581**
EXTmot Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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iv. GRIT score
Table 22. GRIT score correlations

Spearman's rho G6.1 G6.2 G6.3 G6.4 G6.5 G6.6 G6.7 G6.8
Correlation - " - - " o " "
. ,559 ,422 ,654 ,572 ,678 ,706 ,679 ,655
GRIT Coefficient
Sig. (2-
i ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
tailed)
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
V. Initial EDL competence level
Dimension 1 — Data Collection
Table 23. Initial EDL competence level Dimension 1 — Data Collection
Spearman's rho D1S1a D1S2a
Dla Correlation Coefficient ,950** ,949**
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Dimension 2 — Data Management
Table 24. Initial EDL competence level Dimension 2 - Data Management
Spearman's rho D2S1a D2S2a D2S3a D2S4a
Correlation ,924** ,905** ,912** ,878**
D2a Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Dimension 3 — Data Analysis
Table 25. Initial EDL competence level Dimension 3 - Data Analysis
Spearman's rho D3S1a D3S2a
D33 Correlation Coefficient ,919** ,936**
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Dimension 4 — Data Comprehension and Interpretation

Table 26. Initial EDL competence level Dimension 4 — Data Comprehension and Interpretation

Spearman's rho D4S1la D4S2a D4S3a D4S4a
Correlation . - . -
o ,925 ,935 ,947 ,915
D4a Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Dimension 5 — Data Application
Table 27. Initial EDL competence level Dimension 5 - Data Application
Spearman's rho D5S1a D5S2a
05 Correlation Coefficient ,979™" ,972™
a
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Dimension 6 — Data Ethics
Table 28. Initial EDL competence level Dimension 6 - Data Ethics
Spearman's rho D6S1a D6S2a D6S3a
Correlation " . o
- ,924 ,945 ,911
D6a Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
All dimensions
Table 29. Initial EDL competence level
Spearman's rho Dla D2a D3a D4a D5a D6a
o ,884 ,909 ,900 ,914 ,871 ,855
) Coefficient
InitEDL —
Sig. (2-
] ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
tailed)

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.5.7.2.b Post-course survey

Learning Experience




Table 30. Learning Experience Correlations

Spearman's rho LX1 LX2 LX3 LX4 LX5 LX6 LX7
o ,550 ,758 ,798 ,780 ,724 ,611 ,568
Coefficient
LX -
Sig. (2-
] ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
tailed)
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
ii. Platform Ease of Use
Table 31. Platform Ease of Use Correlations
Spearman's rho PEoU1 PEoU?2 PEoU3 PEoU4 PEoU5
Correlation - . . - .
o ,760 ,822 ,783 ,822 ,599
PEoU | Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
iii. Confirmation of Expectations
Table 32. Confirmation of Expectations correlations
Spearman's rho CONF1 CONF2
Correlation Coefficient ,845™ ,858""
CONF - -
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
iv. Satisfaction
Table 33. Satisfaction correlations
Spearman's rho SAT1 SAT2
SAT Correlation Coefficient ,912™ ,901™"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
V. Continuance Intention
Table 34. Continuance Intention correlations
Spearman's rho INT1 INT2
INT Correlation Coefficient ,908"" ,906™"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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vi. EDL competence level advancement
Table 35. Achieved EDL competence level advancement

Spearman's rho Dladv | D2adv | D3adv | D4adv | D5adv | D6adv
. ,834 ,884 ,840 ,897 ,868 ,874
Coefficient
EDLadv |—
Sig. (2-
] ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
tailed)

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.6 Summary

In this chapter, the evaluation framework, proposed in chapter 3, is employed in real dataset
collected from the first run of the Learn2Analyze MOOC, a competence based MOOC4PD
aiming to support the development of the basic competences for Educational Data Analytics
of Online and Blended teaching and learning.

First, a brief presentation of the Learn2Analyze MOOC was given, focusing on the professional
development character of the MOOC, with emphasis to the competence-based design. Next
the data sampling along with the instruments used were introduced (namely the invitation
letter and consent forms, along with the questionnaires for pre- and post-course survey) as
well as the coding of the questions. Finally, in the data analysis section, the preparation of
data is presented, namely missing values handling, data matching, deduplication, reliability
and validity analysis.

According to data analysis, data collected from the first run of the L2A MOOC, passed
reliability and validity tests (content validity, criterion validity).

In the next chapter the results of the evaluation of the Learn2Analyze MOOC are presented,
aiming to answer the core question:

“What are the areas of possible improvement for the offered competence-
based Professional Development MOOC to better the quality of the learning
experience and effectively cultivate the competences of participants?”
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Chapter 5 — Results

Introduction

5.1.1 Scope

The scope of this evaluation study is to validate and provide areas of possible improvement
of the Learn2Analyze MOOC Phase A. This is done through pre- and post-course
guestionnaire-based surveys with the participants of the first implementation of the L2A
MOOC which were conducted from the 3™ of September 2019 — when the enrolment process
started - through 14" of January 2020 when the L2A MOOC Phase A ended.

This chapter presents the analysis of the pre- and post-course surveys and provides
recommendations for improvement of the initial L2A MOOC.

5.1.2 Background

Learn2Analyze (L2A) (http://learn2analyze.eu) is an Academia-Industry Knowledge Alliance for

enhancing Online Training Professionals’ Competences in Educational Data Literacy, co-
funded by the European Commission through the Erasmus+ Program of the European Union.
The key objectives of the Learn2Analyze (L2A) initiative are (i) to develop comprehensive
proposal for an Educational Data Literacy Competence Framework for instructional designers
and e-trainers of online and blended learning courses, and (ii) to design, develop and offer a
competence-based Professional Development MOOC for cultivating these competences. To
this end, the initial version of the L2A MOOC consists of 8 modules combining EDL theory
(Modules 2-4) and practice with EDL tools in 3 widely used Course Management Systems,
namely, Moodle, the Exact Suite and the IMC Learning Suite (Modules 5-7) following a self-
directed MOOC educational design.

5.1.3 Synopsis of evaluation method

In order to validate this initiative and identify areas of possible improvement, pre- and post-
course questionnaire-driven online surveys were designed and implemented, within the L2A
MOOC Phase A participants. Participant characteristics along with their initial motives were
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examined in the pre-course survey, while participant’ perception of the course design and the
instructional elements examined in the post-course survey.

Our first goal was to profile the L2A MOOC Phase A participants to better understand the
learners’ cohort, so as to make better sense of their experience with the L2A MOOC. The
findings e.g. in relation to their performance can help us identify and interpret trends and
potential common issues, such as the underperformance of different subgroups of
participants with different characteristics.

To this end, we collected data on demographic characteristics, motives, and background
knowledge on the subject matter, using questionnaire-based surveys (pre-course survey).
These data provide us insights into “who our learners are” and “why they enroll in the
course” and it will be correlated with their learning experience and achieved learning
outcomes collected through a post-course survey.

Learning experience is measured, both per module and through the course, in terms of the
overall level of satisfaction, satisfaction with the platform, the workload, the level of
interaction, the content (graphics, videos, complementary material, learning activities, and
assessments), and the continuance intention. Our goal is to leverage the outcomes for
improving the educational design of the course, the learning environment and thus to better
meet the learning needs of our MOOC participants in future versions.

To measure success in the L2A MOQOC, instead of considering only simple data such as
certification and dropouts, we focus on whether the L2A MOOC contributed to the
advancement of the educational data literacy competence level of the participants. Thus, the
starting competence level for every statement of the L2A Educational Data Literacy
Competence Profile, was measured using a pre-course questionnaire. After the course
completion, learners were asked to self-assess their learning accomplishment evaluating their
current competence level to reveal the achieved progress.

The overall evaluation plan is graphically represented in Appendix 1 — Evaluation plan.
The core question of this study is:

e What are the areas of possible improvement for the offered competence-based
Professional Development L2A MOOC to better the quality of the learning experience and
effectively cultivate the Educational Data Literacy Competences that are described in the
L2A EDL competence profile?

The core question is investigated at the following dimensions:
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1. What are the main targeted groups of participants in the L2A MOOC and what is their
profile? What are the individual characteristics and key differences of targeted
participants groups in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL
competence?

What characteristics of participants’ profile are related to the course completion?
How do the characteristics of participants profile affect their EDL competences
advancement?

4. What is the perceived learning experience per module as reported by participants that
completed the L2A MOOC? What is the perceived overall learning experience per targeted
group?

How does the overall learning experience affect competences advancement?
Which are areas and recommendations for possible improvement.

5.1.4 Description of the evaluation process
Pre- and Post-course survey implementation
The main design aspects of the survey were:

e the instruments used for the data collection, namely invitation letter and pre- and post-
course questionnaires,

e privacy and ethical issues, namely, the consent form used.

Appendix 2 presents the full online questionnaire and Appendix 3 — Coding of Questions
provides the coding of the different types of questions.

5.2 Analysis of Participants’ Profile

5.2.1 Scope

The scope of this section is to describe the participants’ profile, identify the main targeted
groups participated in the L2A MOOC and describe their profile, highlighting their individual
characteristics and key differences in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and
initial EDL competence.

5.2.2 Background

Learn2Analyze MOOC started on October 215, 2019 and was open until January 15, 2020.
During this time frame, 1920 users enrolled from 85 countries. Of these, 1147 participants
answered the pre-course survey and started the MOOC. These participants were distributed
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in 75 countries (Appendix 5). We consider that the enrolled user has “started the MOOC” only
if s/he submits the Pre-course survey to unlock Modules 2-8. Table 36 shows the different
categories of enrolled users.

Table 36. Enrolled users

Enrolled users frequency percent
Started the MOOC: Enrolled users that submitted the pre-

1147 59.74
course survey
Enrolled in the MOOC but never accessed Module 1 565 29.42
Started Module 1 but dropped without Pre-course 208 10.84
Total Enrolments 1920 100

5.2.3 Participants profile

This section describes the overall participants’ profile as derived from the answers of the 1147
participants that answered the pre-course survey.

5.2.3.1 Demographics

First we use descriptive statistics for the demographic data analysis, re to: Age, Gender, and
Country of Residence. This aims to confirm the distribution of participants across all
anticipated demographic elements.

5.2.3.1.a Gender and Age

One half of the participants were between 18 and 41 years old, while 75% fell between 18
and 49 (Table 37). Age of participants follows the normal distribution with mean value 40,68
and standard deviation 10,51 (Figure 14).

Histogram

Table 37. Distribution of participants per Age “ R e
Age frequency percent EU /\ N n
18-30 218 19,01 N
31-40 337 29,38 L I
41-50 360 31,39 I
51-60 214 18,66 T\m‘
>60 18 1,57 I
Total 1147 100

Figure 14. Distribution of participants per Age
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Although approximately 2,61% of participants chose not to respond to the question related
to gender, participants were almost evenly split in terms of gender with 41,67% male and
55,72% female (Table 38).

Table 38. Distribution of participants per Gender

Gender frequency percent
| prefer not to answer 30 2,61
Female 640 55,72
Male 477 41,67
Total 1147 100

The distribution of the participants is well balanced in terms of age and gender.

5.2.3.1.b Geographical distribution

Although participants are distributed in 75 countries around the world (Figure 15), the
majority (86%) comes from Europe (Table 39), mainly from Greece (n=492), Germany (n=220)
and Italy (n=110), which are the core Learn2Analyse partners' countries. (Appendix 5 -
Distribution of participants in the pre-course survey per Demographics, General Background,
Motives in taking the course and Initial EDL competences level)

-

1 R

Figure 15. Participants’ geographical distribution
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Table 39. Distribution of participants per continent

Continent frequency percent
Europe 987 86.0
North & South 73 6.4
America

Asia-Pacific 54 4.7
Africa 33 2.9
Total 1147 100

5.2.3.2 General Background

Next, we analyze the general background of the participants, in terms of educational
background and professional experience.

5.2.3.2.a Educational background

Of the 1147 participants 52,30% (n=600) holds a Master’s Degree while 16,70% (n=192) holds
a Doctoral Degree. (Appendix 5 - Distribution of participants in the pre-course survey per
Demographics, General Background, Motives in taking the course and Initial EDL competences
level). In reference to their English proficiency, 69% reported high (n=360) and very high level
(n=431), while 84,13% reported comfort (n=414) and much comfort (n=551) with technology.
When asked about their previous experience with MOOCs 30,60% (n=351) reported they have
never enrolled in a MOOC before and 41,85% (n=480) that they have never completed a
MOOC before.

5.2.3.2.b Professional experience

Examining the current job sector of participants, we can notice that 68,87% (n=790) of them
reported they work in K12 and Higher Education while 16,83% (n=193) come from the
Industry/Business, with 8,98% (n=103) from Large enterprises>100 employees and 7,85%
(n=90) from SMEs. Only 5,32 (n=61) reported Self-employed and 3,92% (n=45) reported Not-
employed. (Appendix 5 - Distribution of participants in the pre-course survey per
Demographics, General Background, Motives in taking the course and Initial EDL competences
level). Table 40 summarizes the answers of participants regarding the current job sector in
relation to their reported professional role.
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Table 40. Reported Current Job Sector in relation to the reported Professional role

Professional Role
elearning Higher School Others Total
Job Sector ) i
Professionals Education Teachers ¢ %
(IDs, eTutors)  Students
K12, Higher
) 174 90 370 156 790 68.87
Education
Industry 105 8 12 68 193 16.83
Self Employed/Not
42 29 18 17 106 9.24
[Employed
Other 16 6 19 17 58 5.06
337 133 419 258 1147
Total
% 29.38 11.59 36.54 22.49 100

Participants were asked to describe their professional role selecting multiple answers from a
list of roles which are summarized in Appendix 4 - Groups of Professional Roles. As we can
see, all possible answers are grouped in 6 categories. A total of 29,38% (n=337) of participants
fall in the first professional role (eLearning Professionals), while 11,59% (n=133) are Higher
Education Students and 36,53% (n=419) are School Teachers.

Figure 16 shows the distribution of L2ZA MOOC participants according to their professional

role.

Professional Role

A. elearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors) [N 337
B. Higher Education Students [N 133

C. School Teachers | 419

D. Experts with Experience in EDL [l 42

E. Managers in (Online) Education/Training [l 69

F. Academics/Researchersin ID and/or
Online Education/Training

I 114

Other M 33

Figure 16. Distribution of participants per professional role

The distribution of the participants in professional roles, reveals three major targeted groups
of participants:
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A. elearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors)
B. Higher Education Students
C. School Teachers

As calculated in Appendix 5 - Distribution of participants in the pre-course survey per
Demographics, General Background, Motives in taking the course and Initial EDL competences
level participants reported 9.99 years of experience in professional role on average and 7.44
years of experience in online teaching and learning on average.

5.2.3.3 Motives

We continue the description of participants’ profile exploring the motives that drives them to
participate in the course.

5.2.3.3.a Goal in taking the course

Participants were asked to define their goal in taking the course from a list of possible
answers. Most of the participants (66% - n=757) answered they are “Planning to follow the
course schedule and complete all activities to earn a certificate of completion” (Appendix 5).

5.2.3.3.b Reasons for taking the course

Participants were asked to rate from “Not at all true” (1) to “Very true” (5) their agreement
in 8 statements regarding the reasons for taking the course. Figure 17 shows the distribution

of participants’ ratings.

Taking the course “To extend my current knowledge of the topic” and for “personal
development” were characterized as true or very true from over 75% of the participants. On
the other hand, being “advised or ordered to take part in the course” was true or very true
only for 15,69% of the participants.
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Reasons for taking the course - Answers: True and Very True

M2.1 [personal development] IS 76.63%
M2.2 [extend my current knowledge of the topic] [IINEENGEGEGEEEEEEss . 13%
M2.3 [obtain a job-relevant qualification] |G 36.97%
M2.4 [beneficial for my CV and future job applications] [N 45.77%
M2.5 [relevant to my academic field of study] [ 55.19%
M2.6 [relevant to my college/university class] NG 37.40%
M2.7 [advised or ordered to take part in this course] [ 15.69%

M2.8 [general curiosity] NN 36.62%

Figure 17. Reasons for taking the course

Participants had the option “Not applicable” if a proposed reason for enrolment was
irrelevant. Taking part in the course because it is “relevant to my college/university class” and
“being advised or ordered to take part in the course” were the reasons with the most “Not
applicable” answers.

5.2.3.3.¢c GRIT score

GRIT is passion and perseverance for long-term and meaningful goals. It is the ability to persist
in something you feel passionate about and persevere when you face obstacles. (Duckworth,
2016) Short-grit scale consists of 8 questions:

G.1 New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from previous ones.

G.2 Setbacks don’t discourage me.

G.3 | have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later lost interest.
G.4 | am a hard worker.

G.5 | often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one.

G.6 | have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take more than a few months to
complete.

G.7 | finish whatever | begin.

G.8 I am diligent.

To calculate the GRIT Score we follow the steps below:

1. For questions 2, 4, 7 and 8 assign the following points: 5 = Very much like me 4 = Mostly
like me 3 = Somewhat like me 2 = Not much like me 1 = Not like me at all
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2. For questions 1, 3, 5 and 6 assign the following points: 1 = Very much like me 2 = Mostly
like me 3 = Somewhat like me 4 = Not much like me 5 = Not like me at all

3. Add up all the points and divide by 8. The maximum score on this scale is 5 (extremely
gritty), and the lowest score on this scale is 1 (not at all gritty).

Mean GRIT score of all participants answered the pre-course questionnaire was 3.64 with
standard deviation 0.615 which is about average (rates to 50t percentil) (Duckworth, 2016)

5.2.3.3.d Self-Confidence

In the question “How confident are you in your ability to learn the material in this course?”
62,1% (n=712) answered “Very confident” and “Extremely confident”, while in the question
“How would you rate your possibility of finishing this course according to the anticipated time
commitment as defined in the syllabus?” 61,9% (n=710) answered “Very confident” and
“Extremely confident” (see Appendix 5). This can be a good indicator for the actual course
completion as students who complete MOOCs tend to have high self-efficacy and self-
confidence in their ability to complete the course (Wang and Baker, 2015)

5.2.3.4 Initial EDL Competences
In the pre-course survey, participants self-evaluate their initial EDL competence level, from
Novice (1) to Expert (5).

Initial EDL level

Data Collection
5

Data Ethics Data Management

O R B W b

Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension
and Interpretation

Figure 18. Initial EDL Competences Profile

In Appendix 5 - Distribution of participants in the pre-course survey per Demographics,
General Background, Motives in taking the course and Initial EDL competences level, mean
grades are calculated per EDL competence statements and dimensions as reported from

90



participants in the pre-course survey. As shown in Figure 18, the initial EDL competence level
for all dimensions is approximately 2=Advanced beginner.

5.2.4 Participants profile per targeted group (eLearning Professionals, School
Teachers, Higher Education Students)

5.2.4.1 Scope

The scope of this section is to describe the profile for each targeted group (elLearning
Professionals, School Teachers, Higher Education Student) by highlighting their individual
characteristics and key differences in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and
initial EDL competence.

5.2.4.2 Background

In the previous section we described the participants’ profile that is formed from the answers
of the 1147 participants of the L2ZA MOOC in the pre-course survey and identified three major
targeted groups, namely elLearning Professionals, School Teachers and Higher Education
Student. In this section we will investigate the differences between these targeted groups.

5.2.4.3 Difference in Demographics between the targeted groups

Mean and standard deviation for the age of participants are calculated for the major targeted
groups, namely elearning Professionals, Higher Education Students and School Teachers
(Table 41).

Table 41. Mean age per targeted group

Professional Role Mean Age N Std. Deviation
eLearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors) 41,46 337 9,621

Higher Education Students 29,27 133 9,122

School Teachers 44,62 419 9,243

Others 39,13 258 9,696

Total 40,68 1147 10,510
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Mean age differs significantly between the targeted groups, as Higher Educational Students
are much younger that the other targeted groups.

5.2.4.4 Difference in General Background between the targeted groups

Difference in mean years of experience between the targeted groups

Mean and standard deviation for the years of experience in professional role is calculated for
the targeted groups, namely eLearning Professionals, School Teachers and Higher Education
Students (Appendix 6). Table 42 illustrates the distribution of the years of experience per
targeted group, where School Teachers have significantly higher experience than elLearning

professionals and Higher Education Students.

Table 42. Distribution of participants’ years involved in their professional role per role

Years of experience in professional n Standard
Mean Value o
role deviation
A. elearning Professionals (IDs,
337 7.13 5.66
eTutors)
B. Higher Education Students 133 4.47 4.08
C. School Teachers 419 15.74 7.51
All participants 1147 7.44 5.98

Table 43 summarizes the means and standard deviation of years of experience in Digital T &
L per targeted group, where School Teachers report longer experience in Digital T & L than

the other two groups.

Table 43. Distribution of participants’ years involved in Digital T & L per professional role

) o n Standard
Years of experience in Digital T & L Mean Value o
deviation
A. elearning Professionals (IDs,
337 7.82 5.78
eTutors)
B. Higher Education Students 133 4.03 3.14
C. School Teachers 419 8.40 6.43
All participants 1147 7.44 5.98

5.2.4.5 Difference in Motives between the targeted groups
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5.2.4.5.a. Goal in taking the course

All three groups of participants reported, at a rate of 62% and higher, that their goal in taking
the course is “... to follow the course schedule and complete all activities to earn a certificate
of completion” (Appendix 6 - Key differences between participants’ targeted groups in
relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL competence).

5.2.4.5.b. Reasons for Enrolment

Participants were prompt to rate from “Not at all true” to “Very true” eight
statements/reasons for enrolment. They also had the option to choose “Not applicable”.
Mean rating per reason for enrolment for each targeted group is calculated in Appendix 6 -
Key differences between participants’ targeted groups in relation to their motives, self-
confidence, GRIT and initial EDL competence.

DIFFERENCE IN REASONS FOR ENROLMENT BETWEEN
ELEARNING PROFESSIONALS, HIGHER EDUCATION
STUDENTS AND SCHOOL TEACHERS

—4— elearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors) Higher Education Students

—a— School Teachers == All participants
5
4
3
2
1
0

M2.1 M2.2 M2.3 M2.4 M2.5 M2.6 M2.7 M2.8

Figure 19. Difference in reasons for enrolment per targeted group

Figure 19 shows the difference in reasons for enrolment per targeted group. The comparison
of the mean rating of Reasons for Enrolment (Appendix 6 - Key differences between
participants’ targeted groups in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL
competence) for each targeted group shows that there is no significant difference for M2.2
[extend my current knowledge of the topic], M2.4 [beneficial for my CV and future job
applications] and M2.8 [general curiosity] among the groups.
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Furthermore, there is no significant difference between eLearning Professionals and School

Teachers for M2.1, M2.4, M2.7, while School Teachers report higher mean rating in reasons
M2.5 and M2.6.

On the other hand, Higher Education Students report significantly lower mean rating for M2.1

comparing both with elearning Professionals and School Teachers. They also report

significantly higher mean rating for M2.3, M2.6, M2.7 comparing with eLearning Professionals

and School Teachers. Table 44 summarizes the significant differences between the eight

reasons for enrolment among the three targeted groups as calculated in Appendix 6 - Key

differences between participants’ targeted groups in relation to their motives, self-

confidence, GRIT and initial EDL competence.

Table 44. Difference in reasons for enrolment between targeted groups

Reasons
for
Enrolment

M2.1
M2.2
M2.3
M2.4
M2.5
M2.6
M2.7
M2.8

eLearning Professionals-

Higher Education
Students

Mean Sig. (2-
Difference tailed)
,386 ,001

No significant difference
-,378 ,016
No significant difference

-, 755 ,000
-1,055 ,000
-1,052 ,000

elearning Professionals-
School Teachers

Mean Sig. (2-
tailed)

No significant difference

Difference

No significant difference

-,376 ,002
-,465 ,000
No significant difference
No significant difference

Higher
Students
Teachers
Mean
Difference
-,464

,433
,379

,590
,883

Education

Sig.
tailed)
,000

,003
,009

,000
,000

School

(2-

Thus, it is useful to separate the reasons for enrolment, based on their relevance to Internal
Motives (M2.1, M2.2, M2.5, M2.6, and M2.8) and External Motives (M2.3, M2.4, and M2.7).
In Figure 20 mean values for internal and external motives for the three targeted groups are

displayed.
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Internal and External Motives per Target Group

4.00 3.63
3.40 3.54

3.50 3.13
3.00 257 2.65
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00
0.50
0.00

elearning Professionals (IDs, Higher Education Students School Teachers

eTutors)

B INT mEXT

Figure 20. Internal and External Motives per Targeted Group

Table 45 summarizes the significant differences in internal and external motives among the
targeted groups.

Table 45. Difference in internal and external motives per targeted group

elearning elearning Higher Education
Professionals-Higher Professionals-School Students -  School
Education Students Teachers Teachers
Mean Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2-
Difference tailed) Difference tailed) Difference tailed)
No significant
INTmot -,22620 ,008 -,13557 ,022 )
difference
No significant
EXTmot -,56006 ,000 . ,47547 ,000
difference

INTmot: Internal Motives = (M2.1 + M2.2 + M2.5 + M2.6 + M2.8)/5
EXTmot: External Motives = (M2.3 + M2.4 + M2.7)/3

The comparison of mean rating for Internal (average of M2.1, M2.2, M2.5, M2.6, and M2.8)
and External Motives (average of M2.3, M2.4, and M2.7) among targeted groups, shows that
(Appendix 6 - Key differences between participants’ targeted groups in relation to their
motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL competence) external motives score
significantly higher among Higher Educational Students compared to elearning
Professionals and School Teachers.

5.2.4.5.c. GRIT score
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GRIT score is a measure for the tendency to sustain interest in and effort toward very long-
term goals. It is calculated through an 8-items (GRIT statements) scale, where participants rate
themselves from “Not at all like me” to “Very much like me” (Appendix 6 - Key differences between
participants’ targeted groups in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL
competence). Table 46 summarizes the differences in GRIT score between the targeted
groups.

Table 46. Difference in GRIT score between the targeted groups

eLearning Professionals- elearning Higher Education
Higher Education Professionals-School Students -  School
Students Teachers Teachers
GRIT score
. Mean . .
Mean Sig. (2- Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2-
) ] Differenc ] ) ]
Difference tailed) tailed) Difference tailed)
e
GRIT No significant difference  -,22076 ,000 -,31438 ,000

School Teachers reported higher GRIT score than elearning Professionals and Higher
Education Students while the GRIT score between the last groups does not differ significantly.

5.2.4.5.d. Self-Confidence

Participants rated from 1 to 5 their confidence in their ability to learn the material in the
course (ConfAbility), and the possibility of finishing this course according to the anticipated
time commitment as defined in the syllabus (ConfTime).

Table 47. Difference in confidence between targeted groups

elearning Professionals elearning Professionals Higher Education

(IDs, eTutors) - Higher (IDs, eTutors) - School Students

Education Students Teachers School Teachers

Mean Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2-

Difference tailed) Difference tailed) Difference tailed)
ConfAbility .479 .000 .108 .005 -.311 .000
ConfTime  Nosignificant difference -.266 .000 -.363 .000
SelfConf .28834 .000 No significant -.33712 .000

difference

ConfAbility: How confident are you in your ability to learn the material in this course?

ConfTime: How would you rate your possibility of finishing this course according to the anticipated
time commitment as defined in the syllabus?

SelfConf = (ConfAbility+ConfTime)/2
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The significance of difference in mean values of confidence are calculated in Appendix 6 - Key
differences between participants’ targeted groups in relation to their motives, self-
confidence, GRIT and initial EDL competence and the results are summarized in Table 47.

E-learning professionals are more confident in learning the material while School Teachers
are more confident in completing the course on time. On the other hand, Higher Education
Students report significantly lower confidence than the other two groups.

5.2.4.5.e. Hours planning to spend in the course

Participants were asked how much time they plan to spend per week in the course and the
mean hours per week were calculated (Appendix 6 - Key differences between participants’
targeted groups in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL competence)
per targeted group. E-learning professionals intend to spend less hours per week (3.46) on
average than Higher Education Students (4.17) and School Teachers (4.07), while the
recommended time from the L2A MOOC designers was 8 hours per week.

5.2.4.6 Difference in Initial EDL competences level between the targeted groups

The initial EDL competences level for each dimension of the L2A EDL-CP, as well as the overall
initial EDL competence level are calculated per targeted group (eLearning Professionals,
School Teachers, Higher Education Students) in Appendix 6 - Key differences between
participants’ targeted groups in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL

competence.

Figure 21 shows the initial EDL competences level for the three targeted groups. Note that for
perspicuity reasons, min and max values for the y axis are set to 1 and 3 respectively.
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Initial EDL competences level per targeted group

Data Collection
3

2.5
Data Ethics 7 Data Management
1.5
1
Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension and
Interpretation

eLearning Professionals Higher Education Students School Teachers

Figure 21. Initial EDL competences level per targeted group

Table 48. Differences in initial EDL competences level between targeted groups

elLearning elLearning . .
) S ) ) Higher Education
Differences in initial Professionals (IDs, Professionals (IDs,
) Students - School
EDL competences eTutors) - Higher eTutors) - School
) Teachers
level between Education Students Teachers
targeted groups Mean 5 Mean Mean i
ig. ig.
difference . difference difference .
D1. Data Collection ,028 ,22340 No significant difference
D2. Data
Management
D3. Data Analysis o i
No significant difference
D4. Data
Comprehension and
Interpretation
D5. Data Application 008 27183 ,010 ,18572 No significant
D6. Data Ethics ,010 ,26579 ,004 ,21863  difference
InitEDL ,042 17607 No significant difference

The initial level of EDL competences in all dimensions does not differ significantly between

School Teachers and Higher Education Students. On the other hand, eLearning Professionals

reported higher initial EDL competence level in Data Collection, Data Application and Data
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Ethics. There is no significant difference in initial EDL competence level in dimensions D2, D3
and D4 between these three targeted groups (Table 48).

5.2.5 Conclusions

Our scope was to identify the main targeted groups participated in the L2A MOOC and to
describe their profile, highlighting their individual characteristics and key differences.

By analyzing data from the Pre-Course survey we were able to identify three major groups of
participants:

a. elearning Professionals (n=337) with 7.13 years of experience (mean value),
b. Higher Education Students (n=133) with 4.47 years of experience (mean value), and
c. School Teachers (n=419) with 15.74 years of experience (mean value).

In order to describe the participants’ profile for each targeted group and identify significant
differences between the groups, we examined the difference in (i) reported goal in taking the
course, (ii) the internal and external motives for enrolment, as well as (iii) the self-confidence
for learning the material and finishing the course on time, and (iv) the passion and perseverance
for long-term and meaningful goals (GRIT) between eLearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors), Higher
Education Students and University and School Teachers. We also examined the initial EDL
competence level per targeted group (EDL).

We can conclude that there is small mean difference in internal motives for enrolling between
the targeted groups with elLearning Professionals holding the lowest rating, but there is
significantly higher mean rating in external motives among Higher Education Students.
Overall, Higher Education Students are more motivated than the other groups of participants,
possibly since the L2A MOOC has been recommended as part of the formal HE program
requirements. School teachers, on the other hand, reported significantly higher GRIT score
than elLearning Professionals and higher than the Education Students. Regarding the self-
confidence, Higher Education Students are significantly less confident in completing the
course and learning the material than the other two groups, while elLearning professionals
are more confident in learning the material and School teachers are more confident in
completing the course on time. All groups of participants reported that they “plan to follow
the course schedule and complete all activities to earn a certificate of completion” at a rate of
62% and higher, although they plan to spend only 3.72 hours per week on average (while the
estimated workload is 8 hours per week), with eLearning Professionals planning to spend the
less hours per week on average (3.36) than the other two groups. Regarding the initial EDL
competence level, we concluded that Higher Education Students reported the lower initial
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EDL competence level, very close to School Teachers, while eLearning Professionals reported
significantly higher EDL level in Data Collection, Data Application and Data Ethics dimensions
of the L2A EDL-CP.

In Figure 22 the three targeted groups are presented in a 5D bubble chart, where x, y, z axis
represent the mean values in Self-confidence, Reasons for enrolment and GRIT while the
initial EDL Level per group is presented by the color of each bubble. The size of the bubble is
defined by the number of participants of each targeted group.

Initial EDL Level
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1 1 elearning Pror’esé?als (IDs, eTutors)
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36 3.6

4 . 37  Self-confidence
GRIT 3%

Figure 22. 5D bubble chart of the three major targeted groups

To summarize, we identified the following characteristics of participants’ profile that differ
significantly among eLearning Professionals, School Teachers and Higher Education Students:

o Age

e Reasons for enrolment: mainly External Motives (EXT)

e GRIT Score

e Self-confidence: both confidence in the ability to learn the material (ConfAbility) and
to complete the course on time (ConfTime)

e Hours planning to spend in the course

e |nitial EDL competence level

Next we will examine how these characteristics affect the completion rate and the EDL
competences advancement.
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5.3 Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to Course
Completion

5.3.1 Scope

The scope of this section is to identify the characteristics of participants’ profile that are
related to course completion.

5.3.2 Background

Learn2Analyze MOOC started on October 215, 2019 and was open until January 15, 2020.
During this time frame, 1920 users enrolled from 85 countries. Of these, 1147 participants
answered the pre-course survey and started the MOOC, while 244 passed the final
assessment and 235 of them answered the post-course survey to receive their certificate of
achievement.

Passed the Final Assessment =21.27%
Received the Certificate of Achievement = 20.45%

We consider that a participant has completed the course when s/he has received the
certificate of achievement (i.e succeeded the final assessment and submitted both pre- and
post-course surveys).

Completion Rate = 20.45%

To match the participants’ answers in pre- and post-course surveys, participants were prompt
to produce and provide an, easy to remember and difficult to decode, Unique ID Code.

In previous section we identified that the three targeted groups (eLearning Professionals,
Higher Education Students and School Teachers) differ significantly in:

Reasons for enrolment (mainly external motives),
GRIT score,
Self-confidence and

o 0o T o

The hours they intended to spend in the course.

Next we will describe the profile of participants that completed the course, calculate the

completion rate for the different targeted groups of participants and examine how these
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above characteristics (reasons for enrolment, GRIT score, self-confidence and hours intended
to spend in the course) are related to course completion.

5.3.3 Profile of participants that completed the course

The scope of this section is to describe the profile of participants that completed the course
in terms of demographics and general background.

5.3.3.a Age

Figure 23 shows the distribution of age between participants that completed the course. The
distribution is skewed to the right as younger participants have higher completion rate than
the older ones.

One half of the participants that completed the course were 35 years old, while the mean
value of age were 37,78 year with standard deviation 11,386.

The mean age of participants that completed the course is significantly lower than the mean
age of those that did not complete the course (Appendix 7 — Characteristics of participants’
profile that are related to the course completion).

Distribution of age het the participants that pleted the course

257 Mean = 37,78
Std. Dev. = 11,386
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Figure 23. Distribution of age between participants that
completed the course
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5.3.3.b Gender

60% (n=141) of participants that completed the course were female (completion rate: 22%)
and 37% (n=88) male (completion rate: 18%). Among the participants that selected not to
report their gender, 6 completed the course (completion rate: 18%) (Appendix 7 —
Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to the course completion).

5.3.3.c Geographical distribution

The participants that completed the course were distributed in 27 countries (Appendix 7 —
Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to the course completion). Although
most of the participants that completed the course were form Greece (126 participants -
53,62%) followed by Germany (71 participants - 30,21%), the participants from Germany had
higher completion rate (30,59%). Figure 24 shows the completion rates of the 10 most
reported countries of residence in the pre-course survey.

Completion rate per Country
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Figure 24. Completion rate per Country

5.3.3.d Distribution of participants that completed the course per highest level of Education

According to the reported highest level of education, 13% (n=31) of the participants that
completed the course holds a Doctoral Degree, 45% (n=106) a Master’s Degree and 20%
(n=48) has a Bachelor’s Degree (Appendix 7 — Characteristics of participants’ profile that are
related to the course completion). The highest completion rate (44%) is among participants
that report High School Diploma as their highest level of education (that is, Higher Education
Students).
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5.3.3.e Participants that completed the course per Job Sector

Although completion rates for participants coming from the Industry is lower than the other
job sectors (Figure 25), there is no significant difference for the completion rates between the
job sector groups (Appendix 7 — Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to the

course completion).

Completion Rate per job sector

23.58% 25.009
22.41% ’ &
21.27%
20.00%
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Other Self Employed/Not Industry K12, Higher

Employed Education

Figure 25. Completion rates per job sector

5.3.4 Course completion per targeted group

In previous section we identified three major targeted groups of participants that differ

significantly:

a. elearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors),
b. Higher Education Students and
c. School Teachers

Figure 26 shows the completion rate among these targeted groups.
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Completion Rate per Professional Role

elearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors) 11.87%

Higher Education Students 36.09%

School Teachers 24.34%

Others 17.44%

Figure 26. Completion rate among targeted groups

E-Learning professionals’ completion rate is significantly lower than the completion rate of
School Teachers and Higher Education Students, while Higher Education Students have
significantly higher completion rate than the other two targeted groups (Appendix 7 —
Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to the course completion).

Regarding the years of experience in professional role and in digital teaching and learning,
participants that completed the course reported 9.91 years on average involved in
professional role (standard deviation 7.52) and 6.43 years on average involved in digital
teaching and learning (standard deviation 5.22) (see Appendix 7 — Characteristics of
participants’ profile that are related to the course completion).

Next we will examine if reasons for enrolment and especially external motives for enrolment,
grit score, self-confidence in learning the material and in completing the course on time, as
well as the hours a participant is planning to spend in the course, are related to course

completion.

5.3.5 Relationship between participants’ characteristics and course completion

The three targeted groups of participants (namely eLearning Professionals, School Teachers
and Higher Education Students) differ significantly in:

Reasons for enrolment (mainly external motives),
GRIT score,
Self-confidence and

o 0o T W

The hours per week they intended to spend in the course.
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The scope of this section is to examine how reasons for enrolment, grit score, self-confidence
does and hours per week intended to spend in the course are related to course completion.

5.3.5.a Reasons for Enrolment

As we can see in Figure 27 some reported reasons for enrolment (2.4 - “It would be beneficial
for my CV and future job applications” and 2.7 - “l was advised or ordered to take part in this
course”, as well as EXT - External motives) show significantly higher mean grade among
participants that completed the course, compared with participants that dropped it. On the
other hand, the internal motives for taking the course does not demonstrate any difference
in rating between participants that completed the course and participants that dropped it
(Appendix 7 — Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to the course
completion).

MEAN RATING PER REASON FOR ENROLMENT

—&—Dropped —— Completed

4.5

3.5

2.5

1.5
2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 INT EXT MOT

Figure 27. Relationship of "Reason for Enrolment" on course completion
Reasons for enrolment

2.1 For personal development.

2.2 To extend my current knowledge of the topic.

2.3 To obtain a job-relevant qualification.

2.4 It would be beneficial for my CV and future job applications.
2.5 It is relevant to my academic field of study.

2.6 It is relevant to my college/university class.

2.7 | was advised or ordered to take part in this course.

2.8 General curiosity.
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INT (internal motives/reasons for enrolment): 2.1, 2.2, 2.5, 2.6, 2.8
EXT (external motives/reasons for enrolment): 2.3, 2.4, 2.7
MOT (internal + external motives)

We can conclude that external motives are related to course completion (Figure 29), as
opposed to internal motives that do not appear to be relevant (Figure 28).

Internal motives to completion rate
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Figure 28. Relation of Internal Motives to Course completion

External motives to completion rate
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Figure 29. Relationship between external motives and course completion
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5.3.5.b GRIT score

GRIT score marginally differs between participants that completed the course and those who
dropped it, while the GRIT statement 6.7 — “I finish whatever | begin” differs significantly
among them. (Appendix 7 — Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to the
course completion). Participants that completed the course rated the statement “I finish
whatever | begin” with mean rating 4.03, while those that did not completed the course with
3.76.

5.3.5.c Self-confidence

Confidence in learning the material has week negative correlation to course completion, while
confidence in completing the course on time seems to have strong positive correlation to
course completion. Figure 30 and Figure 31 show the relationship between the two types of
self-confident variables and course completion.

Relationship between the reported confidence in learning the material
to completion rate
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Figure 30. Relationship between the reported ability to learn the material and course completion
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Relationship between the reported confidence in completing the course on
time to Completion rate
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0.25 R?=0.7677...
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Figure 31. Relationship between the reported Confidence in finishing the course according to the
anticipated time commitment and Course completion

5.3.5.d Hours per week planning to spend in the course

Participants that completed the course reported they plan to spend in the course 4,65 hours
per week on average (std. deviation 1.94), while the participants that dropped the course
were planning to spend 3.8 hours per week (std. deviation 1.76). Figure 32 shows the strong
positive relationship between the hours per week the participant was planning to spend in
the course and the course completion.
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Relationship between hours per week planning to spend in the course
to course completion
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Hours planning to spend in the course

Figure 32. Relationship between the hours per week the participant is planning to spend in the course

and Course completion

5.3.6 Conclusions

The scope of this section was to identify the characteristics of participants’ profile that are
related to course completion.

Completion rate seems to differ significantly among the targeted groups, as Higher Education
Students comes first with 36%, while eLearning professionals’ completion rate is only 11%.
External motives could be the reason for this difference as they are positively related to
course completion and HE students had significantly higher mean value (3,13) in external
motives than the other two groups (section 2.2.3). Time scheduling also appears important
for the course completion as we identified strong relationship between the hours per week
the participant was planning to spend in the course and the completion rate. Furthermore, it
seems that course completion is also related to the reported confidence in finishing this
course according to the anticipated time commitment as defined in the syllabus.

Next we will examine the level of competence advancement that participants have attained
completing the course.
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5.4 EDL competences advancement

5.4.1 Scope

The scope of this section is to analyze the competence advancement the participants have
achieved after the successful completion of the L2A MOOC.

5.4.2 Background

Participants of the L2ZA MOOC, in the pre-course survey, were prompt to rate their initial level
of competence in the 17 competence statements distributed in the 6 dimensions of the L2A
EDL-CP, namely:

e Data Collection

e Data Management

e Data Analysis

e Data Comprehension and Interpretation
e Data Application and

e Data Ethics

among five levels of competence:

e Novice

e Advanced beginner
e Competent

e Professional

e [Expert

After the course completion, in the post-course survey, participants are asked to rate their
achieved level of competence. The difference between the initial and achieved level of
competence define the competence advancement.

In this section we will calculate the overall competence advancement for each EDL-CP
dimension for the participants that completed the course and compare the competence
advancement between the three targeted groups, eLearning Professional, School Teachers,
and Higher Education Students.

In previous section we identified that the three targeted groups (eLearning Professionals,
Higher Education Students and School Teachers) differ significantly in:
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Reasons for enrolment (mainly external motives),
GRIT score,
Self-confidence and

o 0o T o

The hours they intended to spend in the course.

Next we will examine how these above characteristics (reasons for enrolment, grit score, self-
confidence and hours intended to spend in the course) are related to competence
advancement.

5.4.3 EDL competences advancement for the participants that completed the
course

In this section we will calculate the overall competence advancement per EDL-CP dimension
for all participants that completed the course.

In Appendix 8 - Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to the EDL competences
advancement mean grades are calculated per EDL competence statement and dimension as
reported from participants that completed the course in the pre- and post-course survey. As
shown in Figure 33, the initial EDL competence level for all dimensions is approximately
2=Advanced beginner and the achieved EDL competence level is approximately
3=Competent. Thus, completing the course results to one-level advancement of competences
for each EDL competence dimension.

EDL competences advancement for all participants

Initial EDL level Achieved EDL level

Data Collection
5

Data Ethics Data Management

4
3
2
1
0

Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension and
Interpretation

Figure 33. EDL competence advancement for all participants that completed the course
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5.4.4 EDL competences advancement per targeted group

In this section we will compare the competence advancement per EDL-CP dimension between
the three major targeted groups, eLearning Professional, Higher Education Students and

School Teachers.

Regarding the initial EDL competence level, we concluded that Higher Education Students
reported the lower initial EDL competence level, very close to School Teachers, while
eLearning Professionals reported significantly higher EDL level in Data Collection, Data
Application and Data Ethics dimensions of the L2A EDL-CP.

Examining the initially EDL competence level for the 1147 participants who started the course
we found that Higher Education Students reported the lower initial EDL competence level,
very close to School Teachers, while eLearning Professionals reported significantly higher EDL
level in Data Collection, Data Application and Data Ethics dimensions of the L2A EDL-CP.

We continue with the calculation of the achieved EDL competence level for each of the six
dimensions of EDL-CP for the participants that completed the course. Initial and achieved
levels of competences for eLearning Professionals, Higher Education Students and School
Teachers are presented in Figure 36. Note that for perspicuity reasons, min and max values

for the y axis are set to 1 and 4 respectively.
EDL competence advancement for eLearning Professionals
Initial EDL level Achieved EDL level

Data Collection
5

\*8]

Data Ethics Data Management

N

Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension and
Interpretation

Figure 34. EDL competence advancement for eLearning Professionals
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EDL competence advancement for Higher Education Students

Initial EDL level

Achieved EDL level

Data Collection

5
4
) 3
Data Ethics Data Management
Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension and
Interpretation

Figure 35. EDL competence advancement for Higher Education Students

EDL competence advancement for School Teachers

Initial EDL level Achieved EDL level

Data Collection
5

Data Ethics

4
3

Data Management
2

Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension and
Interpretation

Figure 36. EDL competence advancement for School Teachers.

As illustrated in Figure 36, Higher Education Students reported lower achieved level in all
dimensions and School Teachers achieved the higher competence advancement.

In Appendix 8 - Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related to the EDL competences
advancement significant mean differences for EDL competences between the targeted groups
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are calculated. Using ANOVA we conclude that significant mean differences in competence

advancement are displayed only in two EDL dimensions:

e D4 (Data Comprehension and Interpretation)
e D5 (Data Application)

and in the overall EDL competence advancement.

The results from the T-tests between the targeted groups are presented in Table 49. Higher

Education Students and School Teachers differ significantly in D4 (Data Comprehension and

Interpretation), D5 (Data Application) and in the overall EDL competence advancement. E-

learning professionals and Higher Education Students differ significantly only in D4

competence advancement, while eLearning Professional and School Teachers do not differ

significantly in EDL competence advancement in any EDL dimension.

Table 49. Significant differences in mean EDL competences advancement between targeted groups

elearning Professionals | eLearning Higher Education
— Higher Education | Professionals — School | Students -  School
Students Teachers Teachers
Difference Sig. Difference | Sig. Difference | Sig.
Dladv No significant difference between targeted groups
D2adv No significant difference between targeted groups
D3adv No significant difference between targeted groups
D4adv ,38750 ,043 o -,57169 ,000
— - No significant
No significant difference |
difference  between
D5adv between targeted -,.55821 ,002
targeted groups
groups
D6adv No significant difference between targeted groups
No significant difference between targeted
EDLadv -,45992 ,003
groups

Next we will examine if reasons for enrolment, grit score and self-confidence, as well as the

hours a participant is planning to spend in the course, are related to the achieved EDL

competence advancement.
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5.4.5 Relationship between participants characteristics and EDL competences

advancement

The scope of this section is to investigate the role of participant’s profile (especially reasons
for enrolment, grit score and self-confidence, as well as the hours a participant is planning to
spend in the course) in EDL competence advancement.

5.4.5.a Reasons for enrolment

In the pre-course survey, participants were asked to rate, from “Not at all true” (1) to “Very
true” (5), eight statements regarding the reasons for enrolment. These statements are divided
into Internal Motives and External Motives for enrolment. In previous section, we found that
Internal Motives had no effect on course completion, while External Motives are strongly
positively related to course completion. In

Figure 37 we can see there is no relation between internal motives and EDL competence

advancement, as well.

Relationship between Internal Motives and EDL competences
advancement
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Figure 37. Relationship between Internal Motives and EDL competences advancement
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EDL competences advancement

Figure 38. Relationship between External Motives and EDL competences advancement

Relationship between External Motives and EDL competences
advancement

0 1 2 3 4 5

External Motives

Although we found that External Motives have strong positive relation to course completion,
we cannot conclude the same for their relation to EDL competence advancement. There is no

relationship between external motives and EDL competence advancement (Figure 38).

5.4.5.b GRIT score

GRIT score is a measure for perseverance for long-term goals. In previous section we found
that only one statement of the 8-items GRIT scale differ significantly between participants

that completed the course and those who didn't.

Figure 39 demonstrates positive relationship between the GRIT score and EDL competences

advancement.

EDL competences advancement

Figure 39. Relationship between GRIT score and EDL competences advancement
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5.4.5.c Self-confidence

Participants in the pre-course survey were asked two questions regarding their self-

confidence:

1. How confident are you in your ability to learn the material in this course?
2. How would you rate your possibility of finishing this course according to the
anticipated time commitment as defined in the syllabus?

Examining their effect to EDL competence advancement we can conclude that there is
positive relationship between self-confidence and EDL competence advancement (Figure 40).

Relationship between self-confidence and EDL competence
advancement

15
! ° ° R?=02929-9

0.5

EDL competences
advancement

Self-confidence
Figure 40. Relationship between Self-confidence and EDL competences advancement

5.4.5.d Hours per week planning to spend in the course

We've found that the hours per week the participant was planning to spend in the course
affect course completion. As we can see in Figure 41, they are also positively related to EDL

competence advancement.

Relationship between reported hours per week planning to spend in the
course and EDL competences advancement

1.5

R2=0.534+¢

0.5

EDL competence
advancement

Hours per week

Figure 41. Relationship between the hours per week the participant is planning to spend in the course

and EDL competences advancement
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5.4.6 Conclusions

In this section, we examined the difference in EDL competences advancement reported from
the three targeted groups (eLearning Professional, School Teachers and Higher Education
Students).

Although external motives had strong positive relationship to course completion, we could
not find any relation to EDL competence advancement. On the other hand, we found positive
relationship between the GRIT score and EDL competences advancement. Furthermore, we
examined the effect of self-confidence to EDL competences advancement and we found
positive relationship.

The hours that the participants were planning to spend in the course are very important as
they have strong relationship not only with the course completion, but with the EDL
competences advancement as well.

Next we continue with the analysis of the post-course survey, where participants are asked
about their learning experience in the L2A MOOC.

5.5 Learning Experience

In this section we analyze the post-course survey were participants reported their Learning
Experience per module and the Overall Learning Experience from the course attendance.

5.5.1 Learning experience per module

In the post-course survey, participants were asked to rate from 1 to 5 their agreement to 11
statements, concerning their learning experience in each module of the course. As we can see
in Figure 28, rating per module varies from 3,5 to 4,4 on average (3=Neither agree nor
disagree, 4= Agree, 5=Strongly agree).

In Figure 42 the reported learning experience per module is graphically illustrated. We define
the areas of rating as per below:

e Relatively high (>4)
e Marginally (3,8-4)
e Relatively low (3,6 - 3,8)
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Learning Experience per Module
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Figure 42. Learning Experience per Module
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Survey participants rated relatively high (score>4) their agreement to statements about the
instructional design of the course (learning objectives clearly stated, variety of content types,
and relevance of the assessments with the LOs), and the content (relevant educational
materials, current up-to-date information, graphics). Comprehensive content and
instructional videos scored relatively high in modules 2-5 and relatively low in modules 6-7.
Further readings, learning activities and assessment tasks need attention as they score
relatively low in all modules.

In the same section of the post-course survey, participants were asked to report the hours
per week they spent on each module, as well as the posts they contributed to the discussion
forums per module.

Hours spent on each module

Participants were asked about the workload per module in relation to the hours they spent
on each module. As we can see in Figure 43, the reported workload was evenly spread. About
50% of the participants reported they spent less than 6 hours per module, while the rest spent
more than 6 hours per module.

Workload per Module

250
200
150
100

55

45
50 51 52 49 44
0 19 17 15 23 e 37
Module 2 Module 3 Module 4 Module 5 Module 6 Module 7

<3h 3-4h E5-6h H7-8h E>8h

Figure 43. Distribution of the reported workload per Module

Forum participation per module

Figure 44 illustrates the forum participation as reported from participants in the post-course
survey. Forums in Modules 2 and 3 seem to be more active than in Modules 4-7. Overall we
can notice that over 50% of participants that completed the L2A MOOC and answered the
post-course survey had contributed to forum discussions.
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Forum participation per Module
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Figure 44. Reported forum participation

5.5.2 Overall learning experience

Participants in the post-course survey, were asked to rate 18 statements from “Strongly
disagree” to “Strongly Agree”, concerning the perceived Learning Experience from the L2A
MOOC.

The course platform was easy to use.
The overall visual design of the course was appealing.

w

The course environment was well structured, topics and subtopics were logically
arranged in a predictable pattern.

The learning path was easy to navigate.

Course objectives and learning goals were clearly stated.

4

5

6. The workload was reasonably spread.

7. The workload was in line with my expectations.

8. The course difficulty was in line with my expectations at the start of the course.

9. The difficulty level of assessments was appropriate for the course.

10. The level of interaction with peer learners was adequate.

11. The discussion forums were an effective tool for collaborating with other learners.

12. Help and support provided on the course platform were adequate.

13.1 can apply the knowledge created in this course to my work or other related
activities.

14. | was motivated to work through the course.

15. | feel like | achieved my personal goals for this course.

16. | enjoyed the course.

17. It is very likely to revisit the course materials in the future.

18. It is very likely to recommend this course e.g. to a colleague or friend.
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These statements define the five dimensions of learning experience (Appendix 1 — Evaluation

plan):

e Learning Experience [LX]: Statements 5to 11
e Platform Ease of Use [PEoU]: Statements 1to 4 & 12
e Confirmation of Expectations [CONF]: Statements 13 & 15

e Satisfaction [SAT]: Statements 14 & 16

e Continuance Intention [INT]: Statements 17 & 18

Results are presented in Figure 45, were percent agreeing (Strongly agree and Agree) is used.

Learning Experience (Agree & Strongly Agree)

1. The course platform was easy to use.

2. The overall visual design of the course was appealing.

3. The course environment was well structured, topics and
subtopics were logically arranged in a predictable pattern.

4. The learning path was easy to navigate.

5. Course objectives and learning goals were clearly
stated.

6. The workload was reasonably spread.

7. The workload was in line with my expectations.

8. The course difficulty was in line with my expectations at
the start of the course.
9. The difficulty level of assessments was appropriate for
the course.

10. The level of interaction with peer learners was
adequate.

11. The discussion forums were an effective tool for

collaborating with other learners.

12. Help and support provided on the course platform
were adequate.

13. I can apply the knowledge created in this course to my

work or other related activities.

14. | was motivated to work through the course.
15. I feel like | achieved my personal goals for this course.

16. | enjoyed the course.

17. Itis very likely to revisit the course materials in the
future.
18. It is very likely to recommend this course e.g. to a
colleague or friend.
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Figure 45. Percentage of Agree & Strongly Agree to 18 Learning Experience statements
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As we can see, dimension “Platform Ease of Use” scores high almost in all statements, as well
as dimensions “Confirmation of Expectations” and “Continuance intension”. On the other
hand, participants appear to face problems with the level of interaction with peers in the
course, the course difficulty and the required workload.

In Figure 46, a comparison of the mean values for each dimension of Learning Experience
between the three targeted groups is displayed. As we can note, Higher Education Students
report lower mean ratings for all dimensions of the Learning Experience [LX]. The least mean
rating is reported from Higher Education Students and is related to Satisfaction [SAT].

OVERALL LEARNING EXPERIENCE PER TARGETED GROUP

44
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—4&— clearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors) == Higher Education Students School Teachers

Figure 46. Comparison of the dimensions of Overall Learning Experience between the three targeted
groups

Platform Ease of Use [PEoU] scores high among all targeted groups. E-Learning Professionals
and School Teachers, that completed the course, report high Confirmation of Expectations
[CONF], they intend to revisit the course material and recommend the course to a friend [INT].

5.5.3 Relationship between the Overall Learning Experience and EDL competences
advancement

5.5.3.a Learning Experience [LX] to EDL competences advancement

Relationship between the Learning Experience (LX — statements 5 to 11) and the reported EDL
competences advancement is shown in Figure 47 It seems that the reported Learning
Experience is positively related to EDL competences advancement.

124



Relationship between Learning Experience and EDL competence
advancement
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Figure 47. Learning Experience [LX] to EDL competences advancement

5.5.3.b Platform Ease of Use [PEoU] to EDL competences advancement

Relationship between Platform Ease of Use (PEoU— statements 1 to 4 & 12) and the reported
EDL competences advancement is shown in Figure 48. The reported Platform Ease of Use is

strongly positively related to EDL competences advancement.

Relationship between Platform Ease of Use and EDL competence
advancement
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Figure 48. Platform Ease of Use to EDL competences advancement
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5.5.3.c Confirmation of Expectations [CONF] to EDL competences advancement

Relationship between the Confirmation of Expectations (CONF — statements 13 & 15) and the
reported EDL competences advancement is shown in Figure 49. The reported Confirmation of
Expectations [CONF] is strongly positively related to EDL competences advancement.

Relationship between Confirmation of Expextations and EDL
competence advancement
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Figure 49. Confirmation of Expectations to EDL competences advancement

5.5.3.d Satisfaction [SAT] to EDL competences advancement

Relationship between the reported Satisfaction (SAT — statements 14 & 16) and the EDL
competences advancement is shown in Figure 50. The reported Satisfaction [SAT] is positively

related to EDL competences advancement.

Relationship between Satisfaction and EDL competence advancement
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Figure 50. Satisfaction to EDL competences advancement
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5.5.3.e Continuance Intention [INT] to EDL competences advancement

Relationship between the reported Continuance Intention (INT— statements 17 & 18) and the
EDL competences advancement is shown in Figure 51. The reported Continuance Intention
[INT] is positively related to EDL competences advancement.

Relationship between Continuance Intention and EDL competence
advancement
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Figure 51. Continuance Intention to EDL competences advancement

5.6 Qualitative analysis of participants’ comments in relation to their learning

experience
5.6.1 Scope

The scope of this section is to analyze participants’ comments in relation to their learning

experience.
5.6.2 Background

The post-course survey questionnaire included two open-ended questions so that learners
could optionally comment what they liked most and least about taking part in the course.

Out of the total 235 of post-course survey participants, 229 provided feedback on what they
liked most and 198 on what they liked least about the MOOC.
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Following a thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) of survey participants’ remarks we
identified five central themes, as per below:

e Course Content (learning material included in modules)

e Instructional Design (content delivery methods, structure, activities, videos)

e Interaction (interaction with other participants or instructors, forums)

e Assessment (final MCQ assessment activity and quizzes throughout the course)

e Platform (intuitive use, technical issues, navigation)

Table 50. L2A MOOC comments summarizes the number of positive and negative participants’
comments pre theme.

Table 50. L2A MOOC comments

Pros Cons
Course Content 119 78
Instructional Design 77 65
Interaction 18 24
Assessment 22 40
Platform 12 18

In the following sections we present an overview of our key conclusions for each theme along
with a selection of salient comments, for both positive and negative issues reported by the
learners.

5.6.3 Participants’ positive comments

In this section we summarize the positive comments as derived from participants’ answers in
the question “What did you enjoy most about your MOOC experience?”

5.6.3.a Course Content

The majority of the learners (119 comments in total) provided positive feedback about the
content of the MOOC. Many learners valued highly their hands-on experience, acknowledging
the combination of Educational Data Analytics theory and practice through the use of existing
educational data analytics tools from world market leaders. In particular, learners emphasized
on module 5 presenting tools available in Moodle platform (12 comments).

e “Engaging with new material, paths not taken, and climbing up toward new peaks.”
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“It was surprisingly more interesting than expected so it made me engage and get
involved.”

“I'liked that fact that | learnt about data analytics much more than | could imagine.”
“The updated information and the tools for educational data analytics in Moodle.”
“Getting an introduction to three different kinds of LMSs.”

“The hands-on-approach!”

“I have especially enjoyed applying my knowledge, testing the different platforms and
having a structured course.”

“Learning about learning and teaching analytics and the explanation provided of why
and how to doit.”

“Learning things that you can apply in your work.”

“I really liked the fact that | gained so much knowledge in order to enhance my
teaching methods and generally my performance as a teacher and maybe as an
instructional designer in the future.”

“The relation to the job at school.”

“It was an area | had given little thought to - so it now interesting to contemplate how
I might put this into practice in the future.”

“| feel confident in applying the learned knowledge and methods.”

5.6.3.b Instructional Design

There were many remarks about the instructional design of the course (77 in total) such as

the course structure and the multimodal content. Most of the learners found the videos to

be the most engaging learning method (29 comments), while they also acknowledged that

the learning goals were clearly stated. Some learners expressed their gratification over the

self-paced nature of the course.

“The videos were very well made, explanatory, appealing.”

“Very nice mixture of videos and text.”

“I liked the self-paced nature of the course.”

“Up-to-date learning material, interesting and very well presented.”

“It was well-planned, my whole experience was positive, the material aroused my
interest and though my time is restricted | wanted to log in again as soon as possible.”
“the variety of the content really overcame my expectations...all forms of presentation
were included and motivated the volume of my dedication”

“The learning goals were clearly stated and the course well-structured for the most
part.”
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5.6.3.c Interaction

The forums of the course were quite popular (18 remarks) and contributed to the interaction
with peers in discussing course topics.

e “| had the opportunity to view different opinions and experiences via forum
discussions.”

e “As this is a MOOC, | expected very little interaction with other participants - and |
surprisingly had a feeling that | got a lot out of the exchange with other course
participants. | really felt | was getting to know some of the other digital colleagues.”

e “| enjoyed most the participation in discussions, where | could elaborate in other
peers’ opinions.”

5.6.3.d Assessment

Several learners also commented positively the final MSQ assessment activity and quizzes
throughout the course (22 comments).

e “Liked the test in the end, covered the course very well.”

e “The quizzes that needed me to work with excel files in order to answer.”
5.6.3.e Platform

Learners reported comments (10 comments) about the platform mainly focusing on its
intuitive use.

e “How easy it was to use the portal.”

e “Ireally enjoyed the online course. | thought it was well planned and laid out, easy for
me to follow.”

e “l enjoyed the course because the platform was easy to use and | achieved my
personal goals.”

e “The environment was well structured, the visual design of the course was appealing.”

5.6.4 Participants’ negative comments

In this section we summarize the negative comments as derived from participants’ answers
in the question “What did you like least about taking part in the MOOC?”
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5.6.4.a Course Content

Most of the negative remarks regarding course content (76 comments in total) were related
to the detailed, quite specialized and complex content provided for specific LMS (26
comments), especially since learners could not practice using these tools (module 6 and 7).
Many learners also criticized the information overload throughout the whole course (20
comments), the overlaps across modules (13 comments) and the level of difficulty (9
comments). Further, there were comments about the quality of some videos in specific
sections (7 comments).

e “it was a lot information, which | had to learn in a relatively short time; some
information esp. regarding Learning Management Systems (LMS) are easier to learn
in practice”

e “Module 6 and 7. Maybe because | did not have a lot of time to complete these two
modules. However, | found them very difficult to complete...and the questions in the
final assessment were difficult as well. The topic of these modules was quite complex
and especially if one cannot use the tools practically.”

e “ldidn't like the fact that we had to attend three LMS and not only one (for example
MOODLE) and penetrate more via practice.”

e “Platform specific models offered redundant content and were hard to link with the
initial modules.”

e “Module 6 and 7 are - for me - not interesting and | wasn't highly motivated to spend
much time with these topics.”

e “Content overload and difficulty. Too much information.”

e “same theory parts were repeated in different modules, making me losing interest”

e “The course material volume exceeded my expectations. | had to leave important
work behind in my personal and professional life.”

e “| think that the material could have been structured a bit better, in the sense that |
found some overlaps in the different sections, and also found some material being
repeated towards the end. Although the modules were pretty clear, | think it could
have been organised a bit better as a course.”

e “Constant repetitions of the same concepts, especially in Modules 2-3-4 and lack of
opportunity to test the platforms in Modules 5-6-7.”

e “the videos - they were not relevant to the course and tiring”
5.6.4.b Instructional Design

The critical feedback of the participants for this theme (56 comments in total) was centered
on the required workload (31 comments), that as they reported, was much higher than the
expected compared to the required time commitment anticipated in syllabus of the course.

131



Some learners acknowledged that the extension of the duration of the course may lighten the
load of content presented each week. There was also some criticism (17 comments) about
the multi-level structure and increased number of HTML pages making learners feeling
demotivated, nevertheless the multiple level structure of the course highly depends on
platform’s functionality. Few learners commented the quality and length of some videos and
that there was too much reading material (7 comments).

e “Ineeded to spend a lot of time to the course. Much more than you suggest!”

e “ldidn't like that | spent more time than | anticipated.”

e “The workload. | am the type of learner who takes notes in order to master new
knowledge. It got time consuming and hectic sometimes.”

e "l didn't have the time to follow the course as | would like to. Better to spread the
course to more weeks in order to be easier to be followed by people who would like
to but they have many obligations."

e “The confusion structure of the content (many levels, sub-levels and so on).”

e “The intricate, mazy learning path. Too many steps in order to complete a single
Module.”

e “The structure of the content in hundreds of html pages was at times infuriating.”

e “some videos were way too long, not very well recorded, sometimes attention
diverted”

5.6.4.c Interaction

Some learners did not enjoy the forums included in the course e.g. since they experienced
lack of interaction with their peers and e-tutors, while others seem concerned about the
quality of the discussions (24 comments in total).

e “lack of interaction with other students and teachers, lack of contact with teachers
and module creators”

e “I didn't get the feeling that the forums and their threads/posts would help me
through the course. (I've got to say: | took this course with a group already and we
exchanged there.)

e “I never interacted with somebody, because | started late and that is what | really
missed.”

e “The forum posts seemed unnecessary to me, but possibly also because | was so late
and felt there was no one else there.”

e “Quality of discussions was very variable.”

e “Discussion forums - were disappointing. | was expecting to get more from them.
Personally, | put quite a bit of work into them but continually asked myself why | was
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bothering - they are not part of the assessment and many contributions were very
weak.”

e “l know from other courses, that there are weekly live-webinars that would help my
personal learning style.”

5.6.4.d Assessment

Learners expressed their frustration (40 comments) about the type of the final assessment
using MCQs, the increased number of questions, the fact that no meaningful feedback was
provided for wrong answers, as well as about the questions focusing on the three LMS
reporting details and on content that was not clearly explained in corresponding modules
(e.g. module 6 and 7).

e “lam not a great multiple-choice enthusiast - and even though | passed the final test,
| still feel that | would have preferred a slightly more flexible type of assessment.
However, | do understand the need for automatic grading - and given the limitations
of a MOOC course environment, | thought that the assessment process was
transparent and encouraging.”

e “too long final assessment”

e “The tests because | couldn't know the right answers, no feedback”

e “having assessment questions about different LMS reporting details, like certain
columns etc. - | feel like | don't need to know this by heart”

e “included questions based on the content not covered or not clearly explained in
corresponding modules”

e “Some quizzes esp. in module 6 were not related to content explained before (learning
theories), so it was hard to answer the questions”

e “Another major annoyance for me was pedagogical. Although | thought the overall
learning design was excellent, | was frustrated with the quizzes and the lack of
explanations of why particular answers were wrong. | had to spend much time
'guessing' the right answers and when the system told me what answer was correct, |
had to go back over the learning material for figure out what misconceptions | had.
This is a classic problem of lack of meaningful feedback provided. | suggest that the
quiz sections are reviewed and explanations provided as to why the required answers
were correct and where to look if wrong answers were selected or provided. The 'fill-
in' responses that | got wrong were most off-putting because | had no clue how to
arrive at the correct answers.”
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5.6.4.e Platform

The post-course survey reported 18 comments on platform issues referring mainly to the long
page loading time and the lack of ease of navigation resulting in low discoverability of a
specific subsection of the course or a forum message. Learners also reported that some
quizzes did not work properly.

e “System performance: poor loading times (tried from different machines, different
access points, asked colleagues, same result = slow homepage). Checking a green box
makes the page load again, which takes forever ...”

e “Platform loading”

o “The delay after clicking to get to the next page was frustrating.”

e “Hard to monitor the forums messages. Hard to find the replies of your comments.”

e “The way the course was "sectioned"... sometimes | felt the material was divided into
too many small bits, and we had to click the next window very frequently, and it was,
thus, sometimes more difficult to find an information that we wanted to revisit, for
example.”

e “Some quizzes in modules 6 and 7 were faulty: they did not work properly, as has been
mentioned by several peers in discussion forums, and they included questions based
on the content not covered or not clearly explained in corresponding modules (in
particular SCORM statuses in module 6).”

5.7 Conclusions

In this section we examined participants’ learning experience as is was reported in the post-
course survey from the 235 participant who completed the course. The evaluation of the
learning experience had three parts:

e Learning experience per module
e Overall learning experience of the course

e Participants’ comments in relation to their learning experience

The first part revealed the strengths and weaknesses per module. More specifically,
participants rated high their agreement to statements related to the instructional design,
across all modules. Statements about the content (learning materials, up to date information)
also score relatively high. Instructional videos and comprehensiveness of the content seems
problematic in modules 6 and 7. Further readings, learning activities and assessment tasks
need attention as they score relatively low in all modules.
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The second part revealed problems in learning experience throughout the course related
mainly to the workload and the course difficulty, as well as the lack of interaction and
collaboration in the course. Attention is needed to the fact that one third of participants that
completed the course do not agree with statements related to satisfaction (“I enjoyed the
course” and “l was motivated to work through the course”).

Next we examined the effect of the Overall Learning Experience (analyzed in Learning
Experience, Platform Ease of Use, Satisfaction, Confirmation of Expectations and Continuance
Intension) to EDL competences advancement and concluded there is strong positive relation
of all dimensions of the Overall Learning Experience to EDL competence advancement.

The third part, where participants were asked about what they liked most and least in the
course, provides useful insights for the evaluation. Many positive comments were about the
platform’s ease of use. Learners also, valued highly their hands-on experience emphasizing
on module 5, presenting tools available in Moodle platform. They liked the multimodal
content, highlighting videos as the most engaging learning method. They also appreciated and
the self-paced nature of the course and the fact that learning goals were clearly stated. The
forums were quite popular and contributed to the interaction with peers in discussing course
topics. Several learners also commented positively the final MSQ assessment quiz and the
activities throughout the course.

Negative remarks were related to the detailed, quite specialized and complex content
provided for specific LMS, especially since learners could not practice using these tools, the
information overload throughout the whole course, the workload that was much higher than
the expected compared to the needed time commitment defined in syllabus of the course,
the overlaps across modules, and level of difficulty. They reported lack of interaction with
their peers and e-tutors, while others seem concerned about the quality of the discussions.

Participants also mentioned their concerns about the final assessment, the fact that no
meaningful feedback was provided for wrong answers, as well as about the questions focusing
on the three LMSs reporting details and on content that was not clearly explained in
corresponding modules. They also reported that some quizzes did not work properly. Issues
concerning the use of platform include problems with the navigation through the content and

difficulty to locate posts in the discussion forums.
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5.8 Areas and recommendations for possible improvement

Table 51. Areas and recommendations of possible improvement

Area

Issue

Possible solution

Priority
level

Learners
profile

1. The analysis of participants’
profile revealed three major

targeted groups namely
eLearning Professionals, School

Teachers and HE Students.

Leverage this information to
properly adjust content and
activities to customized per
group. [MOOC
Content/Activities: All
Modules]

High

2. E-Learning professionals’
completion rate is significantly
(11,87%) than the
completion rate of School
Teachers (24,37%) and Higher
(36,09%),

students

lower

Education Students
while  HE
significantly higher completion

have

rate than the other two targeted
groups. E-learning professional is
the group that indicates lower
external motives among the
groups. Completion rate is highly
impacted by participants’
external motives such as earning

a certificate.

In order to increase learners’
external motives, we
suggest to incorporate
competence credential (i.e
competence badge) to be
issued to the learner for
each of the 6 dimensions of
the L2A EDL-CP Framework,
for providing evidence of
their ability/ prove mastery
in this
competence. To earn the

particular

competence credential the
learner needs to achieve all
the learning outcomes as
specified by the respective
statements of the
[MOOC
Design:

dimension.
Educational
Gamification]

High

3. HE students, which are the
group that reported significantly
EDL

advancement,

lower competence

also reported
significantly lower satisfaction

from the learning experience.

Given the fact that HE
students in general do not
have professional
should

motivate these learners to

experience, we

take ownership of their

Medium
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These participants also reported
higher external motivation and
had significantly higher

completion rates.

learning by making
meaningful connections that
can be applied to their
future professional role.
[MOOC Educational Design:

Gamification]

4. HE students are significantly
younger than other targeted
groups. Their mean age is 29
years old.

Add gamification to attract
millennials and increase
participants’ motivation and
[MOOC

Design:

engagement.
Educational
Gamification]

Medium

Content

5. Participants reported overlaps
in content material “Constant
repetitions of the same
concepts, especially in Modules

2-3-4”

Content material within and
across modules needs to be
reviewed and updated so as
to minimize overlaps, be
more concrete and concise.
[MOOC Content/Activities:
Modules 2-3-4]

High

6. Problematic
comprehensiveness  of  the
content in some modules.
Participants’ agreement in the
statement “The content per
module was presented in a
comprehensible manner” for
Modules 6 and 7 was relatively

low.

Combine theory to practice
and avoid complex and very
detailed
information in LMS-related

reporting

content that users cannot
practice. [MOOC
Content/Activities: Modules
6-7]

High

7. Several participants reported
information overload
throughout the entire course
and complained about the level

of difficulty

detailed,
specialized and

Review quite
complex

[MOOC
Content/Activities: All

Modules]

content.

Medium

8. Participants negatively
commented the quality of some

videos in modules 6 and 7.

Videos in specific sections
need to be cross-checked for
quality assurance. [MOOC
Content/Activities: Modules
6-7]

High
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9. Participants reported that

some videos are very long.

Video lectures or interviews
longer than 10' should be
removed as they are
considered disengaging for
the [MOOC
Content/Activities: All

Modules]

learners.

Medium

Workload

10. In the pre-course survey,
participants reported they were
planning to spend 3,72 hours per
week on average, but 70% of the
participants in the post-course
survey reported they spent more
than 4 hours on average per
module.

The workload should be
distributed in more weeks,
the
duration so as to lighten the

extending course

load of content presented
[MOOC
Design:

each week
Educational

Syllabus]

High

the
analysis,

11. As derived from
quantitative
“confidence in finishing the
the
anticipated time commitment as
the

strongly related both to course

course according to

defined in syllabus” is
completion, as well as to EDL

advancement.
the
“The workload was in line with

competences
Nevertheless, statement

my expectations” scored
relatively low in the post-course

survey (63,83% agreement)

Provide guidelines and time
that
communicate to the learners

scheduling clearly
how much time should be
allocated per each module.
[MOOC Educational Design:
Syllabus]

Medium

12. Some participants reported
(31 negative comments) that
“workload that was much higher
than the expected compared to
the needed time commitment
defined in syllabus of the course”

Consider revising the overall
workload of the
[MOOC Educational Design:
Syllabus].

course

Low

Learning
activities

13. Learning activities scored
relatively low across all modules.

Self(/Peer)-graded authentic
activities should be added at
the end of each topic, to
learners to

enable put

High
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theory into practice, boost
motivation and engage them
productively to the content.
[MOOC Content/Activities:
All Modules]

14,
content

Interaction with learning

Add gamified activities to
enhance learners’

with
These activities
could be MCQs related to
the video watched or the
studied

and

interaction content

material.

topic providing

regular meaningful
feedback to the learners.
[MOOC Educational Design:

Gamification]

High

Feedback

15. Participants reported “lack of
meaningful feedback provided”

in quizzes

feedback
with explanations why the

Provide regular
required answers in MCQ
activities are correct and
where to look if wrong
answers were selected or
[MOOC

Design:

provided.
Educational
Gamification)

High

16. Grading and feedback for
human-assessed authentic

activities.

Use clear grading rubrics to
self-grade or peer grade
learning activities. [MOOC
Content/Activities: All
Modules]

Medium

Add gamification elements
like points and progress bar
to provide feedback for
activities
[MOOC
Design:

content and
completion.
Educational

Gamification]

Medium

Assessment

17.
module scored

Assessment tasks per

relatively low

Consider revising the final
assessment exploiting Use-

Medium
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across all modules. Furthermore,
their
frustration (40 comments) about

learners expressed
the type of the final assessment
using MCQs. On the other hand,
several participants reported
they liked the quizzes “that
needed me to work with excel

files in order to answer”.

case scenarios to create
more authentic assessment
[MOOC
Design:

activities.
Educational
Assessment for Certification)

18. Participants complained Consider revising Medium

about some final assessment | assessment in modules 5, 6,

questions focusing on the three 7 [MOOC Content/Activities:

LMS reporting details and on @ Modules 5-6-7]

content that was not clearly

explained in  corresponding

modules

Platform 19. Structure of the content We need to decrease the Medium
detailed organization of
topics and subtopics,
providing a clear learning
path.

20. Navigational issues It is essential to improve Medium
navigation and
discoverability by using
breadcrumb or
incorporating a navigation
map on top of the screen.

Interaction = 21. Participants reported (24 To enhance interactivity @ High
with peers | comments) lack of interaction | between peers,

between peers in the course. implementation of

Furthermore only 38,3% of
participants agreed with the
“The

interaction with peer learners

statement level of

was adequate.

gamification features, such
as points and/or badges for
forum participation is widely
used. Gamification is used to
support collaboration
among participants, handle
isolation and improve social
participation (Antonaci et

al., 2018) [MOOC
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Educational Design:
Gamification]

22. Lack of collaboration. Only
39,57% of participants agreed
with  the statement The
discussion forums were an
effective tool for collaborating
with other learners.

Add  forum  discussions
related to human assessed
learning activities to
enhance collaboration.
[MOOC Content/Activities:
All Modules]

High
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Chapter 6 — Discussion
6.1 Findings / Conclusions

Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are widely used by professionals as a flexible and cost-
effective tool to improve their professional competences. Despite MOOCs’ potential,
significant challenges are reported in literature related to course completion, participation,
motivation and credible assessment. Several good practices for the evaluation of MOOCs have
been documented in order to reveal useful insights towards improving of their quality.

Most research examine factors that affect completion rates and ignore the perceived
competence advancement. The scope of this study is to explore the factors which affect the
perceived competence advancement of participants, focusing on the learners’ profile and the
reported learning experience upon completion.

To this end, an evaluation framework for MOOCs for Professional Development, focused on
their contribution to the advancement of the perceived competence level of the participants,
was proposed. Furthermore, this methodological framework was validated through the
successful application to the Learn2Analyze MOOC (L2A MOOC), a competence based
MOOCA4PD aiming to support the development of the basic competences for Educational Data
Analytics of Online and Blended teaching and learning. Our goal was to leverage the outcomes
for improving the educational design of the course, the learning environment and thus to
better meet the learning needs of our MOOC participants in future versions.

The core question of the evaluation is:

“What are the areas of possible improvement for the offered competence-
based Professional Development MOOC to better the quality of the learning
experience and effectively cultivate the competences of participants?”

To identify the main targeted groups participated in the MOOC and describe their profile,
data on demographic characteristics, motives, and background knowledge on the subject
matter, were collected using questionnaire-based surveys (pre-course survey). This data were
correlated with their learning experience and the achieved learning outcomes that were
collected through a post-course survey.

The analysis of L2ZA MOOC participants’ profile revealed three main targeted groups, namely
eLearning Professionals, Higher Education Students, and School Teachers. The examination of
the reported EDL competences advancement between the three targeted groups indicates
that, although external motives had strong positive relationship to course completion, there
was no relation to EDL competence advancement. On the other hand, it seems that there is a
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positive relationship between the GRIT score (passion and perseverance for long-term and
meaningful goals) and EDL competences advancement. The hours that the participants were
planning to spend in the course are very important as they seem to have strong relationship
not only with the course completion, but with the EDL competences advancement as well.
Furthermore, the examination of the effect of self-confidence (confidence in completing the
course on time and confidence in learning the material) indicates positive relationship to EDL
competences advancement.

Learning experience was measured, both per module and through the course, in terms of the
overall level of satisfaction, satisfaction with the platform, the workload, the level of
interaction, the content (graphics, videos, complementary material, learning activities, and
assessments), and the continuance intention. The first part of the post-course questionnaire
revealed the strengths and weaknesses per module. The second part revealed problems in
learning experience throughout the course.

Useful insights were revealed from the examination of participants’ learning experience as is
was reported in the post-course survey in relation to EDL competences level advancement.
The study indicates strong positive relation of all dimensions of the Overall Learning
Experience to the reported EDL competences advancement.

In addition, the post-course survey questionnaire included two open-ended questions so that
learners could optionally comment what they liked most and least about taking part in the
course. Using Braun and Clark’s method for thematic coding five central themes were
identified namely (a) course content, (b) instructional design, (c) interaction, (d) assessment,
and (e) platform. The analysis of the learner’'s comments confirms the results of the

guantitative research.

6.2 Goal achievement

Participants were well-distributed in age, gender and professional background. The
implementation of the Learn2Analyze MOOC indicates relatively high completion rate and the
completion of the course resulted in one-level advancement of competences for each EDL
competence dimension. The evaluation framework identified areas of possible improvement
for the offered competence-based Professional Development MOOC, along with
recommendations to better the quality of the learning experience and effectively cultivate
the competences of participants.
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Completion rate

During L2A MOOC Phase A, 1920 users enrolled from 85 countries. Out of these, 1147
participants answered the pre-course survey and started the MOOC. These participants were
distributed in 75 countries. 235 participants successfully completed the L2A MOOC and received
their certificate of achievement (Completion Rate = 20.45%).

Age diversity

Half of the participants were between 18 and 41 years old, while 75% fell between 18 and 49. The age
of participants follows the normal distribution with mean value 40.68 and standard deviation 10.51.

Gender diversity

Although approximately 2.61% of the participants chose not to respond to the question related to
their gender, the participants were almost evenly split in terms of gender with 41.67% male and
55.72% female.

Geographical distribution

Although the participants are distributed in 75 countries around the world, the majority (86%) comes
from Europe, mainly from Greece (n=492), Germany (n=220) and lItaly (n=110), which are the core
Learn2Analyse partners' countries.

Current job sector

68.87% (n=790) of the participants reported that they work in K12 and Higher Education while 16.83%
(n=193) come from the Industry/Business, with 8.98% (n=103) from Large enterprises (> 100
employees) and 7.85% (n=90) from SMEs. Only 5.32% (n=61) reported “Self-employed” and 3.92%
(n=45) reported “Not-employed”.

Professional role

29.38% (n=337) of the participants describe themselves as elLearning Professionals, while 11.60%
n=133 are Higher Education Students and 36.53% (n=419) are School Teachers.

Years of experience in professional role

Participants reported on average 9.99 years of experience in professional role. More particularly
43.50% (n=499) of the participants reported 1-5 years of experience in their professional role, 17%
(n=195) reported 6-10 years, 27.46% (n=315) reported 11-20 years and 12.03% (n=138) reported more
than 20 years of experience.

Years involved in digital teaching and learning
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Participants reported on average 7.44 years of experience in online teaching and learning.
More particularly 53.18% (n=610) of the participants reported 1-5 years involved in Digital T
& L, 24.15% (n=277) reported 6-10 years, 18.66% (n=214) reported 11-20 years and 4.01%
(n=46) reported more than 20 years.

EDL competence level advancement

The initial EDL competence level for all dimensions, reported in the pre-course survey, was
approximately 2 corresponding to an Advanced beginner level. The achieved EDL competence level
for all dimensions, reported in the post-course survey is approximately 3 corresponding to Competent
level. Thus, the completion of the course resulted in one-level advancement of competences for each
EDL competence dimension.

Recommendations for improvements

In the Post-course survey 205 participants in total, reported recommendations for improvements,
mainly related to:

e the course content (76 comments)

e the quizzes and the type of the final assessment (40 comments)
e the workload (31 comments)

e the discussion forums (24 comments)

e the platform functionality (18 comments)

e the multilevel structure of the course (16 comments)

6.3 Limitations

The main limitation of the current study is based on the fact that answers to the post-course
survey were limited to participants that completed the course and thus to participants that
are in general more motivated. Demographic characteristics (age) of the post-course survey
sample (participants who completed the course) show significant difference with the
demographics of the course’s population (calculated from the pre-course survey data).
Furthermore, higher education students seem to be overrepresented in the post-course
survey, as opposed to eLearning professionals who are underrepresented.

Second, additional factors such as educational background, comfort with technology and
experience with MOOCs should be also examined in relation to course completion and to EDL
competences level advancement. In the current study, these factors were excluded as they
showed insufficient variability.

145



6.4 Further research

The proposed evaluation framework identified areas of possible improvement for the offered
competence-based Professional Development MOOC, along with recommendations to better
the quality of the learning experience and effectively cultivate the competences of
participants. Further research is needed towards revising the L2A MOOC, based in the
proposed recommendations, especially by incorporating gamification elements to increase
learners’ motivation and engagement, and examining possible improvement in learning
experience, retention and competence advancement.

Furthermore, the quantitative approach which was adopted in this study revealed useful
insights about the factors that motivate users and affect retention and competences
cultivation. Nevertheless, more in-depth qualitative research is recommended to obtain a
broad understanding of MOOC user behavior.
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Appendix 1 — Evaluation plan

PRE-COURSE
SURVEY

POST-COURSE
SURVEY

Demographics &
General Background

Motives

Overall Learming
Experience

- Goal in taking the H3.2 ~
course FH2. 22—, {Learrl;:'lrgME;g:I:ence} { Satistaction HE.
Educational H1.1 Reason for Enrolment H3.3 - ]
Background - Internal Motives |
/H1.2 - External Motives FH2 33— H5.1__~{ Learning E ) ‘ C.— _m:[ | H5 .4
Exp
\ H1.3 .
— Role —>| GRIT (o s
H1.4 H5.2 Platform Continuance
Years of a H3. ’ Intenti
H15 Confidence 1o 5~ Ease of Use ntention H\5.5
i
\| Hours planning to L 1o6 H3.
H2 1 spend in course +
' Yy v ¥
o _ l L
Course Completion
H3.1 g P
. r Y v
EDL Level Advancement
-
\ N P y
- Initial Achieved J
EDL level EDL level
H4.1

Figure 52. Evaluation Plan

The core question of this survey is:

e What are the areas of possible improvement for the offered competence-based Professional Development MOOC to better the quality of
the learning experience and effectively cultivate the Educational Data Literacy Competences that are described in the L2A EDL competence

profile?
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The core question is investigated at the following dimensions:

1. What are the main targeted groups participated in the L2ZA MOOC and what is their

profile? What are the individual characteristics and key differences of participants’

targeted groups in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL

competence?

What characteristics of participants’ profile are related to the course completion?

How does the characteristics of participants profile affect their EDL competences

advancement?

4. What is the perceived learning experience per module as reported by participants that

completed the L2A MOOC? What is the perceived overall learning experience per

targeted group?

5. How does the overall learning experience affect competences advancement?

Table 52. Evaluation plan

Dimensions

Research Questions

DEM: Demographics

Experience in Digital
Teaching and Learning

MOTIVES

the course
RfE:
Enrolment
MOT.INT:
motives
MOT.EXT:
motives
GRIT: 8
GRIT scale

Reasons

Internal

External

GB: General
Background

ROLE: Professional
Role

YoE: Years of

GOAL: Goal in taking

for

items short

Learners profile

What is the difference in Motives between IDs, eTutors and School
Teachers?

Variables: Goal in taking the course (GOAL), Reasons for Enrolment
(RfE), GRIT score (GRIT), Confidence in completing the course
(SelfConf)

Groups: |Ds, eTutors and School Teachers

What is the relationship of Motives on Course Completion amongst
MOOC Participants?

Dependent Variable: Course Completion (certificate)
Independent Variables: Goal in taking the course (GOAL), Reasons
for Enrolment (RfE), GRIT score (GRIT), Confidence in completing
the course (SelfConf)

Group: MOOC Participants

Participants’ Learning experience

What is the perceived overall learning experience per module as
reported by participants that completed the L2A MOOC?
Variables:
[LXM+LX+PEoU+SAT+CONF+INT]

Groups: MOOC Participants

What is the perceived overall learning experience per targeted

Overall Learning Experience

group?
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SelfConf: Confidence
in  completing the

course

LEARNING
EXPERIENCE
LXM:
experience

Learning

per
module
LX: Overall
Experience
PEoU: Platform Ease
of Use

Learning

SAT: Satisfaction
CONF: Confirmation of
expectations

INT: Continuance
Intention

EDL LEVEL
ADVANCEMENT

EDL: EDL Level
Advancement =

Achieved EDL Level -
Initial EDL Level

Variables: Overall
[LXM+LX+PEoU+SAT+CONF+INT]
Groups: |Ds, eTutors and School Teachers

Learning Experience

EDL Level Advancement

What is the difference in EDL Level Advancement between IDs,
eTutors and School Teachers?

Variable: EDL Level Advancement [EDL]

Groups: |Ds, eTutors and School Teachers

What is the relationship of Motives, Learning Experience and
Satisfaction on EDL Level Advancement amongst MOOC
Participants?

Dependent Variable: EDL Level Advancement

Motives [GOAL+RoE+GRIT+SelfConf],

[LXM+LX+PEoU]

Independent Variables:

Learning  Experience and  Satisfaction
[SAT+CONF+INT]

Groups: MOOC Participants

How does the overall learning experience affect competences
advancement?

Dependent Variable: EDL Level Advancement [EDL]

Independent Variables:
[LXM+LX+PEoU+SAT+CONF+INT]

Group: MOOC Participants

Overall Learning Experience
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Appendix 2 — Instruments

Appendix 2.1 Pre-course Survey

Section 1 — Invitation
You are invited to participate in the Learn2Analyze MOOC Pre-Course Survey. Your responses
to this survey will help us to evaluate the Learn2Analyze MOOC and improve it in future

versions.

The survey is expected to take approximately 20 minutes to complete. You will be asked to
provide answers to a series of questions related to your demographics and general
background, your motives for enrolling in the Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC and your existing
competence level per “Educational Data Literacy (EDL) Competence Profile (CP) Statement”
for each competence dimension of the Learn2Analyze EDL Competence framework. Upon
completion of the Pre-Course Survey you will receive the Learn2Analyze MOOC “Unlock
Code”. After the course opening (21st of October 2019), you can return to the Learn2Analyze
MOOC on OpenCourseWorld
(https://www.opencourseworld.de/pages/programmes.jsf#!/2287711/1700) and use this
code as a key to unlock the Learn2Analyze MOOC content.

We greatly appreciate your willingness to share your time by participating. Your responses to
these surveys will help us to improve the quality of the learning experience and to better our
course offerings.

On behalf of the Learn2Analyze Consortium, we express our sincere thanks for your
participation in our survey acknowledging that your insights on the questions in this survey
will prove invaluable.

How did you learn about the Learn2Analyze MOQOC?
A Mailing List

A Facebook Group posting

A LinkedIn Group posting

A Twitter Group posting

A Ning Group posting

A Blog Posting

A Newsletter Posting

An Article Posted Online or Printed

c O 0 O O O O O O

A MOOC Aggregator or Course Catalogue Posting
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o A Physical Event
o Other

Please define (name which one)

Section 2 - Consent form to participate in Web-based Survey
Title of Survey: Learn2Analyze MOOC Pre-course survey Questionnaire

Purpose and Procedure:

The Learn2Analyze (L2A) is an Academia-Industry Knowledge Alliance for enhancing Online
Training Professionals’ (Instructional Designers and e-Trainers) Competences in Educational
Data Analytics. L2A is an action co-funded by the European Commission through the Erasmus+
Program of the European Union (Cooperation for innovation and the exchange of good
practices - Knowledge Alliances, Agreement n. 2017-2733 / 001-001, Project No 588067-EPP-
1-2017-1-EL-EPPKA2-KA).

More information about the project is available at www.learn2analyze.eu.

Please note:

1. The survey will be carried out from 01/09/2019 to 31/12 /2019.

2. Before you proceed to the survey questions, you will be asked to indicate your consent.

3. Should you decide you do not wish to further participate, you may leave the survey at any
time, just by exiting your browser.

4. The questionnaire consists of 5 sections and needs approximately 15-20 minutes to be
completed.

5. The first section includes the consent form for participating in the survey.

6. The second section includes a set of questions about demographics and general
background.

7. The third section includes a set of questions on your motives for enrolling in the
Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

8. The fourth section includes a set of questions on your existing competence level per
“Educational Data Literacy (EDL) Competence Profile (CP) Statement” for each competence
dimension of the Learn2Analyze EDL Competence framework.

9. In the final section, you will be asked for your email address in order to receive the
Learn2Analyze MOOC “Unlock Code”. You will need it as a key to unlock the Learn2Analyze
MOOC content, after the 21st of October 2019, when the course starts.

Legal basis for processing personal and sensitive data:
Personal Data:
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In connection with this research, the Learn2Analyze Consortium's collection and processing
of the following Personal Data is lawful based on consent (Article 6.1(a), GDPR):

| Name, Email Address

O Education Information

Sensitive Data:

In connection with this research, the Learn2Analyze Consortium's collection and processing
of the following Sensitive Data is lawful based on consent (Article 9.2(a), GDPR):

O Gender

Potential Benefits:
There are no direct benefits for participating in the survey. The survey results will help us
evaluate the L2A MOOC and improve its future versions.

Potential Risk or Discomforts:
We do not perceive any risk or discomfort in the completion of the survey.

Storage of Data:
The survey is completed in a Google Docs form and stored in a secure GoogleDrive folder
under the e-mail 12a.r12.survey@gmail.com, for the time required by the purposes described

in this document, for maximum 2 years.

Data transfer outside the European Union:

We may share some of the data collected with services located outside the European Union,
in particular through the aforementioned Google services. The transfer is authorized on the
basis of provisions of the European Union, on the adequacy of the protection offered by the
EU-US privacy shield scheme.

Right to Withdraw:

Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You are under no obligation to complete the
survey and you can withdraw from the survey prior to submitting it. If you do not want to
participate simply stop participating or close the browser window. You can simply exit the
Web Browser without saving your responses, and they will not be recorded.

Rights of research participants:

You have the right to request access to, a copy of, rectification, restriction in the use of, or
erasure of your information in accordance with all applicable laws, contacting the lead
Learn2Analyze researcher for this survey in |12a.r12.survey@gmail.com. The erasure of your
information shall be subject to the Learn2Analyze Consortium's need to retain certain
information pursuant to any other identified lawful basis.
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If the Learn2Analyze Consortium's use of your information is pursuant to your consent, you
have the right to withdraw consent without affecting the lawfulness of the Learn2Analyze
Consortium's use of the information prior to receipt of your request.

If you think your data protection rights have been breached you have the right to lodge a
complaint with your national Data Protection Authority (DPA).

Participant Concerns and Reporting:

If you have any questions concerning the survey or experience any discomfort related to the
survey, please contact the lead Learn2Analyze researcher for this survey in
[2a.r12.survey@gmail.com

Conflict of Interest:
We do not perceive any conflicts of interest in the development of this survey.

Compensation:
There is no compensation for participants in this survey.

Confidentiality:

The only people processing your input will be the researcher(s) involved in the Learn2Analyze
project. The researcher(s) undertake to keep any information provided herein confidential,
not to let it out of our possession and to report on the findings from the perspective of the
entire participating group and not from the perspective of an individual. Please note that
confidentiality cannot be guaranteed while data are in transit over the Internet.

How will results be used:

The results of the survey will be used for evaluating the L2ZA MOOC. The results from the
survey may be used for research study, for scholarly purposes only and might be presented
in conferences, published in journals or articles for educational purposes.

By indicating consent to participate in this survey you also indicate consent for the possible
secondary use of this data at a later date if we decide to undertake a further longitudinal
study for the enhancement of the Learn2Analyze MOOC.

Debriefing and Dissemination of Results:

The final report will be made publicly available through the official website of the project
www.learn2analyze.eu.

On behalf of the Learn2Analyze Consortium, we would like to sincerely thank you for your
participation in our survey acknowledging that your insights on the questions in this survey

will prove invaluable.
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Selecting “I Agree” below indicates that:

You have read the above information;

You voluntarily agree to participate in this survey;

You understand the procedures described above;

You give consent for the use of your Personal Data for the purposes outlined in this notice;
You give consent for the use of your Sensitive Data for the purposes outlined in this notice;
You are at least 18 years of age.

o |Agree

Section 3 - Create you Unique Code ID
To create your unique code ID please use:

1. The first letter of your first name (e.g. U)
2. The last 2 digits of your cell phone (if none use 00) (e.g. 17)
3. Your month of birth (e.g. 03)

4. The first letter of your middle name (if none, use X) (e.g. M)

5. The first letter of city/town you were born in (e.g. V)

(The above example would generate the unique code ID: U1703MV)

Please provide your unique code ID as per instructions:

Section 4 - Demographics & General Background
You will be asked to provide answers to a series of questions related to your demographics
and educational/professional background.

Number of questions in current section: 12

1. What is your year of birth? Please enter (YYYY)

2. Whatis your gender?
o Female
o Male
o | prefer not to answer
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3. Please specify your country of residence.

(Select from drop-down list)

(@]

o O O O O O

c 0O 0 o 0O O 0O o o 0o o o

3.

O oOooogd

O

4. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
High School Diploma (or equivalent)
Associate degree / technical diploma - occupational / technical / vocational
program
Associate degree - academic program
Bachelor’s degree (e.g., BSc, BA, AB, BS, BPS)
Master’s Degree (e.g., MA, MS, MSc, MEng, MEd, MSW, MBA)
Professional School Degree (e.g., JD, MD, DDS, DVM, LLB)
Doctoral Degree (e.g., PhD, EdD)
Other

5. What is your current job sector?
Self-employed
Large (>100 people) for-profit company
Small (<100 people) for-profit company
Large (>100 people) non-profit
Small (<100 people) non-profit
K-12 Education
College
University
Governmental Education Agency
Other Governmental Agency
Not-employed
Other

What is your professional role? (select all that apply)

Higher Education Students

Professional Instructional Designer of Online and/or Blended Courses

(e-) Tutor of Online and or Blended Courses

School Teacher in K-12 Education

Professional involved in supporting Teaching & Learning in Higher Education
and/or Professional involved in supporting Professional Development
Professional involved in supporting Educational Data in Higher Education and/or
Professional Development

Manager in a Higher Education Institute
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O oOoood

C

O o0Oo0oao O

B

o O O O

0O 0 0 0o w

©c O O O O

9.

Manager in a Professional Development Service Provider
Manager in an e-Learning Service Provider
Manager in a Governmental Education Policy Making Institute
Academic involved in teaching Higher Education Courses on Digital Learning
and/or Learning Technologies
Academic involved in teaching Higher Education Courses specifically for
Instructional Designers and/or (e-) Tutors
Academic involved in teaching Higher Education Courses specifically for
Educational Data Literacy
Researcher in Digital Learning and/or Learning Technologies
Researcher in Instructional Design of Online and/or Blended Courses
Researcher in Educational Data Literacy
Other
How many years are you involved in this role?
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
How many years are you involved in the field of Digital Teaching and Learning?
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
On a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), please rate your English proficiency
On a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), please rate your comfort with Technology
In how many MOOCs have you enrolled?
None
1
2-4
5-10
>10
How many MOOCs have you completed?
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None

2-4
5-10
>10

© O O O O

Section 5 - Motives for enrolling in the L2ZA MOOC

You will be asked to answer a series of questions on your motives for enrolling in the

Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

Number of questions in current section: 6

1. Which of the following best describes your goal in taking this course? Please select one

of the following

o Planning to follow the course schedule and complete all activities to earn a

certificate of completion

Auditing, but intend to follow the course schedule
Auditing, but do not intend to follow the course schedule
Just checking what this course is about

Bookmaking it as a learning resource

Interested in a small subset of course topics

General curiosity

Other

c O 0O O O O O

2. Can you tell us why you have enrolled in this course?
Please select the number [1..5] that best describes what you think.

Not at 2 Somewh 4 Very
all true at true True

Not
Applicab
le

M2.1 Participating in
this course is relevant
for my personal
development.

MZ2.2 Participating in
this course will extend
my current knowledge

of the topic.
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M2.3 | will use this
course to obtain a job-
relevant qualification.

M2.4 | think the L2A
certificate is beneficial
for my CV and future
job applications.

M2.5 The subject of the
course is relevant to my
academic field of study.

M2.6 The subject of the
course is relevant to my
college/university class.

M2.7 | have been
advised or ordered to
take part in this course.

M2.8 | have enrolled in
this course out of
general curiosity.

3. How confident are you in your ability to learn the material in this course?

Very confident

c O O O O

Not confident at all
A little confident
Moderately confident

Extremely confident

4. How would you rate your possibility of finishing this course according to the anticipated

time commitment as defined in the syllabus?
o Not confident at all

A little confident

Moderately confident

Very confident

o O O O

5. How many hours per week do you plan to spend studying on this course?
o lessthan 3 hours

o 3-4 hours
o 5-6 hours

Extremely confident
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o 7-8 hours
o more than 8 hours

6. How would you describe yourself?
Please select the choice that best describes what you think.

Very Mostly = Somew | Not Not like
much like me  hat like much me at
like me me like me @ all

G6.1 New ideas and projects
sometimes distract me from
previous ones.

G6.2 Setbacks don’t discourage
me

G6.3 | have been obsessed with
a certain idea or project for a
short time but later lost interest.

G6.4 | am a hard worker.

G6.5 | often set a goal but later
choose to pursue a different one
G6.6 I have difficulty

maintaining my focus on

projects that take more than a
few months to complete.

G6.7 | finish whatever | begin.
G6.8 | am diligent.

Section 6 - Existing Competence Level per L2A EDL-CP Statement

Dimension 1: Data Collection
1.1 Obtain, access and gather the appropriate data and/or data sources

o Novice

o Advanced beginner
o Competent

o Proficient

o Expert
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1.2 Apply data limitations and quality measures (e.g., validity, reliability, biases in the data,

difficulty in collection, accuracy, completeness)

(@]

o O O O

Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

Expert

Dimension 2: Data Management

2.1 Apply data processing and handling methods (i.e., methods for cleaning and changing data

to make it more organized — e.g., duplication, data structuring)

o

o O O O

Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

Expert

2.2 Apply data description (i.e., metadata)

o

o O O O

Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

Expert

2.3 Apply data curation processes (i.e., to ensure that data is reliably retrievable for future

reuse, and to determine what data is worth saving and for how long)

o

o O O O

Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

Expert

2.4 Apply the technologies to preserve data (i.e., store, persist, maintain, backup data), e.g.,

storage mediums/services, tools, mechanisms

o O O O O

Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

Expert
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Dimension 3: Data Analysis
3.1 Apply data analysis and modelling methods (e.g. application of descriptive statistics,
exploratory data analysis, data mining).
o Novice
Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

o O O O

Expert

3.2 Apply data presentation methods (e.g., pictorial visualisation of the data by using graphs,
charts, maps and other data forms like textual or tabular representations)
o Novice
Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

o O O O

Expert

Dimension 4: Data Comprehension & Interpretation
4.1 Interpret data properties (e.g., measurement error, outliers, discrepancies within data,
key take-away points, data dependencies)
o Novice
Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

o O O O

Expert

4.2 Interpret statistics commonly used with educational data (e.g., randomness, central
tendencies, mean, standard deviation, significance)
o Novice
Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

o O O O

Expert

4.3 Interpret insights from data analysis (e.g., explanations of patterns, identification of
hypotheses, connection of multiple observations, underlying trends)

o Novice

o Advanced beginner
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o Competent
o Proficient
o Expert

4.4 Elicit potential implications/links of the data analysis insights to instruction

o Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

o O O O

Expert

Dimension 5: Data Application

5.1 Use data analysis results to make decisions to revise instruction

o Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

o O O O

Expert

5.2 Evaluate the data-driven revision of instruction
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

o O O O

Expert

Dimension 6: Data Ethics
1.1 Use the informed consent
o Novice
Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

o O O O

Expert

1.2 Protect individuals' data privacy, confidentiality, integrity and security

o Novice
o Advanced beginner
o Competent
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o Proficient
o Expert

1.3 Apply authorship, ownership, data access (governance), re-negotiation and data-
sharing
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

o O O O

Expert

Section 7 - Instructions to unlock the L2ZA MOOC content
Submit the form and get access to the Learn2Analyze MOOC.

After the course opening (21st of October 2019), you can return to the Learn2Analyze MOOC
on OpenCourseWorld
(https://www.opencourseworld.de/pages/programmes.jsf#!/2287711/1700) and use this
code as a key to unlock the Learn2Analyze MOOC content.

Appendix 2.2 Post-course Survey

Section 1 - Invitation

You are invited to participate in this survey because you have registered for the online course
administered by Learn2Analyze Consortium. Your responses to this survey will help us to
evaluate the Learn2Analyze MOOC and improve it in future versions.

The Post-Course Survey is expected to take approximately 20 minutes to complete and it is a
requirement for the Certificate of Achievement.

In the Post-Course Survey you will be asked questions about your level of satisfaction and
learning experience per module, as well as the overall learning experience of the
Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC. Finally you will report on your achieved competence level per
“Educational Data Literacy (EDL) Competence Profile (CP) Statement” for each competence
dimension of the Learn2Analyze EDL Competence framework, after attending the
Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.
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Submit the form and get the key to unlock the Learn2Analyze Certificate of Achievement.
Return to the OpenCourseWorld platform, use this key and download your certificate.

We greatly appreciate your willingness to share your time by participating. Your responses to
this survey will help us to improve the quality of the learning experience and to better our
course offerings, acknowledging your insights will prove invaluable.

Section 2 - Consent form to participate in Web-based Survey
Title of Survey: Learn2Analyze MOOC Post-course Survey Questionnaire

Purpose and Procedure:

The Learn2Analyze (L2A) is an Academia-Industry Knowledge Alliance for enhancing Online
Training Professionals’ (Instructional Designers and e-Trainers) Competences in Educational
Data Analytics. L2A is an action co-funded by the European Commission through the Erasmus+
Program of the European Union (Cooperation for innovation and the exchange of good
practices - Knowledge Alliances, Agreement n. 2017-2733 / 001-001, Project No 588067-EPP-
1-2017-1-EL-EPPKA2-KA).

More information about the project is available at www.learn2analyze.eu.

Please note:

1. The survey will be carried out from 21/10/2019 to 31/12/2019.

2. Before you proceed to the survey questions, you will be asked to indicate your consent.

3. Should you decide you do not wish to further participate, you may leave the survey at any
time, just by exiting your browser.

4. The questionnaire consists of 6 sections and needs approximately 20 minutes to be
completed.

5. In the first section, you are invited to participate in the post-course survey.

6. The second section includes the consent form for participating in the survey.

7. The third section includes a set of questions on your level of satisfaction and learning
experience per module of the Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

8. The fourth section includes a set of questions on your overall level of satisfaction and
learning experience after attending the Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

9. The fifth section includes a set of questions on your competence level per “Educational
Data Literacy (EDL) Competence Profile (CP) Statement” for each competence dimension of
the Learn2Analyze EDL Competence framework, after attending the Learn2Analyze (L2A)
MOOC.
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10. In the final section, you will be asked for your name and email address in order to receive
a key to unlock the Learn2Analyze Certificate of Achievement. Return to the
OpenCourseWorld platform, use this key and download your certificate.

(Same as Pre-course survey consent form)

Selecting “l Agree” below indicates that:

You have read the above information;

You voluntarily agree to participate in this survey;

You understand the procedures described above;

You give consent for the use of your Personal Data for the purposes outlined in this notice;
You give consent for the use of your Sensitive Data for the purposes outlined in this notice;
You are at least 18 years of age.

o | Agree

Section 3 - Create you Unique Code ID

To create your unique code ID please use:

1. The first letter of your first name (e.g. U)
2. The last 2 digits of your cell phone (if none use 00) (e.g. 17)
3. Your month of birth (e.g. 03)
4. The first letter of your middle name (if none, use X) (e.g. M)
5. The first letter of city/town you were born in (e.g. V)

(The above example would generate the unique code ID: U1703MV)

Please provide your unique code ID as per instructions:

Section 4 - Learning experience per module

1. Learning objectives per module were clearly stated.

2. The content per module was presented in a comprehensible manner.

3. The educational materials and content per module were relevant and addressed the topic
identified in the title.

172



4. The educational materials and content per module were based on current up-to-date
information.

5. The instructional videos per module supported my learning and added value to the course
content.

6. The graphics per module supported my learning and added value to the course content.

7. There was a good variety of content types (i.e., written notes, videos, graphics, etc.).

8. Further Readings per module were relevant and supported my learning.

9. Learning activities (Polls, Discussions and Workshops) used in the module were effective
and helped me construct explanations/solutions.

10. Assessment tasks used per module challenged my thinking and supported my learning
11. The assessments per module were relevant to the learning objectives.

st | D Neither st |
ron isagre ron
(questions 1..11) ) g 8 Agree nor | Agree el
Disagree e ] Agree
Disagree

Module 2 Online and Blended
Teaching and Learning supported
by Educational Data

Module 3 Learning Analytics

Module 4 Teaching Analytics

Module 5 Applying Teaching &
Learning Analytics with Moodle

Module 6 Applying Teaching &
Learning Analytics with eXact Suite

Module 7 Applying Teaching &
Learning  Analytics with IMC

Learning Suite

12. How many hours per week did you spend on each module?
<3h 3-4h 5-6h 7-8h >8h

Module 2 Online and Blended Teaching
and Learning supported by Educational
Data

Module 3 Learning Analytics

Module 4 Teaching Analytics

Module 5 Applying Teaching & Learning
Analytics with Moodle

Module 6 Applying Teaching & Learning

Analytics with eXact Suite
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Module 7 Applying Teaching & Learning

Analytics with IMC Learning Suite

13. How many posts did you contribute to discussion forums per module?

1 - 23 - 4
none >5 posts
posts posts

Module 2 Online and Blended Teaching
and Learning supported by Educational
Data

Module 3 Learning Analytics

Module 4 Teaching Analytics

Module 5 Applying Teaching & Learning
Analytics with Moodle

Module 6 Applying Teaching & Learning
Analytics with eXact Suite

Module 7 Applying Teaching & Learning
Analytics with IMC Learning Suite

Section 5 - Overall learning experience
Number of questions in current section: 20

Please rate [1..5] your agreement to the following statements:
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree)

1. The course platform was easy to use.
2. The overall visual design of the course was appealing.

w

The course environment was well structured, topics and subtopics were logically
arranged in a predictable pattern.

The learning path was easy to navigate.

Course objectives and learning goals were clearly stated.

The workload was reasonably spread.

The workload was in line with my expectations.

The course difficulty was in line with my expectations at the start of the course.

O o N LA

The difficulty level of assessments was appropriate for the course.

10. The level of interaction with peer learners was adequate.

11. The discussion forums were an effective tool for collaborating with other learners.
12. Help and support provided on the course platform were adequate.
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13.1 can apply the knowledge created in this course to my work or other related
activities.

14. | was motivated to work through the course.

15. | feel like | achieved my personal goals for this course.

16. | enjoyed the course.

17. It is very likely to revisit the course materials in the future.

18. It is very likely to recommend this course e.g. to a colleague or friend.

Please share your thoughts and recommendations:
19. What did you enjoy most about your course experience?

20. What did you like least about taking part in the course?

Section 6 - Achieved Competence Level per L2A EDL-CP Statement
Please rate your achieved competence level for each statement of the L2A Educational Data
Literacy Competence Dimensions addressed in this course

You can find additional information about L2A EDL-CP in http://www.learn2analyze.eu/

(Same as Pre-course survey section 6)

Section 7 - Instructions to unlock the L2ZA MOOC Certificate of Achievement
Congratulations, you have reached the end of our trip. You have successfully completed the
L2A MOOC and submitted the Pre and Post-Course Surveys. Thank you for your participation.

Submit the form and get the key to unlock the Learn2Analyze Certificate of Achievement.
Return to the OpenCourseWorld platform, use this key and download your certificate.
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Appendix 3 — Coding of Questions

Appendix 3.1 - Pre-Course Survey
Table 53. Coding of Questions (Pre-course survey)

A. Demographics & General Background

a. Demographics

[Age] Q1*. What is your current age?
[Gender] Q2.* What is your gender?
[Country] Q3*. Please specify your country or region of residence.

b. General Background

[EducLevel] Q4*. What is the highest level of education you have completed?

[JobSector] Q5*. What is your current job sector?

[ProfRole] Q6*.What is your professional role? (select all that apply)

[YOEInPR] Q7*. How many years are you involved in this role?

[YOEIinDTL] Q8*. How many years are you involved in the field of Digital Teaching
and Learning?

[EnglProf] Q9*. On a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), please your English proficiency

[ComfTech] Q10*. On a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), please rate your comfort with
Technology

[MOOCsEnr] Q11*. In how many MOQOCs have you enrolled?

[MOOCsCompl] Q12*. How many MOOCs have you completed?

B. Motives

a. Goal
[GOAL] Q1l*. Which of the following best describes your goal in taking this

course? Please select one of the following

o Planning to follow the course schedule and complete all activities
to earn a certificate of completion

Auditing, but intend to follow the course schedule

Auditing, but do not intend to follow the course schedule

Just checking what this course is about

Bookmaking it as a learning resource

Interested in a small subset of course topics

O O O 0O 0O O

General curiosity
e} Other - Please specify

b. Reasons for Enrolment (internal — external motives)

Q2*. Can you tell us why you have enrolled in this course?
Please select the number [1..5] that best describes what you
think.
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[(M2.1]

[M2.2]

[M2.3]
[M2.4]

[M2.5]

[M2.6]

[M2.7]
[M2.8]

M2.1. Participating in this course is relevant for my personal
development.

M2.2. Participating in this course will extend my current knowledge of
the topic.

M2.3. | will use this course to obtain a job-relevant qualification.
M2.4. | think L2A certificate is beneficial for my CV and future job
applications.

M2.5. The subject of the course is relevant to my academic field of
study.

M2.6. The subject of the course is relevant to my college/university
class.

M2.7. | have been advised or ordered to take part in this course.

M2.8. | have enrolled in this course out of general curiosity.

C.

Self-Confidence

[ConfAbility]

Q3. How confident are you in your ability to learn the material in this

course?

[ConfTime] Q4. How would you rate your possibility of finishing this course
according to the anticipated time commitment as defined in the
syllabus?

[Hours] Q5. How many hours per week do you plan to spend studying on this
course?

d. GRIT
6. How would you describe yourself?

[G6.1] G6.1. New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from previous
ones.

[G6.2] G6.2. Setbacks don’t discourage me.

[G6.3] G6.3. | have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short
time but later lost interest.

[G6.4] G6.4. 1 am a hard worker.

[G6.5] G6.5. | often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one.

[G6.6] G6.6. | have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take more
than a few months to complete.

[G6.7] G6.7. | finish whatever | begin.

[G6.8] G6.8. | am diligent.

C. EDL Initial Competence Level

1. Data Collection

[D1S1a]

1.1 Obtain, access and gather the appropriate data and/or data sources
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[D1S2a] 1.2 Apply data limitations and quality measures (e.g., validity,
reliability, biases in the data, difficulty in collection, accuracy,
completeness)

2. Data Management

[D2S1a] 2.1 Apply data processing and handling methods (i.e., methods for
cleaning and changing data to make it more organized — e.g.,
duplication, data structuring)

[D2S2a] 2.2 Apply data description (i.e., metadata)

[D2S3a] 2.3 Apply data curation processes (i.e., to ensure that data is reliably
retrievable for future reuse, and to determine what data is worth
saving and for how long)

[D2S4a] 2.4 Apply the technologies to preserve data (i.e., store, persist,
maintain, backup data), e.g.,, storage mediums/services, tools,
mechanisms

3. Data Analysis

[D3S1a] 3.1 Apply data analysis and modelling methods (e.g. application of
descriptive statistics, exploratory data analysis, data mining).

[D3S2a] 3.2 Apply data presentation methods (e.g., pictorial visualisation of the
data by using graphs, charts, maps and other data forms like textual or
tabular representations)

4. Data Comprehension and Interpretation

[D4S1a] 4.1 Interpret data properties (e.g., measurement error, outliers,
discrepancies within data, key take-away points, data dependencies)

[D4S2a] 4.2 Interpret statistics commonly used with educational data (e.g.,
randomness, central tendencies, mean, standard deviation,
significance)

[D4S3a] 4.3 Interpret insights from data analysis (e.g., explanations of patterns,
identification of hypotheses, connection of multiple observations,
underlying trends)

[D4S4a] 4.4 Elicit potential implications/links of the data analysis insights to
instruction

5. Data Application

[D5S1a] 5.1 Use data analysis results to make decisions to revise instruction
[D5S2a] 5.2 Evaluate the data-driven revision of instruction

6. Data Ethics
[D6S1a] 6.1 Use the informed consent
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[D6S2a]

security

[D6S1a]

negotiation and data-sharing

6.2 Protect individuals' data privacy, confidentiality, integrity and

6.3 Apply authorship, ownership, data access (governance), re-

Appendix 3.2 - Post-Course Survey

Table 54. Coding of questions (Post course survey)

A. OVERALL LEARNING EXPERIENCE

1. Learning Experience per Module [LXM]

[LXM]

Module 2
LXMiM2

Module 3
LXMiM3

Module 4
LXMiM4

Module 5
LXMiM5

Module 6
LXMiM6

Module 7
LXMiM7

Q1l*.
objectives per module
stated.

Learning

were
[LXM1]

clearly

LXM1M2

LXM1M3

LXM1M4

LXM1M5

LXM1M6

LXM1M7

Q2*.
module was presented

The content per

in a comprehensible
manner. [LXM2]

LXM2M2

LXM2M3

LXM2M4

LXM2M5

LXM2M6

LXM2M7

Q3*. The educational
materials and content
per module were
relevant and addressed
the topic identified in

the title. [LXM3]

LXM3M2

LXM3M3

LXM3M4

LXM3M5

LXM3M6

LXM3M7

Q4*. The educational
materials and content
per module were based
on current up-to-date

information. [LXM4]

LXM4M2

LXM4M3

LXM4AM4

LXM4M5

LXM4M6

LXM4AM7

Q5*. The instructional

videos per module
supported my learning

and added value to the

course content. [LXM5]

LXM5M2

LXM5M3

LXM5M4

LXM5M5

LXM5M6

LXM5M7
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Q6*. The graphics per
module supported my
added
value to the course
content. [LXM6]

learning and

LXM6M2

LXM6M3

LXM6M4

LXM6M5

LXM6M®6

LXM6M7

Q7*. There was a good

variety of content

types
notes, videos, graphics,
etc.). [LXM7]

(i.e., written

LXM7M2

LXM7M3

LXM7M4

LXM7M5

LXM7M6

LXM7M7

Q8*.
per

Further Readings
module  were
relevant and supported

my learning. [LXM8]

LXM8M2

LXM8M3

LXM8M4

LXM8M5

LXM8M6

LXM8M7

Q9*. Learning activities
used in the module

were effective and
helped me construct
explanations/solutions.

[LXM9]

LXM9M2

LXMSOM3

LXM9M4

LXMOM5

LXMOM6

LXMOM7

Q10*. Self-Assessment
tasks used per module
challenged my thinking
and supported
learning. [LXM10]

my

LXM10M2

LXM10M3

LXM10M4

LXM10M5

LXM10M6

LXM10M7

Q11*. The assessments

per module were
relevant to the learning

objectives.[LXM11]

LXM11M2

LXM11M3

LXM11M4

LXM11M5

LXM11M6

LXM11M7

Ql2*.
hours per week did you

How many

spend on each

module? [LXM12]

LXM12M2

LXM12M3

LXM12M4

LXM12M5

LXM12M6

LXM12M7

Q13*. How many posts
did you contribute to
discussion forums per
module? [LXM13]

LXM13M2

LXM13M3

LXM13M4

LXM13M5

LXM13M6

LXM13M7

2. Overall Learning Experience [OLX]

a.

Learning Experience [LX]
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[LX1] Q5. Course objectives and learning goals were clearly stated.

[LX2] Q6. The workload was reasonably spread.

[LX3] Q7. The workload was in line with my expectations.

[LX4] Q8. The course difficulty was in line with my expectations at the start of
the course.

[LX5] Q9. The difficulty level of assessments was appropriate for the course.

[LX6] Q10. The level of interaction with peer learners was adequate.

[LX7] Q11. The discussion forums were an effective tool for collaborating with

other learners.

b. Platform Ease of Use [PEoU]

[PEOU1] Q1. The course platform was easy to use.
[PEOU2] Q2. The overall visual design of the course was appealing.
[PEoU3] Q3. The course environment was well structured, topics and subtopics
were logically arranged in a predictable pattern.
[PEOU4] Q4. The learning path was easy to navigate.
[PEOUS5] Q12. Help and support provided on the course platform were adequate.
c. Satisfaction [SAT]
[SAT1] Q14. | was motivated to work through the course.
[SAT2] Q16. | enjoyed the course.
d. Confirmation [CONF]
[CONF1] Q13. I can apply the knowledge created in this course to my work or other
related activities.
[CONF2] Q15. | feel like | achieved my personal goals for this course.
e. Continuance Intention [INT]
[INT1] 17. It is very likely to revisit the course materials in the future.
[INT2] 18. It is very likely to recommend this course e.g. to a colleague or friend.

B. EDL ACHIEVED COMPETENCE LEVEL

1. Data Collection [D1]

[D1S1b] 1.1 Obtain, access and gather the appropriate data and/or data sources
[D1S2b] 1.2 Apply data limitations and quality measures (e.g., validity, reliability,
biases in the data, difficulty in collection, accuracy, completeness)

2. Data Management [D2]

[D2S1b] 2.1 Apply data processing and handling methods (i.e., methods for
cleaning and changing data to make it more organized — e.g., duplication,
data structuring)

[D2S2b] 2.2 Apply data description (i.e., metadata)
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[D2S3b]

[D2S4b]

2.3 Apply data curation processes (i.e., to ensure that data is reliably
retrievable for future reuse, and to determine what data is worth saving
and for how long)

2.4 Apply the technologies to preserve data (i.e., store, persist, maintain,
backup data), e.g., storage mediums/services, tools, mechanisms

3. Data Analysis [D3]

[D3S1b]

[D3S2b]

3.1 Apply data analysis and modelling methods (e.g. application of
descriptive statistics, exploratory data analysis, and data mining).

3.2 Apply data presentation methods (e.g., pictorial visualisation of the
data by using graphs, charts, maps and other data forms like textual or
tabular representations)

4. Data Comprehension and Interpretation [D4]

[D4S1b]

[D4S2b]

[D4S3b]

[D4S4b]

4.1 Interpret data properties (e.g., measurement error, outliers,
discrepancies within data, key take-away points, data dependencies)

4.2 Interpret statistics commonly used with educational data (e.g.,
randomness, central tendencies, mean, standard deviation, significance)

4.3 Interpret insights from data analysis (e.g., explanations of patterns,
identification of hypotheses, connection of multiple observations,
underlying trends)

4.4 Elicit potential implications/links of the data analysis insights to

instruction

5. Data Application [D5]

[D5S1b] 5.1 Use data analysis results to make decisions to revise instruction
[D5S2b] 5.2 Evaluate the data-driven revision of instruction

6. Data Ethics [D6]
[D6S1b] 6.1 Use the informed consent
[D6S2b] 6.2 Protect individuals' data privacy, confidentiality, integrity and security
[D6S1b] 6.3 Apply authorship, ownership, data access (governance), re-

negotiation and data-sharing
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Appendix 4 - Groups of Professional Roles

A. elLearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors)

1. Professional Instructional Designer and/or (e-) Tutor of Online and/or Blended Courses

2. Professional involved in supporting Teaching & Learning in Higher Education and/or
Professional involved in supporting Professional Development

B. Higher Education Students
1. Higher Education Students

C. School Teachers
1. K12 Teachers

D. Experts with Experience in EDL

1. Academic involved in teaching Higher Education Courses specifically for Educational Data
Literacy Researchers in Digital Learning and/or Learning Technologies

2. Researcher in Educational Data Literacy

3. Professional involved in supporting Educational Data in Higher Education and/or
Professional Development

E. Managers in (Online) Education/Training

1. Senior Manager in a Higher Education Institute

2. Senior Manager in a Professional Development Service Provider

3. Senior Manager in an e-Learning Service Provider

4. Senior Manager in a Governmental Education Policy Making Institute

F. Academics/Researchers in ID and/or Online Education/Training

1. Academic involved in teaching Higher Education Courses on Digital Learning and/or
Learning Technologies

2. Academic involved in teaching Higher Education Courses specifically for Instructional
Designers and/or e-Tutors

3. Researcher in Instructional Design of Online and/or Blended Courses
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Appendix 5 - Distribution of participants in the pre-course survey per

Demographics, General Background, Motives in taking the course

and Initial EDL competences level

Appendix 5.1 Demographics

Distribution of participants per Country
Table 55. Distribution of participants per Country

Country of residence
Greece

Germany

Italy

United States
Ireland

United Kingdom
Austria

Norway

W o N o U bk W NP

Turkey

[uy
o

. France

[uy
=

. Canada

[
N

. Romania

[u
w

. lIsrael

[u
B

India

[
Ul

. Australia

[
(o)}

. Switzerland

=
~N

. Belgium

[
o

. Portugal

[
Yo

. Brazil

N
o

. Morocco

N
=

. Lithuania

N
N

. Finland

N
w

. Spain
. South Africa

N N
[S2 I

. Singapore

Frequency
492
220
103
45
29
17
14
13
12
12
12
11
11
11

=
o

S A b 00 O O N

Percent
42.89%
19.18%
8.98%
3.92%
2.53%
1.48%
1.22%
1.13%
1.05%
1.05%
1.05%
0.96%
0.96%
0.96%
0.87%
0.70%
0.61%
0.52%
0.52%
0.44%
0.44%
0.44%
0.35%
0.35%
0.35%
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26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

Serbia
Croatia
Ukraine
Thailand
Philippines
Pakistan
Netherlands
Maldives

Egypt

United Arab Emirates

Saudi Arabia
Russia
Nigeria
Lebanon
Estonia
Ecuador
Denmark
Cyprus
Colombia
Bangladesh
Vietnam
Uzbekistan
Uganda
Taiwan
Sweden
Sudan
Somalia
Peru
Oman

New Zealand
Namibia
Mexico

Malaysia

P R R P R R R PR PR P P R R N NDNDNDNDNDNDDNDNDNNDNNDNWWWW W W w >N

0.35%
0.35%
0.26%
0.26%
0.26%
0.26%
0.26%
0.26%
0.26%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.17%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
0.09%
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59. Macedonia 1 0.09%
60. Luxembourg 1 0.09%
61. Libya 1 0.09%
62. Korea, South 1 0.09%
63. Kazakhstan 1 0.09%
64. Japan 1 0.09%
65. Jamaica 1 0.09%
66. Iran 1 0.09%
67. Hungary 1 0.09%
68. Georgia 1 0.09%
69. Faroe Islands 1 0.09%
70. China 1 0.09%
71. Chile 1 0.09%
72. Bosnia and Herzegovina 1 0.09%
73. Argentina 1 0.09%
74. Algeria 1 0.09%
75. Albania 0.09%
Total 1147 100.00%
Distribution of participants per age and gender
Table 56. Distribution of participants per age
valid  |1147 —
N Missing [0 b
Mean 40,68 1 - /\ N
Median 41,00 .~ AR
Mode 48 é N _ /
Std. Deviation 10,510 . 401 i I
Variance 110,457 I
25 32,00 }M
|Percentiles 50 41,00 e ! ! -
75 49,00 e

Figure 53. Distribution of participants per
age in the pre-course survey
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Table 57. Gender distribution

Gender Frequency Percent
| prefer not to

30 2,6
answer
Female 640 55,8
Male 477 41,6
Total 1147 100,0

Appendix 5.2 General Background

Educational background
1. Highest level of Education
Table 58. Distribution per Highest level of Educat

ion

Highest Level of Education
Doctoral Degree (e.g., PhD, EdD) 19

MEng, MEd, MSW, MBA)

BPS)

Associate degree - academic program 28
Professional School Degree (e.g., ID, MD,20
DDS, DVM, LLB)

High School Diploma (or equivalent) 86
Other 25
Total 11

3

Master’s Degree (e.g., MA, MS, MSc,
600

Bachelor’s degree (e.g., BSc, BA, AB, BS,195

47

Frequency Percent

16,8

52,3

17,0
2,4
1,7

7,5
2,2
100,0

2. Reported English proficiency and comfort with technology

Table 59. Distribution per English proficiency

On a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), please | frequency | percent
rate your English proficiency

1 10 0.87%

2 39 3.40%

3 307 26.77%
4 360 31.39%
5 431 37.58%
Total 1147 100.00%
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Table 60. Distribution per reported comfort with technology

On a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), please | frequency | percent
rate your comfort with Technology
1 4 0.35%
2 30 2.62%
3 148 12.90%
4 414 36.09%
5 551 48.04%
Total 1147 100.00%
3. Reported experience with MOOCs
Table 61. Experience with MOOCs (enrolled)
In how many MOOCs have you | frequency | percent
enrolled?
None 351 30.60%
1 179 15.61%
2-4 299 26.07%
5-10 182 15.87%
>10 136 11.86%
Total 1147 100.00%
Table 62. Experience with MOOCs (completed)
How many MOOCs have you |frequency | percent
completed?
None 480 41.85%
1 164 14.30%
2-4 280 24.41%
5-10 121 10.55%
>10 102 8.89%
Total 1147 100.00%
Table 63. Mean experience with MOOCs
Number of
fi=frequenc
MOOCs ci=center | ci? ci?. fi ci. fi %
(enrolled) y
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None 0 0 351 0 0 30.60%
1 1 179 179 179 15.61%
2-4 3 9 299 2691 897 26.07%
5-10 7 49 182 8918 1274 15.87%
11-15 13 169 136 22984 1768 11.86%
Total 1147 34772 4118 100.00%
s = fli —x?=4.17
Number of
fi=frequenc
MOOCs ci=center | ¢ ci?. fi G.fi %
(completed) U
None 0 0 480 0 0 41.85%
1 1 164 164 164 14.30%
2-4 3 9 280 2520 840 24.41%
5-10 7 49 121 5929 847 10.55%
11-15 13 169 102 17238 1326 8.89%
Total 1147 25851 3177 100.00%
Professional Experience
1. Current Job sector/Professional role
Table 64. Reported current job sector

Current Job Sector frequency percent

University 352 31%

K-12 Education 308 27%

Large (>100 people) for-profit company 76 7%

Small (<100 people) for-profit company 66 6%

Governmental Education Agency 66 6%
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College 64 6%
Self-employed 61 5%
Not-employed 45 4%
Large (>100 people) non-profit 27 2%
Small (<100 people) non-profit 24 2%
Other 58 5%
Total 1147 100%
Current Job Sector
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
University 352
K-12 Education 308
Large (>100 people) for-profit company 76
Small (<100 people) for-profit company 66
Governmental Education Agency 66
College 64
Self-employed 61
Not-employed 45
Large (>100 people) non-profit 27
Small (<100 people) non-profit 24
Figure 54. Current Job Sector
Table 65. Reported Job sector per Professional Role distribution
Professional Role
elLearning Higher School Others [Total
Job Sector
Professionals [Education [Teachers I ”
0
(IDs, eTutors) |Students
K12, Higher Education [174 90 370 156 790 68.87
Industry 105 3 12 68 193 16.83
Self Employed/Not 106 0.24
42 29 18 17
[Employed
Other 16 6 19 17 58 5.06
337 133 419 258
Total 1147
% 29.38 11.59 36.54 22.49

2. Years of experience
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Table 66. Distribution of participants per years involved in their professional role

Years involved in fi=frequenc
_ c=center | ¢ ci?. fi c. fi %
professional role y
1-5 3 9 499 4491 1497 43.50%
6-10 8 64 195 12480 1560 17.00%
11-20 15.5 240.25 | 315 75678.75 | 4882.5 27.46%
21-30 255 650.25 | 138 89734.5 3519 12.03%
Total 1147 182384.25 | 11458.5 | 100.00%
Table 67. Distribution of participants per years involved in field of Digital T & L
Years involved in fi=frequenc
. ci=center | c? ci?. fi ci.fi %
Digital T & L y
1-5 9 610 5490 1830 | 53.18%
6-10 64 277 17728 2216 | 24.15%
240.2
11-20
15.5 5 214 51413.5 3317 | 18.66%
650.2
21-30
25.5 5 46 29911.5 1173 | 4.01%
Total 1147 104543 8536 | 100.00%
Appendix 5.3 Motives
Goal in taking the course
Table 68. Distribution of participants per reported Goal in taking the course
Goal in taking the course frequency percent
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General curiosity

Just checking what this course is about

Bookmaking it as a learning resource

Other
Total

activities to earn a certificate of completion

Auditing, but intend to follow the course schedule

Interested in a small subset of course topics

Planning to follow the course schedule and complete all

757
115
66
63
47
45

Auditing, but do not intend to follow the course schedule 29

25
1147

66%
10%
6%
5%
4%
4%
3%
2%
100%

Reasons for taking the course
Table 69. Reasons for Enrolment

Average True and Very | Not Applicable

Reasons for taking the course rating true
f % f %

M2.1 For personal development. 4,22 879 76,6 15 1,3
M2.2 To extend my current knowledge | 4,41 977 85,1 25 2,2
of the topic
M2.3 To obtain a job-relevant| 2,95 424 36,9 60 5,2
qualification.
M2.4 It would be beneficial for my CV | 3,29 525 45,7 52 4,5
and future job applications.
M2.5 It is relevant to my academic field | 3,39 633 55,2 92 8,0
of study.
M26 It is relevant to my]| 2,69 429 37,4 166 14,5
college/university class.
M2.7 | was advised or ordered to take | 1,76 180 15,7 113 9,9
part in this course.
M2.8 General curiosity. 2,92 420 36,6 67 5,8

GRIT Score
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Table 70. Distribution of participants per GRIT score

GRIT
Valid 1147
Missing [0
Mean 3,64
Std. Deviation |,615

Self-Confidence

Table 71. Distribution of participants per reported confidence in learning the material

Confidence in the ability to learn the material (ConfAbility)Frequency Percent
1 11 1,0

2 74 6,5

3 350 30,5

4 546 47,6

5 166 14,5
Total 1147 100,0

Table 72. Distribution of participants per confidence in finishing the course on time

Confidence in finishing the course according to theFrequency Percent
anticipated time commitment as defined in the syllabus

(ConfTime)

1 12 1,0

2 78 6,8

3 347 30,3

4 470 41,0

5 240 20,9
Total 1147 100,0

Table 73. Mean confidence

|CoanbiIity ConfTime [Self-confidence
Valid 1147 1147 1147
I Missing |0 0 0
[Mean 3,68 3,74 3,7105
Std. Deviation |,833 ,900 ,72382
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Hours per week planning to spend in the course

Table 74. Distribution of participants per hours per week planning to spend in course

Hours per week (all
o ci=center | ¢ fi=frequency | c?. fi Gi. fi %
participants)
0-2 1 313 313 313 27.29%
3-4 3.5 12.25 | 484 5929 1694 | 42.20%
1182.
5-6 5.5 30.25 | 215 6503.75 |5 18.74%
7-8 7.5 56.25 | 92 5175 690 8.02%
8-10 9 81 43 3483 387 3.75%
21403.7 | 4266.
Total 1147 5 5 100.00%
Appendix 5.4 Initial EDL Competences
Table 75. Mean values for initial EDL competences level
D1S1a D1S2a D2S1a D2S2a D2S3a D2S4a
Valid 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
N Missing |0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 2,54 2,29 2,26 2,14 2,07 2,36
Std. Deviation 1,079 1,055 1,077 1,038 1,013 1,080
D3Sla D3S2a D4S1a D4S2a D4S3a D4S4a
1149 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
0 |0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 2,13 2,44 2,12 2,21 2,14 2,06
Std. Deviation
1,048 1,066 1,025 1,064 1,019 1,010
D5S1a D5S2a D6S1la D6S2a D6S3a
1149 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
0 |o 0 0 0 0
Mean 2,16 2,06 2,29 2,40 2,14
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Std. Deviation 1,027 1,020 1,097 1,124 1,074
Dla D2a D3a D4a D5a D6a
Valid 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
Missing |0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 2,41 2,21 2,29 2,13 2,11 2,27
Std. Deviation 1,016 ,954 ,982 ,963 ,999 1,024
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Appendix 6 - Key differences between participants’ targeted groups
in relation to their motives, self-confidence, GRIT and initial EDL

competence

Appendix 6.1 Demographics
Distribution of participants per age per targeted group
Table 76. Age per targeted group

|Professiona| Role Mean N Std. Deviation
elLearning Professionals|
41,46 337 9,621
(IDs, eTutors)
Higher Education|
29,27 133 0,122
Students
School Teachers 44,62 419 9,243
|others 39,13 258 9,696
Total 40,68 1147 10,510

Compare mean age per targeted group
Table 77. Comparison of mean age values among targeted groups

elLearning Professionals - HES | eLearning HES — School Teachers

Professionals — School

Teachers
Difference Sig. Difference | Sig. Difference | Sig.
Age 12,189 ,000 -3,156 ,000 -15,345 ,000

Appendix 6.2 General Background
Distribution of participants per years involved in their professional role

Table 78. Distribution of participants per years involved in professional role

7. How many years are

Professional role you involved in this frequency
role?
Academics/Researchers in ID and/or Online 1-5 67

Education/Training
6-10 15
11-20 28
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Education/Training

eLearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors)

eLearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors)

Experts with Experience in EDL

Experts with Experience in EDL

Higher Education Students

Higher Education Students

Managers in (Online) Education/Training

Managers in (Online) Education/Training

Others

Others

School Teachers

School Teachers

Academics/Researchers in ID and/or

21+

Total

1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total

114

181
89
56
11
337
19
13

42
113
13

133
35
16
15

69
20

33
64
42
200
113
418
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Grand Total

1147

Years in Professional Role: Mean value and Standard Deviation per Professional Role

Table 79. Years in Professional Role: Mean value and Standard Deviation per Professional Role

Years in Professional Role: Mean value and Standard Deviation per Professional Role

A. elearning Professionals:ci=center:ci2 fi=frequency ci2. fi ci.fi %

(IDs, eTutors)

1-5 3 9 181 1629 543  153.71%

6-10 8 64 89 5696 712 126.41%

11-20 15.5 240.25:56 13454 868 116.62%

21-30 25.5 650.25:11 7152.75 1280.5 :3.26%

Total 337 27931.75 :2403.5:100.00%

Mean

Std Deviation

B. Higher Education Students :ci=center :ci2 fi=frequency i ci2. fi ci.fi %

1-5 3 9 113 1017 339 184.96%

6-10 8 64 13 832 104 9.77%

11-20 15.5 240.254 961 62 3.01%

21-30 25.5 650.25:3 1950.75 76.5 2.26%

Total 133 4760.75 :581.5 :100.00%
. C

Mean X = ngi - =4.37

Std Deviation

C. School Teachers ci=center:ci2 fi=frequencyci2. fi ci.fi %

1-5 3 9 64 576 192 115.27%

6-10 8 64 42 2688 336 110.02%

11-20 15.5 240.25:200 48050 3100 :47.73%

21-30 25.5 650.25:113 73478.25 :2881.5:26.97%

Total 419 124792.25:6509.5:100.00%
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Mean

Std Deviation

Distribution of participants per years involved in their professional role
Table 80. Distribution of participants per years involved in their professional role

Professional role

Academics/Researchers in ID and/or Online
Education/Training

Academics/Researchers in ID and/or Online
Education/Training

elearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors)

elLearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors)

Experts with Experience in EDL

Experts with Experience in EDL

Higher Education Students

Higher Education Students

Managers in (Online) Education/Training

Years involved in Digital T &

L?
1-5

6-10
11-20
21+

Total

1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20

frequency

61
27
21

114

162
87
79

337
26
10

42
115
13

133
35
13
18
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Others

Others

School Teachers

School Teachers

Grand Total

Managers in (Online) Education/Training

21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total
1-5
6-10
11-20
21+
Total

69
26
33

33
85
419
26
123
418
1147

Years in Digital Teaching and Learning: Mean value and Standard Deviation per Professional

Role

Table 81. Years in Digital Teaching and Learning: Mean value and Standard Deviation per Professional

Role

eLearning Professionals ci=center :ci2 fi=frequency ci2. fi ci.fi %

1-5 3 9 162 1458 486 48.07%

6-10 8 64 87 5568 696 25.82%

11-20 15.5 240.25 |79 18979.75 :11224.5 123.44%

21-30 25.5 650.25 |9 5852.25 :229.5 :2.67%

Total 337 31858 2636 100.00%
.

Mean X = Z{:lfi - =7.82

Std Deviation

Higher Education Students :ci=center :ci2 fi=frequency :ci2. fi ci.fi %

1-5 3 9 115 1035 345 86.47%

6-10 8 64 13 832 104 9.77%

11-20 15.5 240.25 4 961 62 3.01%

21-30 25.5 650.25 |1 650.25 255 (0.75%

200



Total 133 3478.25 :536.5 :100.00%
P C
X = Lfic_ 4.03
Mean X fi
.. C'
S
Std Deviation n
School Teachers ci=center :ci2 fi=frequency ci2. fi ci.fi %
1-5 3 9 185 1665 555 44.15%
6-10 8 64 123 7872 984 29.36%
11-20 15.5 240.25 i85 20421.25 i1317.5 120.29%
21-30 25.5 650.25 26 16906.5 :663 6.21%
Total 419 46864.75 13519.5 1 100.00%
.o C
X = Lfici_ 8.40
Mean X fi
Std Deviation
Appendix 6.3 Motives
Goal in taking the course
Table 82. Goal in taking the course per targeted group
Professional Role
eLearning Higher Education(School
Professionals Students Teachers Total
(IDs, eTutors)
Planning to follow|
the course schedule
and complete all
- 211 62,61% [85  [63,91% [317 [75,66% |758
activities to earn a
|Goal certificate of
completion
Auditing, but intend]
to follow the course|37 10,98% (10 7,52% 26 16,21% 115
schedule
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Auditing, but do not|
intend to follow thell5 4,45% 5 3,76% 1 0,24% 29
course schedule
Bookmaking it as a]
) 14 4,15% 2 1,50% 21 |5,01% 45
learning resource
Interested in a smalll
subset of course|l6 4,75% 9 6,77% 10 [2,39% 47
topics
Just checking what]
] ) 23 6,82% 11 8,27% 16 [3,82% 63
this course is about
General curiosity 13 3,86% 9 6,77% 22 [5,25% 66
Other 8 2,37% 2 1,50% 6 1,43% 24
Total 337 [100,00% (133 |100,00% (419 |100,00% (1147
Reasons for Enrolment
Mean values per targeted group
Table 83. Mean values for reasons for enrolment per professional group
|Professiona| Role M2.1 [M2.2 |M2.3 [(M2.4 |M2.5 [M2.6 [M2.7 [M2.8 [MOT
Mean 4,26 4,43 (2,95 [3,25 3,04 (2,31 [1,50 [2,97 |3,0894
elLearning
] N 337 337 (337 337 337 [337 |337 [337 [337
Professionals
Std.
(IDs, eTutors) o 1,070 1,001 |1,573 (1,506 |1,815 |1,819 (1,254 |1,559 |, 76366
Deviation
High Mean 3,87 4,30 (3,33 3,50 [3,80 [3,36 [2,56 (2,81 |3,4408
igher
& ) N 133 133 |133 (133 133 133 (133 133 133
Education std
Students T 1,144 11,000 |1,391 (1,480 [1,418 |1,760 (1,725 (1,388 |,76292
Deviation
Mean 4,34 (4,41 2,90 3,39 [3,42 2,77 [1,67 2,76 [3,2058
School N 419 (419 419 419 ({419 419 (419 419 419
Teachers Std.
o 1,060 |1,133 1,513 (1,388 1,472 1,625 |1,349 |1,484 (76044
Deviation
Mean 4,16 (4,44 2,86 (3,07 [3,59 2,71 (1,84 |3,18 [3,2311
N 258 258 [258 [258 258 [258 [258 [258 (258
|Others std
o 1,093 949 1,555 (1,497 11,578 (1,777 [1,540 |1,563 (79077
Deviation
- Mean 4,22 14,41 2,95 3,29 3,39 (2,69 [1,76 [2,92 |3,2046
ota
N 1147 (1147 (1147 (1147 1147 (1147 1147 (1147 (1147
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SDt:\;iation 1,088 (1,040 (1,531 (1,464 (1,616 (1,760 (1,448 |[1,521 | 77441
Compare Reasons for enrolment per targeted group
Table 84. Difference in reasons for enrolment between targeted groups
ANOVA
Sum of{df Mean Square |F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups|23,113 3 7,704 6,601 ,000
IM2.1  Within Groups |1334,081 1143 1,167
Total 1357,194 1146
Between Groups|2,039 3 ,680 ,628 ,597
IM2.2  Within Groups |1237,372 1143 1,083
Total 1239,411 1146
Between Groups|22,678 3 7,559 3,242 ,021
IM2.3  Within Groups |2664,965 1143 2,332
Total 2687,643 1146
Between Groups|23,153 3 7,718 3,626 ,013
IM2.4  Within Groups |2433,051 1143 2,129
Total 2456,204 1146
Between Groups|73,904 3 24,635 9,646 ,000
IM2.5 Within Groups [2919,114 1143 2,554
Total 2993,018 1146
Between Groups|112,448 3 37,483 12,469 |000
[IM2.6 Within Groups |3435,813 1143 3,006
Total 3548,262 1146
Between Groups|111,369 3 37,123 18,520 |[000
IM2.7 Within Groups |2291,074 1143 2,004
Total 2402,443 1146
Between Groups|30,581 3 10,194 4,448 ,004
IM2.8 Within Groups |2619,513 1143 2,292
Total 2650,094 1146
Compare means of reasons for enrolment per targeted group
Table 85. Reasons for enrolment mean rating difference between targeted groups
Reasons eLearning Professionals- ) ) Higher Education
for Higher Education eLearning Professionals- Students - School
Enrolment Students School Teachers Teachers

203



Mean Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2-
Difference tailed) Difference tailed) Difference tailed)
M2.1 ,386 ,001 No significant difference -,464 ,000
M2.2 No significant difference
M2.3 -,378 ,016 No significant difference ,433 ,003
M2.4 No significant difference
M2.5 -,755 ,000 -,376 ,002 -,379 ,009
M2.6 -1,055 ,000 -,465 ,000 ,590 ,000
M2.7 -1,052 ,000 No significant difference ,883 ,000
M2.8 No significant difference
Mean values of internal/external motives per targeted group
Table 86. Mean values for internal/external motives per targeted group
[Profrole INT EXT [vot
Mean 3,4024 [2,5678 |3,0894
eLearning Professionals
337 337 337
(IDs, eTutors)
Std. Deviation|,83765 |1,06071 |76366
. . Mean 3,6286 [3,1278 |3,4408
|Higher Education
N 133 133 133
Students o
Std. Deviation|,82504 |1,09539 |,76292
Mean 3,5379 [2,6523 [3,2058
School Teachers N 419 419 419
Std. Deviation|, 78647 [1,05096 | 76044
Mean 3,6163 [2,5891 [3,2311
|Others N 258 258 258
Std. Deviation|,85066 |1,18829 | 79077
Mean 3,5262 [2,6684 |3,2046
Total N 1147 1147 1147
Std. Deviation|,82439 |1,10299 | 77441

INT: Internal Motives = (M2.1 + M2.2 + M2.5 + M2.6 + M2.8)/5

EXT: External Motives = (M2.3 + M2.4 + M2.7)/3

MOT: Motives = (M2.1+M2.2+M2.3+M2.4+M2.5+M2.6+M2.7+M2.8)/8

Compare means of internal and external motives for enrolment per targeted group
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Table 87. Mean differences for Internal and External motives for enrolment per targeted group

elearning elearning Higher Education
Professionals-Higher Professionals-School Students -  School
Education Students Teachers Teachers
Mean Sig.  (2- Mean Sig.  (2- Mean Sig.  (2-
Difference tailed) Difference tailed) Difference tailed)
INT .
No significant
Internal -,22620 ,008 -,13557 ,022 :
) difference
motives
EXT L
No significant
External -,56006 ,000 . ,47547 ,000
) difference
Motives
MOT
) -,35140 ,000 -,11646 ,037 ,23494 ,002
Motives
GRIT Score

GRIT Score per targeted group
Table 88. GRIT score per targeted group

|ProfessionaIRoIe G6.1 |G6.2 |G6.3 |G6.4 |G6.5 [G6.6 [G6.7 [G6.8 |GRIT
Mean 2,96 [3,49 13,43 4,17 3,44 3,55 (3,68 [3,93 [3,5823
elLearning
] 337 (337 (337 337 337 337 337 337 |337
Professionals
Std.
(IDs, eTutors) o 1,064 |1,021 974 |890 |944 (1,090 |1,004 |[,943 [58637
Deviation
High Mean 3,06 3,35 (3,35 3,98 3,36 3,35 3,74 3,72 |3,4887
igher
& ) N 133 133 133 133 133 (133 (133 (133 (133
Education std
Students '_ ] 1,010 (1,046 (985 |[887 1,003 |1,088 |,984 [1,018 (56207
Deviation
Mean 3,30 [3,65 3,59 4,23 |3,74 3,86 (4,00 (4,05 |3,8031
School N 419 1419 1419 (419 [419 (419 (419 |419 |419
Teachers Std.
o 1,107 (1,039 (1,002 880 |961 1,018 |,988 |[967 (64265
Deviation
Mean 2,98 3,45 13,44 13,99 |3,40 3,58 [3,72 (3,83 (3,5480
N 258 [258 [258 [|258 258 |258 [258 [258 (258
|Others std
T 1,009 (982 [974 938 |975 1,049 |,918 |[961 (57874
Deviation
- Mean 3,10 [3,52 3,48 14,13 3,53 3,64 [3,81 (3,93 (3,6444
ota
N 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 (1147 (1147 (1147 (1147
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Std.
o 1,072 (1,026 (988 [902 [976 [1,068 [987 |970 |61498
Deviation
Compare means of GRIT score per targeted group
Table 89. Difference in mean GRIT score per targeted group
elearning Professionals- elearning Higher Education
Higher Education Professionals-School Students -  School
Students Teachers Teachers
GRIT
. Mean . .
Mean Sig. (2- . Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2-
) ] Differenc ] . i
Difference tailed) tailed) Difference tailed)
e
GRIT score No significant difference -,22076 ,000 -,31438 ,000
Self-Confidence
Self-confidence per targeted group
Table 90. Self-confidence per targeted group
[Professional Role [confAbiliticonfTime [Self-
y Confiden
ce
Mean 3,81 3,69 3,7507
eLearning Professionals
337 337 337
(IDs, eTutors)
Std. Deviation|,823 ,948 ,71248
) . Mean 3,33 3,59 3,4624
|Higher Education
N 133 133 133
Students o
Std. Deviation|,868 ,930 ,78002
Mean 3,64 3,96 3,7995
School Teachers N 419 419 419
Std. Deviation],798 ,784 ,68066
Mean 3,76 3,52 3,6415
|Others N 258 258 258
Std. Deviation|,830 ,926 ,74486
Mean 3,68 3,74 3,7105
Total N 1147 1147 1147
Std. Deviation|,833 ,900 ,72382

Confidence in ability to learn the material (CONF1),
Confidence in completing the course on time (CONF2)
Overall confidence (CONF=(CONF1+CONF2)/2)
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Compare self-confidence per targeted group

Table 91. Difference in self-confidence per targeted group

ANOVA
Sum of{df Mean Square |F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups|24,158 3 8,053 11,943 |000
ConfAbil
|'t Within Groups 770,691 1143 ,674
iy
Total 794,849 1146
. Between Groups|35,489 3 11,830 15,132 |000
ConfTim
| Within Groups 893,567 1143 ,782
Total 929,057 1146
Self- Between Groups|13,282 3 4,427 8,619 ,000
confiden Within Groups 587,120 1143 ,514
ce Total 600,402 1146

Compare means of self-confidence between targeted groups

Table 92.Compare means of self-confidence between targeted groups

elLearning Professionals Higher Education School Teachers
(IDs, eTutors) Students
Mean Sig. (2- Mean Sig. (2- Mean (2-
Difference tailed) Difference tailed) Difference tailed)
ConfAbility .479 .000 .108 .005 -.311 .000
ConfTime  Not significant -.266 .000 -.363 .000
Self- .28834 .000 Not significant -.33712 .000
confidence
Hours per week planning to spend in the course per targeted group
Table 93. Distribution of hours per week planning to spend in course for eLearning professionals
Hours per week
) fi=frequenc
(eLearning ci=center | c? ci?. fi G.fi %
Professionals) i
0-2 1 1 112 112 112 33.23%
3-4 3.5 12.25 | 133 1629.25 465.5 | 39.47%
5-6 5.5 30.25 | 60 1815 330 17.80%
7-8 7.5 56.25 | 19 1068.75 142.5 | 5.64%
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8-10

81

1053

117

3.86%

Total

5678

1167

100.00%

Table 94. Distribution of hours per week planning to spend in course for Higher Education Students

Hours per week
) ] fi=frequenc
(Higher Education | ci=center | ¢ ci?. fi G %
Students) y
0-2 1 1 29 29 29 21.80%
34 35 12.25 |57 698.25 199.5 | 42.86%
5-6 5.5 30.25 | 21 635.25 115.5 | 15.79%
7-8 7.5 56.25 | 17 956.25 127.5 | 12.78%
8-10 9 81 9 729 81 6.77%
Total 133 3047.75 552.5 | 100.00%
Table 95. Distribution of hours per week planning to spend in course for School Teachers
Hours per week 5 fi=frequenc 5
ci=center | ¢ ¢t fi G.fi %
(School Teachers) y
0-2 1 1 76 76 76 18.14%
34 35 12.25 | 194 2376.5 679 46.30%
5-6 5.5 30.25 | 94 2843.5 517 22.43%
7-8 7.5 56.25 | 42 2362.5 315 10.02%
8-10 9 81 13 1053 117 3.10%
Total 419 8711.5 1704 | 100.00%
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Compare mean hours per week planning to spend in the course per targeted group

Table 96. Compare mean hours per week planning to spend in the course per targeted group

Targeted group n

elLearning 337
Professional

Higher Education 133
Students

School Teachers 419
All participants 1147

Mean

week
3.36

4.15

4.07
3.72

Standard Deviation

2.20

2.38

2.06
2.20
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Appendix 6.4 Initial EDL competence level per targeted group

Table 97. Initial EDL competence level per targeted group

|Professiona| Role [D1la D2a D3a D4a D5a D6a InitEDL
eLearningMean 2,4377 [2,1788 (2,2834 |2,1283 [2,1929 [2,3610 |2,2637
Professio N 337 337 337 337 337 337 337
nals (IDs,Std.
. ]1,02381 |91436 |95616 [97649 |1,03144 (1,04901 (86322
eTutors) Deviation
High Mean 2,2143 [2,0357 (2,1880 |2,0714 [1,9211 [2,0952 |2,0876
igher
& ) 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Education
Students . 1,90094 90827 |95664 [91420 |,89367 90227 |[79342
Deviation
Mean 2,3496 [2,1748 (2,1981 [|2,0316 ([2,0072 [2,1424 |2,1506
School N 419 419 419 419 419 419 419
Teachers Std.
196658 92206 |,91317 [89492 95406 [1,00959 (85684
Deviation
Mean 2,5969 [2,3818 [2,4845 |2,3362 [2,2636 [2,4651 |2,4214
258 258 258 258 258 258 258
|Others std
" |1,10987 [1,05241 [1,10524 |[1,04754 [1,04858 [1,03624 (95682
Deviation
Mean 2,4154 [2,2064 [2,2864 |2,1332 [2,1094 [2,2738 |2,2374
1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
Total
Std.
~ . J1,01571 (95369 |98202 |96309 [99892 |1,02444 |88162
Deviation
Table 98. Mean EDL competence level per EDL Dimension per professional role
Professional Role N Mean Std. Deviation|Std. Error]
Mean
elearning Professionals
337 2,4377 ]1,02381 ,05577
(IDs, eTutors)
ID1a
Higher Education|
133 2,2143  |,90094 ,07812
Students
elearning Professionals
D2a 337 2,1788 ],91436 ,04981
(IDs, eTutors)
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ID3a

ID4a

ID5a

ID6a

|InitEDL

Higher Education
Students

elearning Professionals
(IDs, eTutors)

Higher Education
Students

elearning Professionals
(IDs, eTutors)

Higher Education
Students

elearning Professionals
(IDs, eTutors)

Higher Education
Students

elearning Professionals
(IDs, eTutors)

Higher Education
Students

elearning Professionals
(IDs, eTutors)

Higher Education
Students

I
133

337

133

337

133

337

133

337

133

337

133

2,0357

2,2834

2,1880

2,1283

2,0714

2,1929

1,9211

2,3610

2,0952

2,2637

2,0876

,90827

,95616

,95664

,97649

,91420

1,03144

,89367

1,04901

,90227

,86322

,79342

,07876

,05209

,08295

,05319

,07927

,05619

,07749

,05714

,07824

,04702

,06880

Table 99. Compare mean EDL level per professional role (eLearning Professionals - HE Students)

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test forjt-test for Equality of Means
eLearning Equality of
Professionals (IDs|Variances
eTutors) F Sig. t df |Sig. (2-Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
Higher Education| tailed) |Differen|Error (Interval of the
Students ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower |Upper

Equal
ID1a variances 3,805 |052 2,202/468 |028 |,22340 (10145 |02405 |42275

assumed

211



Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID2a

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID3a

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID4a

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID5a

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID6a

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal

variances

InitE assumed
DL Equal
variances

assumed

not|

not

not|

not

not

not

not

,585

,250

,606

3,412

3,728

1,151

445

,618

,437

,065

,054

,284

2,327

1,531

1,535

,974

,974

,579

,596

2,669

2,840

2,570

2,743

2,037

2,113

272,9
78

468

243,4
13

468

241,8
37

468

257,1
51

468

277,1
79

468

279,1
37

468

261,6
97

,021

,126

,126

,330

,331

,563

,552

,008

,005

,010

,006

,042

,036

,22340

,14307

,14307

,09541

,09541

,05691

,05691

,27183

,27183

,26579

,26579

17607

,17607

,09599

,09346

,09319

,09793

,09795

,09824

,09546

,10184

,09572

,10340

,09688

,08644

,08333

,03443

-,04058

-,04048

-,09702

-,09753

-,13613

-,13108

,07170

,08340

,06260

,07508

,00621

,01198

,41237

,32672

,32662

, 28784

,28835

,24995

,24490

,47195

,46025

,46898

,45650

,34593

,34016
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Table 100. Compare mean EDL level per professional role (eLearning Professionals - School Teachers)

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test forjt-test for Equality of Means
. Equality off
eLearning Variances
Professionals (IDs, - - -
F Sig. t df  [Sig. (2-|Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
eTutors) ] )
tailed) |Differen|Error |Interval of the
School Teachers i )
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances ,650 ,420 1,212{754 |,226  |,08804 (07262 |,05452 (23061
assumed
ID1a
Equal
) 700,8
variances not 1,205 g6 ,229  |,08804 |,07308 |,05543 23152
assumed
Equal
variances ,000 ,999 ,059 (754 |[953 [00396 (06722 |,12799 |,13592
assumed
ID2a
Equal
) 722,1
variances not ,059 03 ,953 ,00396 |,06716 [,12788 |,13581
assumed
Equal
variances ,263 ,608 1,250(754 |,212 |,08529 |06824 |,04867 |,21925
assumed
ID3a
Equal
. 704,8
variances not 1,24474 ,214 ,08529 |,06858 [,04935 [,21994
assumed
Equal
variances 2,589 |[108 1,418(754 |,157 |,09672 (06821 [,03718 [,23061
assumed
ID4a
Equal
. 690,1
variances not] 1,405 24 ,161  [,09672 |[,06885 [-,03847 (,23190
assumed
Equal
ID5a variances 2,532 |112 2,566(754 |010 18572 |07239 |[04361 (32782
assumed
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Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID6a
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
InitE assumed
DL Equal
variances

assumed

not

not|

not|

,327

,003

,567

,959

2,544

2,908

2,896

1,797

1,796

693,5
46

754

707,4
85

754

717,3
98

,011

,004

,004

,073

,073

,18572

,21863

,21863

,11306

,11306

,07300

,07517

,07549

,06290

,06296

,04239

,07106

,07042

-,01043

-,01054

,32905

,36620

,36683

,23655

,23666

Table 101. Compare mean EDL level per professional role (HE Students - School Teachers)

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test forjt-test for Equality of Means
Equality off
|Higher Education|Variances
Students F Sig. t df  [Sig. (2-|{Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
School Teachers tailed) |Differen|Error |Interval of the
ce Differen[Difference
ce Lower |Upper

Equal

variances 2,380 [124 1430550 ,153  |,13536 |,09467 [,32132 |,05061

assumed ’
ID1a

Equal

) - 236,1
variances not ,139  |,13536 |,09128 },31519 |,04448
1,483(23

assumed

Equal

variances ,596 ,440 1521550 ,129 -,13911 |,09144 [,31872 |,04051

assumed ’
ID2a

Equal

) - 224,8
variances not ,127 -,13911 |,09073 [,31789 |,03968
1,53391
assumed
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Equal
variances
assumed
ID3a
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID4a
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID5a
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
ID6a
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
InitE assumed
DL Equal
variances

assumed

not

not|

not

not

not

,891

,141

,582

2,643

1,353

,346

,707

446

,105

,245

-,110

-,107

445

440

-,920

-,952

-,481

-,510

-,752

-,782

550

213,7
52

550

218,1
41

550

235,0
69

550

245,5
23

550

237,5
42

,912

,915

,657

,661

,358

,342

,631

,611

,452

,435

-,01012

-,01012

,03981

,03981

-,08611

-,08611

-,04716

-,04716

-,06301

-,06301

,09194

,09419

,08953

,09053

,09355

,09043

,09802

,09249

,08381

,08053

-,19072

-,19577

-,13606

-,13862

-,26986

-,26426

-,23971

-,22933

-,22763

-,22166

,17048

,17553

,21567

,21823

,09765

,09205

,14538

,13500

,10161

,09564
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Appendix 7 — Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related
to the course completion

Appendix 7.1 Profile of Participants that completed the course

a. Participants that completed the course per Age
Table 102. Distribution of Age for participants that completed the course

Age of participants that completed the

course
Valid 235
N
Missing |0
Mean 37,78
Median 39,00
Mode 22
Std. Deviation 11,386
Variance 129,643
25 27,00
|[Percentiles 50 39,00
75 47,00

Compare means between the Age of participants who completed the course and participants
who dropped the course

Table 103. Mean values of age between participants

Age
Completed |Mean N Std. Deviation
No 41,42  [912 10,145
Yes 37,78 235 11,386
otal 40,68 1147 10,510

Table 104. Compare of mean age between participants who completed and those who dropped the

course

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test forft-test for Equality of Means
Equality of]
Variances
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IF Sig. t df [Sig. (2-|Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) |Differen|Error  [Interval of the
ce Differen |Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances 9,596 |,002 4,784(1145 {,000 3,643 |,762 2,149 [5,138
assumed
Age
Equal
) 335,9
variances not 4,46923 ,000 (3,643 |,815 2,040 |5,247
assumed

b. Distribution of participants that completed the course per Gender

Table 105. Distribution of participants that completed the course per Gender

Gender IN Completed Completion Rate
| prefer not to answer 30 6 20%
Female 640 141 22%
Male 177 88 18%
otal 1147  [235 20%

c. Geographical distribution of participants that completed the course

Figure 55. Geographical distribution of participants that completed the

course (World map)

Geographical distribution of participants that completed the course
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Table 106. Geographical distribution of participants that completed the course

Country Frequency Percent
1. Greece 126 53.62%
2. Germany 71 30.21%
3. Ireland 8 3.40%
4. Italy 3 1.28%
5. United Kingdom 2 0.85%
6. Turkey 2 0.85%
7. Brazil 2 0.85%
8. Austria 2 0.85%
9. Ukraine 1 0.43%
10. Uganda 1 0.43%
11. Thailand 1 0.43%
12. Switzerland 1 0.43%
13. Sudan 1 0.43%
14. Spain 1 0.43%
15. Serbia 1 0.43%
16. Philippines 1 0.43%
17. Pakistan 1 0.43%
18. Luxembourg 1 0.43%
19. Lithuania 1 0.43%
20. Lebanon 1 0.43%
21. India 1 0.43%
22. France 1 0.43%
23. Faroe Islands 1 0.43%
24, Denmark 1 0.43%
25. Croatia 1 0.43%
26. Canada 1 0.43%
27. Australia 1 0.43%

Grand Total 235 100.00%

d. Distribution of participants that completed the course per highest level of Education
Table 107. Distribution of participants that completed the course per highest level of Education

|Highest Education Level |N Completed Completion Rate
|Doctora| Degree (e.g., PhD, EdD) |193 31 16%
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Master’s Degree (e.g., MA, MS, MSc, MEng,
MEd, MSW, MBA)
Bachelor’s degree (e.g., BSc, BA, AB, BS, BPS)
Associate degree - academic program
Professional School Degree (e.g., JD, MD, DDS,
DVM, LLB)
High School Diploma (or equivalent)
Other

otal

600

195
28

20

106

48

38

235

18%

25%
21%

15%

44%
12%
20%

e. Participants that completed the course per Job Sector

Table 108. Participants that completed the course per Job Sector

Job Sector N Completed Completion Rate
K12, Higher Education 790 168 21%
Industry 193 29 15%
Self Employed/Not Employed 106 25 24%
|Other 58 13 22%
Total 1147 235 20%

f. Distribution of participants that completed the course per years involved in their

professional role

Table 109. Distribution of participants that completed the course per years involved in their

professional role

Completion rates per Years of Experience in Professional Role

Years involved in fi=frequenc

_ ci=center | ¢ ci?. fi G. fi %
professional role y
1-5 3 9 105 945 315 44.68%
6-10 8 64 32 2048 256 13.62%
11-20 15.5 17778.5 1147 31.49%
21-30 25.5 15606 612 10.21%
Total 36377.5 2330 100.00%

—x%2=7.52
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Table 110. Completion rates per Years of Experience in Professional Role

YoEinPR N |Comp|eted ICompletion
Rate

1-5 499 105 21%

|e-10 195 32 16%

11-20 315 74 23%

21+ 138 24 17%

Total 1147 235 205

g. Distribution of participants that completed the course per years involved in field of

Digital T& L

Table 111. Distribution of participants that completed the course per years involved in field of Digital

T&L
Years involved in fi=frequenc
- ci=center | ¢ ci?. fi Gi. fi %
Digital T & L Y
1-5 9 145 1305 435 61.70%
6-10 64 48 3072 384 20.43%
240.2
11-20
15.5 5 38 9129.5 589 16.17%
650.2
21-30
25.5 5 4 2601 102 1.70%
Total 235 16107.5 1510 | 100.00%

Completion rates per Years of Experience in Digital T & L

Table 112. Completion rates per Years of Experience in Digital T & L

YoEinDTL |N |Comp|eted |Comp|etion Rate
1-5 |10 145 24%
le-10 277 48 17%
11-20 214 38 18%
21+ 46 4 09%
Total 1147 235 20%
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h. Compare means of English Proficiency between participants that completed the

course and those that dropped it.

Table 113. Compare means of English Proficiency between participants that completed the course and
those that dropped it.

Group Statistics

Completed [N Mean Std. Deviation |Std. Error Mean
912 4,04 ,925 ,031
EnglProf
Yes 235 3,91 ,927 ,060

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test forft-test for Equality of Means
Equality of
Variances
IF Sig. t df [Sig. (2-Mean |[Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) |Differen|Error |Interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower |Upper
Equal
variances ,120 ,729 1,952/1145 |,051 ,132 ,068 -,001 |,265
EnglPassumed
rof Equal
variances not 1,949 363'2,052 ,132 ,068 -,001  |,265
assumed 80

i. Compare means of Comfort with Technology between participants that completed

the course and those that dropped it.

Table 114. Compare means of Comfort with Technology between participants that completed the

course and those that dropped it

Group Statistics

Completed [N Mean Std. Deviation |Std. Error Mean
Comfort No 912 4,33 ,796 ,026
with

Yes 235 4,13 ,863 ,056
Technology

Independent Samples Test
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Levene's Test forjt-test for Equality of Means

Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t df |Sig. (2{Mean |[Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) |Differen|Error [Interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper

Equal
variances ,000 ,996 3,472|11145 |,001 (206 ,059 ,089 ,322
ComfTassumed

ech Equal
343,5
variances not| 3,31057 ,001  |,206 ,062 ,083 ,328
assumed

j.  MOOCs enrolled

Table 115. Mean number of MOOCs enrolled among participants that completed the course

Number of

fi=frequenc
MOOCs ci=center | ci? ci?. fi G.fi %
(enrolled) i
None 0 0 97 0 0 41.28%
1 1 38 38 38 16.17%
2-4 3 9 51 459 153 21.70%
5-10 7 49 27 1323 189 11.49%
11-15 13 169 22 3718 286 9.36%
Total 235 5538 666 100.00%

k. MOOCs completed
Table 116. Mean number of MOOCs completed among participants that completed the course

Number of

fi=frequenc
MOOCs ci=center | ¢ ci2. fi c.fi %
(completed) Y
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None 0 0 119 0 0 50.64%
1 1 30 30 30 12.77%
2-4 3 9 46 414 138 19.57%
5-10 7 49 21 1029 147 8.94%
11-15 13 169 19 3211 247 8.09%
Total 235 4684 562 100.00%
X
s = L %2=1377

Appendix 7.2 Participants that completed the course per Professional Role

Table 117. Participants that completed the course per Professional Role

Professional Role

eTutors)

School Teachers
Others
Total

elearning Professionals

Higher Education Students

Dropped

(IDs,
297

85

317
213
912

Completed Total
40 337
48 133
102 419
45 258
235 1147

Completion Rate

11,87%

36,10%

24,34%
17,44%

Table 118. Mean differences in completion rate between eLearning Professionals and HE students

Group Statistics

Professional fRole N Mean Std. Deviation [Std. Error Meanl|
elLearning  Professionals
337 ,12 ,324 ,018
[completed (IDs, eTutors)
Higher Education Students|133 ,36 ,482 ,042

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test forft-test for Equality of Means

Equality off

\Variances
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F Sig. t df [Sig. (2-|Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) [Differen|Error [Interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances 123,984/,000 6302468 ,000 [,242 |038 -,318 |,167
Compl assumed '
eted Equal
) - 180,9
variances not ,000 -,242 045 -,332 |,153
5,338|70
assumed

Table 119. Mean differences in completion rate between eLearning Professionals and School Teachers

Group Statistics

ProfRole IN Mean Std. Deviation [Std. Error Mean|
elearning  Professionals
337 ,12 ,324 ,018
[completed (IDs, eTutors)
School Teachers 419 ,24 ,430 ,021
Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test fort-test for Equality of Means
Equality off
Variances
F Sig. t df [Sig. (2-Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) [Differen(Error [Interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances 87,371 (,000 4415754 ,000 |,125 [028 -,180 |,069
Compl assumed '
eted Equal
) - 750,9
variances not| ,000 -,125 027 -,179 |,071
4,549|66
assumed

Table 120. Mean differences in completion rate between HE students and School Teachers

Group Statistics

ProfRole

IN

|Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Meanl

Completed Higher Education Students|133

|,36

,482

042 |
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School Teachers

|419

|,24

|,430

,021

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test fort-test for Equality of Means
Equality off
Variances
F Sig. t df [Sig. (2-Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) [DifferenfError [Interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances 21,141 |,000 2,665(550 |008 117 |044 |[031 ,204
Compl assumed
eted Equal
variances not 2,511202'8,013 ,117 ,047 ,025 ,210
assumed 89

Appendix 7.3 Relationship between participants’ characteristics and course

completion

a. Reasons for enrolment

Table 121. Mean rating per Reason for Enrolment between participants who completed the MOOC

and those who dropped

Report
|Comp|eted IM2.1 [M2.2 [M2.3 [M2.4 |m2.5 [M2.6 IM2.7 [M2.8 [INT EXT [MOT
3,185
Mean 4,22 14,40 2,94 13,23 3,39 [2,66 1,70 2,95 3,52482,61880
INo N 912 [912 [912 912 [912 [912 912 912 [912 [912 912
Std. 1,1104{7787
. 11,084 11,045 |1,549 1,493 (1,622 |1,751 11,397 [1,523 (82443
Deviation 5 4
3,280
Mean 4,21 4,45 3,03 3,52 3,40 [2,80 (2,03 (2,80 3,53192,86103
Yes N 235 235 235 (235 235 235 235 235 235 235 (235
Std. 1,0539(,7542
1,107 (1,021 [1,460 (1,322 [1,597 [1,792 [1,606 [1,507 |,82594
Deviation 0 2
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Mean 4,22 14,41 (2,95
Tota
| N 1147 1147 1147
Std.
.. |1,088 [1,040 [1,531
Deviation

3,29 [3,39

1147 (1147

1,464 (1,616

2,69 1,76

1147 (1147

1,760 |1,448

2,92
1147

1,521

3,5262

1147

,82439
9

2,6684
6

1147
1,1029

3,204

1147
,7744

Table 122. Difference in mean rating per Reason for Enrolment for participants who completed the

MOOC between targeted groups

ANOVA
Sum ofldf Mean Square |F Sig.
Squares

Between Groups|,043 1 ,043 ,036 ,849
IM2.1  Within Groups |1357,151 1145 1,185

Total 1357,194 1146

Between Groups|,406 1 ,406 ,375 ,541
IM2.2  Within Groups }1239,005 1145 1,082

Total 1239,411 1146

Between Groups|1,668 1 1,668 ,711 ,399
IM2.3  Within Groups |2685,975 1145 2,346

Total 2687,643 1146

Between Groups|16,071 1 16,071 7,541 ,006
IM2.4  Within Groups |2440,133 1145 2,131

Total 2456,204 1146

Between Groups|,055 1 ,055 ,021 ,884
[IM2.5 Within Groups ]2992,963 1145 2,614

Total 2993,018 1146

Between Groups|3,715 1 3,715 1,200 ,274
IM2.6 Within Groups [|3544,546 1145 3,096

Total 3548,262 1146

Between Groups|21,456 1 21,456 10,318 [001
IM2.7 Within Groups ]2380,986 1145 2,079

Total 2402,443 1146

Between Groupsj4,428 1 4,428 1,917 ,167
IM2.8 Within Groups |2645,666 1145 2,311

Total 2650,094 1146
INT Between Groups|,010 1 ,010 ,014 ,906

Within Groups 778,831 1145 ,680
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Total 778,840 1146
Between Groups|10,962 1
[EXT  Within Groups |1383,257 1145
Total 1394,219 1146
Between Groups|1,697 1
IMOT W.ithin Groups 685,575 1145
Total 687,272 1146

10,962
1,208

1,697
,599

9,073

2,833

,003

,093

Table 123. Internal motives to completion rate

Internal motives to completion rate

Completed

INT  |Mean N Std. Deviation
,00 ,00 2 ,000
,20 1,00 1

,40 ,00 1

,60 ,00 1 .
1,00 |25 4 ,500
1,20 |67 3 ,577
1,40 |17 6 ,408
1,60 |29 7 ,488
1,80 |13 16 ,342
2,00 |22 18 ,428
2,20 |,28 25 ,458
2,40 |21 28 ,418
2,60 |15 61 ,358
2,80 |10 59 ,305
3,00 |15 111 ,362
3,20 |,26 73 ,442
3,40 |23 111 ,420
3,60 |25 103 ,437
3,80 |28 123 ,453
4,00 |19 103 ,397
4,20 |13 102 ,335
4,40 |18 57 ,384
4,60 |25 55 ,440
4,80 |20 30 ,407
5,00 |19 47 ,398
Total |,20 1147 ,404
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Table 124. External motives to completion rate

External motives to completion rate

Completed

[ExT  [Mean N Std. Deviation
,00 ,05 20 ,224
,33 ,20 5 ,447
,67 ,14 14 ,363
1,00 |12 68 ,325
1,33 |19 59 ,393
1,67 |17 118 ,377
2,00 |21 100 ,409
2,33 |20 138 ,404
2,67 |18 102 ,383
3,00 |23 138 ,424
3,33 |26 89 ,440
3,67 |22 146 ,415
4,00 |27 52 ,448
4,33 |21 34 ,410
4,67 |22 27 ,424
I5,00 |30 37 ,463
Total |,20 1147 ,404

Table 125. Reasons for Enrolment to completion rate

Reasons for Enrolment to completion rate

Completed

IMOT |Mean N Std. Deviation
,00 ,00 2 ,000
,25 1,00 1

,63 ,33 3 ,577
1,00 |00 3 ,000
1,13 |00 3 ,000
1,25 |00 4 ,000
1,38 |20 5 ,447
1,50 |00 4 ,000
1,63 |25 8 ,463
1,75 |25 12 ,452
1,88 |21 14 ,426
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Table 126. GRIT between participants that completed the MOOC and those that dropped

Group Statistics

2,00 |17 18 383
2,13 |07 14 267
2,25 |14 35 355
2,38 |18 34 387
2,50 |18 60 390
2,63 |18 57 384
2,75 |21 57 411
2,88 |25 63 439
3,00 |09 92 283
3,13 |20 76 401
3,25 |23 74 424
3,38 |23 66 422
3,50 |22 77 417
3,63 |38 64 488
3,75 |22 64 417
3,88 |23 47 428
4,00 |28 47 452
4,13 |10 29 310
4,25 |17 23 388
4,38 |22 27 424
4,50 |15 20 366
4,63 |15 13 376
4,75 |25 463
4,88 |17 6 408
5,00 |29 17 470
Total |20 1147  |404
b. GRIT

Completed N Mean Std. Deviation [Std. Error Mean
No 912 3,11 1,073 ,036
G6.1
Yes 235 3,07 1,070 ,070
No 912 3,51 1,030 ,034
|G6.2
Yes 235 3,58 1,011 ,066
No 912 3,47 ,995 ,033
G6.3
Yes 235 3,53 ,962 ,063
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No
G6.4

Yes

No
|IG6.5

Yes

No
|IG6.6

Yes

No
IG6.7

Yes

No
|G6.8

Yes

No
IGRIT

Yes

912
235
912
235
912
235
912
235
912
235
912

235

4,12
4,19
3,51
3,63
3,64
3,66
3,76
4,03
3,90
4,03
3,63
3,71

,915
,848
,979
,959

1,01
,857
,984
,908
,618

,601

1,072
1,056

1

,030
,055
,032
,063
,035
,069
,033
,056
,033
,059
,020

,039

Table 127. Mean differences for GRIT statements between participants that completed the MOOC and

those that dropped

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test forjt-test for Equality of Means
Equality of]
Variances
IF Sig. t df  [Sig. (2{Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) [Differen|Error |Interval of the
ce Differen |Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances ,002 ,968 ,434 (1145 |,665 [034 ,078 -,120 |,188
|Ig6. assumed
1 Equal
variances not 1434 364'7,664 034 |078 |,120 |188
assumed >
Equal
variances ,217 ,641 -,974 (1145 (330 -,073  |,075 -,220 |,074
|IG6. assumed
2 Equal
variances not -,985 369'0,325 -,073 ,074 -,219 ,073
assumed =
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Equal
variances ,602 ,438 -,823 (1145 (411 -,059 |,072 -,201 082
|IG6. assumed
3 Equal
. 373,3
variances not -,839 cq ,402 -,059 |071 -,199 |,080
assumed
Equal
variances ,781 ,377 11571145 ,247 -,076  [,066 -,206 053
|G6. assumed ’
4 Equal
- 386,4
variances not ,227 -,076 063 -,200 ,048
1,210/60
assumed
Equal
variances 1,142 285 16061145 ,109 -,115 |071 -,255 025
G6. assumed ’
5 Equal
] - 369,9
variances not ,105 -,115 ,070 -,253 ,024
1,626(29
assumed
Equal
variances ,005 ,941 -,246 |1145 |,806 -,019 ,078 -,173 ,134

G6. assumed

6 Equal
368,0
variances not -,248 gc ,804 -,019 ,077 -,172 ,133
assumed
Equal
variances 28,552 |,000 2 701 1145 |,000 -,266  |,072 -,406  |,125
|G6. assumed ’
7 Equal
) - 417,9
variances not ,000 -,266  |,065 -,394  |,138
4,078169
assumed
Equal
variances 6,863 [,009 1878 1145 {068 -,130 |,071 -,269  |,009
|G6. assumed ’
8 Equal
) - 388,0
variances not ,056 -,130 068 -,262 ,003
1,917/10
assumed
Equal
IGRI ) -
variances ,131 ,718 1145 {050 -,088 |[,045 -, 176 |,000
T 1,958
assumed
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Equal

variances not

assumed

1

371,4
,989(37

,047 |

,088

044

-,175  [,001

c. Self-confidence

Table 128. Mean confidence between participants that completed the MOOC and those who dropped

Completed [N Mean Std. Deviation |Std. Error Mean
912 3,71 ,828 ,027
ConfAbility
Yes 235 3,58 ,845 ,055
. No 912 3,71 ,921 ,030
IConfTime
Yes 235 3,84 ,811 ,053
Self- No 912 3,7105 ,72556 ,02403
Iconfidence Yes 235 3,7106 ,71857 ,04687

Table 129. Compare means for confidence between participants that completed the MOOC and those

who dropped

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for

t-test for Equality of Means

Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t df [Sig. (2{Mean |[Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) [Differen|Error |interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances 1,189 |276 2,042(1145 041 ,124 ,061 ,005 ,244
ConfA assumed
bility Equal
Y q. 358,4
variances not 2,01892 ,044  |,124 ,062 ,003 ,245
assumed
_Equal
ConfTi -
variances 9,254 |,002 1145 059 -,124  |,066 -,254  ],005
me 1,892
assumed
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Equal
) - 403,8
variances not ,042 -,124 |,061 -,245  |-,004
2,039|65
assumed
Equal
sl variances ,061 ,805 -,002 (1145 |,998 -,00011 |,05297 }-,10405 |,10383
e assumed
Confid
Equal
ence 366,6
variances not -,002 - ,098 -,00011 |,05267 },10369 |,10347
assumed
Correlations
|Comp|eted ConfAbility
Pearson Correlation|1 -,060"
|ICompleted Sig. (2-tailed) ,041
N 1147 1147
Pearson Correlation}-,060" 1
|IConfAbility Sig. (2-tailed) ,041
N 1147 1147

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Confidence in the ability to learn the material

|CoanbiIity|Mean N Std. Deviation
1 ,18 11 ,405
2 ,30 74 ,460
3 ,21 350 ,411
4 ,20 546 ,400
I5 ,16 166 ,370
Total ,20 1147 ,404

Confidence in the Ability to complete the

course on time

[confTime [Mean N Std. Deviation
1 ,00 12 ,000
2 ,13 78 ,336
3 ,20 347 ,400
4 ,22 470 ,417
|5 21 240 ,410
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d. Hours planning to spend in the course

Table 130. Completion rate per reported hours per week planning to spend in the course

Completed

|Hours [Mean N Std. Deviation
less than 3 hours |11 313 312

3-4 hours ,19 484 ,396

I5-6 hours ,28 215 ,452

7-8 hours ,33 92 ,471

more than 8

hours ,37 43 ,489

Total ,20 1147 ,404

Table 131. Distribution of participants per hours per week planning to spend in the course

Hours planning to spend in the course Total
3-4 hours [5-6 hours [7-8 hours [less than 3more than 8
hours hours
No 390 154 62 279 27 912
ICompleted
Yes 94 61 30 34 16 235
Total 484 215 92 313 43 1147
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Appendix 8 - Characteristics of participants’ profile that are related
to the EDL competences advancement

Table 132. Initial EDL level for participants that competed the course per targeted group

Initial EDL Level per Targeted group

Targeted group Ip1a D2a D3a D4a D5a D6a
Mean 2,7375 (2,4063 (2,4875 |{2,3000 |2,4500 |2,3833
elLearning
) 40 40 40 40 40 40
Professionals (IDs,
Std.
eTutors) o 1,21417 (1,03572 (1,12368 (1,16051 (1,17014 |1,19722
Deviation
Mean 2,1771 (2,0208 (2,2917 |2,1667 |2,0417 |2,1111
|Higher EducationN 48 48 48 48 48 48
Students Std.
o ,88420 |, 79029 |,89224 |83528 [90409 (81746
Deviation
Mean 2,1569 (2,0564 (2,1520 11,9632 11,9020 |[2,0621
N 102 102 102 102 102 102
School Teachers std
'_ ] ,91191 |, 86022 |, 88382 |,86916 |93088 [93311
Deviation
Mean 2,3000 (2,1111 {2,2000 |2,0833 12,0889 |2,1259
N 45 45 45 45 45 45
|Others std
'_ ] 1,07872 [,96318 [1,09959 (92319 (1,00730 [90255
Deviation
Mean 2,2872 (2,1191 (2,2468 [2,0851 |2,0596 |2,1390
N 235 235 235 235 235 235
Total g
Std.
o 1,01245 (90326 (97443 (93094 (99715 [95659
Deviation

Table 133. Achieved EDL level per targeted group

Achieved EDL Level per Targeted group

|Professiona| Role Ip1b D2b D3b D4b D5b D6b
Mean 3,2500 [3,1188 [3,1875 |[3,0938 (3,1625 |[3,1083
eLearning
) 40 40 40 40 40 40
Professionals (IDs,
Std.
eTutors) o ,80064 |,87521 |91769 |[92627 (81953 (82479
Deviation
Mean 2,6354 (2,5885 (2,6875 12,5729 |2,5521 |2,6389
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. N 48 48 48 48 48 48
Higher EducatlonsmI
Students o ,86750 |,88650 |1,03977 |,89466 |83945 |,89610
Deviation
Mean 3,0000 (2,9559 [3,0147 12,9412 |2,9706 |3,0359
N 102 102 102 102 102 102
School Teachers std
'_ ] ,82654 |,86059 | 87443 |86185 |93296 |86987
Deviation
Mean 2,9889 (2,9222 (2,9444 12,8778 |2,7667 |2,9778
N 45 45 45 45 45 45
|Others std
'_ ] ,85605 |,.86901 |,89964 |93027 |[79487 [90565
Deviation
Mean 2,9660 (2,9021 ([2,9638 12,8798 |2,8787 |2,9560
N 235 235 235 235 235 235
Total
Std.
o ,85292 |,88131 |93013 |90326 | 88866 [88485
Deviation
Table 134. Mean EDL advancement per EDL dimension per targeted group
Report
Targeted group Ipladv [D2adv |D3adv [p4adv [Dsadv  |D6adv
Mean ,5125 ,7125 ,7000 ,7938 ,7125 ,7250
elLearning
] 40 40 40 40 40 40
Professionals (IDs,
Std.
eTutors) o 1,22206 [,99284 [93233 |92661 (1,00567 (1,12188
Deviation
Mean ,4583 ,5677 ,3958 ,4063 ,5104 |,5278
|Higher EducationN 18 48 48 18 48 48
Students Std.
o ,89224 |,86716 |99978 |84051 (87816 (93230
Deviation
Mean ,8431  |,8995 ,8627 ,9779 1,0686 [9739
N 102 102 102 102 102 102
School Teachers std
'_ ] 1,04118 (98457 |97787 (93944 (1,08098 (1,16011
Deviation
Mean ,6889 |,8111 ,7444 ,7944 ,6778 ,8519
N 45 45 45 45 45 45
|Others std
'_ ] 1,02961 (1,02961 (1,06399 (1,05433 (96622 |[1,12716
Deviation
- Mean ,6787  |,7830 ,7170 ,7947 ,8191 ,8170
ota
N 235 235 235 235 235 235
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SDt:\;iation 1,05002 (97442 [1,00092 |,95945 |1,02754 (1,11072
Table 135. Compare means of EDL advancement between targeted groups
ANOVA
Sum ofldf Mean Square |F Sig.
Squares

Between Groups|6,199 3 2,066 1,896 ,131
IDladv  Within Groups |251,795 231 1,090

Total 257,994 234

Between Groups|3,844 3 1,281 1,356 ,257
ID2adv  Within Groups |218,338 231 ,945

Total 222,182 234

Between Groups|7,163 3 2,388 2,427 ,066
ID3adv  Within Groups 227,269 231 ,084

Total 234,432 234

Between Groups|10,668 3 3,556 4,012 ,008
ID4adv  Within Groups |204,738 231 ,886

Total 215,406 234

Between Groups|12,278 3 4,093 4,027 ,008
ID5adv  Within Groups 234,786 231 1,016

Total 247,064 234

Between Groups|6,918 3 2,306 1,891 ,132
ID6adv  Within Groups 281,769 231 1,220

Total 288,687 234

Between Groups|7,208 3 2,403 3,088 ,028
[EDLadv Within Groups 179,743 231 ,778

Total 186,952 234

Table 136. Significant differences of EDL competence dimensions advancement between targeted

groups
elearning Professionals | eLearning Higher Education
— Higher Education | Professionals — School | Students -  School
Students Teachers Teachers
Difference Sig. Difference | Sig. Difference | Sig.
Dladv No significant difference between targeted groups
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D2adv No significant difference between targeted groups

D3adv No significant difference between targeted groups

D4adv ,38750 ,043 -,57169 ,000
No significant

No significant difference | .
difference  between

D5adv between targeted -,.55821 ,002
targeted groups

groups

D6adv No significant difference between targeted groups
No significant difference between targeted

EDLadv -,45992 ,003
groups

Table 137. Compare Motives, EDL Advancement and Learning Experience between elearning
Professionals and HE students

Independent Samples Test

elLearning Levene's Test fort-test for Equality of Means
professionals Equality of
Higher Education|Variances
Students F Sig. t df [Sig. (2{Mean |Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) [Differen|Error |interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances ,456 ,502 ,500 [86 [619 |06215 [,12436 |,18507 |,30938
assumed
|oLX
Equal
) 75,57
variances not ,491 5 ,625 ,06215 |,12656 }-,18994 |,31425
assumed
Equal
variances ,868 ,354 3,669|86 |,000 (58125 |15844 (26628 |89622
assumed
|CONF
Equal
. 85,99
variances not 3,7271 ,000 [,58125 |, 15595 (27123 |,89127
assumed
Equal
SAT variances ,058 ,811 3,587|86 |,001 [74167 |20677 (33062 |1,15271
assumed
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Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
IINT
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
[EDLad assumed
v Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
IGRIT
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
ConfA assumed
bility Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
ConfTiassumed
me  Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
SelfCoassumed
Inf Equal
variances
assumed

not

not|

not

not

not

not

not

,242

2,036

,253

5,699

3,537

3,822

,624

,157

,616

,019

,063

,054

3,588
3

2,993

2,988
6

1,249

1,227
6

1,018

1,022
0

4,403

4,517
4

1,137

1,151
0

3,245

3,333
1

83,26

82,56

86

75,37

84,30

86

85,17

84,92

,001

,004

,004

,215

,224

,312

,310

,000

,000

,259

,253

,002

,001

,74167

,58750

,58750

,21499

,21499

,13350

,13350

, 77917

, 77917

,20833

20833

,49375

,49375

,20671

,19628

,19663

,17207

,17519

,113114

,13062

,17695

,17250

,18330

18101

,15213

,14812

,33056

,19731

,19638

-,12708

-,13397

-,12720

-,12625

,42739

,43620

-,15605

-, 15151

,19132

,19924

1,15278

,97769

,97862

,55706

,56395

,39420

,39325

1,13094

1,12213

,57272

,56818

,79618

,78826
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INTm
ot

EXTm
ot

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed

5,567

,069

,021

,794

,004

,005

1,662

1,666

86

81,75

86

83,94

,996

,996

,100

,099

,00083

,00083

-,36975

-,36975

,18886

,18205

,22249

,22192

-,37460

-,36134

-,81205

-,81107

,37627

,36300

,07255

,07157

Table 138. Compare Motives, EDL Advancement and Learning Experience between elearning

Professionals and School Teachers

Independent Samples Test

elLearning Levene's Test forft-test for Equality of Means
Professional —{Equality of
School Teachers Variances
F Sig. t df [Sig. (2{Mean [Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) [Differen|Error |interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances 1,073 302 1802140 ,074  [,22717 |,12604 },47635 [,02202
assumed ’
|oLX
Equal
. - 76,46
variances not ,066 -,22717 1,12198 }-,47009 |,01576
1,862(8
assumed
Equal
variances ,227 ,635 ,634 1140 (527 (08922 |,14080 |,18915 [,36758
assumed
ICONF
Equal
. 83,32
variances not ,680 g ,498  [,08922 |13117 [,17166 |,35009
assumed
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Equal
variances
assumed
SAT
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
IINT
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
[EDLad assumed
v Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
IGRIT
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
ConfA assumed
bility Equal
variances
assumed
Equal

variances

ConfTiassumed

me Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
SelfCo
variances
nf
assumed

not

not

not

not

not

not

,304

,048

,004

,066

2,615

,618

1,190

,582

,827

,948

,798

,108

,433

,277

,493

,475

-,429

-,425

1,429

1,460

1,935

1,930

2,426

2,529
9

-,831

-,799

,928

140

66,41

140

69,98

140

74,58
4

140

70,95

140

77,92

140

66,13

140

,623

,636

,668

,672

,155

,148

,055

,058

,017

,013

,408

,427

,355

,08358

,08358

-,07304

-,07304

-,24493

-,24493

-,21496

-,21496

,33676

,33676

-,11520

-,11520

,11078

,16969

,17595

,17018

,17180

,117134

,16775

,11110

,11140

,13879

,13317

13868

,14411

,11937

-,25190

-,26767

-,40949

-,41569

-,58367

-,57913

-,43460

-,43708

,06238

,07164

-,38938

-,40292

-,12522

,41906

,43483

,26341

,26962

,09382

,08928

,00469

,00717

,61115

,60189

15899

,17252

,34679
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INTm
ot

EXTm
ot

Equal
variances not|
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not|
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not|
assumed

,450

,066

,504

,797

,973

-,421

1,051

442
9

1,059
4

78,98

140

79,16

140

72,41

,333

,674

,660

,295

,293

,11078

-,05725

-,05725

,20307

,20307

,11385

,13598

,12956

,19316

,19178

-,11583

-,32610

-,31512

-,17881

-,17920

,33740

,21159

,20061

,58495

,58533

Table 139. Compare Motives, EDL Advancement and Learning Experience between HE students and

School Teachers

Independent Samples Test

|Higher Education|Levene's Test forjt-test for Equality of Means
Students - SchoollEquality of
Teachers Variances
F Sig. t df [Sig. (2{Mean |[Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) [Differen|Error |interval of the
ce Differen|Difference
ce Lower [Upper
Equal
variances 3,981 |[048 b c74 148 |011 -,28932 |,11239 },51141 |,06722
assumed ’
|oLX
Equal
- 117,5
variances not ,005 -,28932 |,10221 },49174 |-,08690
2,831(51
assumed
Equal
ICONF variances ,259 ,611 3 c64 148 1,000 -,49203 |,13804 |,76481 |,21926
assumed ’
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Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
SAT
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
IINT
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
|[EDLad assumed
v Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
IGRIT
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances
ConfA assumed
bility Equal
variances
assumed
Equal

variances

ConfTiassumed

me Equal
variances
assumed

not

not|

not

not

not

not

not

,812

,138

1,931

,133

2,426

9,819

,369

,711

,167

,716

,121

,002

3,549

4,115

3,989

4,159

4,156

3,016

3,292

3,295

3,238

3,095

2,891

2,349

2,167

91,17

148

85,38

148

91,95
4

148

115,3
37

148

88,20
4

148

78,31

148

76,24

,001

,000

,000

,000

,000

,003

,001

,001

,002

,002

,005

,020

,033

-,49203

-,65809

-,65809

-,66054

-,66054

-,45992

-,45992

-,34846

-,34846

44240

44240

-,32353

-,32353

,13863

,15993

,16498

,15881

,15894

,15249

,13973

,10574

,10763

,14293

,15304

,13775

,14928

-,76740

-,97413

-,98609

-,97437

-,97621

-, 76125

-,73668

-,55741

-,56234

-, 72485

-,74705

-,59573

-,62082

-,21667

-,34205

-,33008

-,34671

-,34486

-, 15858

-,18316

-,13950

-,13457

-,15996

-,13775

-,05133

-,02624
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Inf

INTm
ot

EXTm
ot

Equal

variances

SelfCoassumed

Equal
variances not|
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not|
assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not|
assumed

2,035

5,577

,351

,156

,020

,555

3,104

2,898

-,392

-,351

3,135

3,121
3

148

78,26

148

71,56

148

91,16

,002

,005

,696

,727

,002

,002

-,38297

-,38297

-,05809

-,05809

,57282

,57282

,12339

,13216

,14823

,16548

,18273

,18352

-,62680

-,64606

-,35100

-,38800

,21172

,20829

-,13914

-,11988

,23483

,27182

,93392

,93734
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Appendix 9 — Learning Experience

Appendix 9.1 Learning Experience per module

Table 140. Distribution of posts in L2A MOOC

Posts
|Frequency Percent |Valid Percent [Cumulative
Percent

,00 88 37,4 37,4 37,4
1,00 |25 10,6 10,6 48,1
2,00 [15 6,4 6,4 54,5
3,00 117 7,2 7,2 61,7
4,00 ,9 ,9 62,6
500 J4 1,7 1,7 64,3
6,00 37 15,7 15,7 80,0
7,00 |6 2,6 2,6 82,6

alid 8,00 |2 ,9 ,9 83,4
9,00 |6 2,6 2,6 86,0
10,00 |4 1,7 1,7 87,7
11,00 |6 2,6 2,6 90,2
12,00 |10 4,3 4,3 94,5
13,00 |6 2,6 2,6 97,0
14,00 |2 ,9 ,9 97,9
16,00 L4 ,4 98,3
18,00 |4 1,7 1,7 100,0
Total [235 100,0 100,0

Appendix 9.2 Overall Learning Experience per Professional Role

Table 141. Learning Experience per targeted group

Report

|ProfRoIe

LX

CONF

SAT

INT

Mean

3,8080

3,9130

3,7935

4,0978
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eLearning ProfessionalsN 46 46 46 46
(IDs, eTutors) Std. Deviation|,64067 |,83203 |96365 |91055
Higher EducationMean 3,7049 [3,9167 [3,5417 []3,5625
students N 24 24 24 24
Std. Deviation|,59129 (74697 |[94313 [1,16388
Mean 3,7386 [3,8068 [3,6098 [3,8788
School Teachers N 132 132 132 132
Std. Deviation|,64061 (78060 [96368 |92695
Mean 4,0859 14,1970 14,1515 14,3333
|[Others N 33 33 33 33
Std. Deviation], 70326 [,68396 |93946 |86301
Mean 3,7975 [3,8936 [3,7149 [3,9532
Total N 235 235 235 235
Std. Deviation|,65212 (78130 [97160 |95851
Table 142. Mean differences of learning experience among groups
ANOVA
Sum ofldf Mean Square |F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups|3,412 3 1,137 2,734 ,044
|OLX Within Groups 96,099 231 ,416
Total 99,511 234
Between Groupsj4,061 3 1,354 2,253 ,083
ICONF Within Groups 138,779 231 ,601
Total 142,840 234
Between Groups|8,752 3 2,917 3,177 ,025
SAT  Within Groups 212,146 231 ,918
Total 220,898 234
Between Groups|10,125 3 3,375 3,806 ,011
[INT Within Groups [204,860 231 ,887
Total 214,985 234

Table 143. Relationship between EDL competence advancement and Confirmation of Expectations

EDLadv

CONF

Mean N

Std. Deviation
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1,00
1,50
2,00
2,50
3,00
3,50
4,00
4,50
I5,00
Total

-,6806
-,4583
,2611
,3167
,3419
,8677
,8050
,9146
1,0424
,7683

N =

10
26
40
80
34
37
235

1,29636
,91700
, 75489
,80101
,82754
, 79953
,99331
,96889
,89383

Table 144. Relationship between EDL competence advancement and Learning Experience

EDLadv

[Lx Mean N Std. Deviation
1,67 |,0000 1

1,92 |,0000 1

2,17 |,0000 1

2,42 |-1,0000 (1 .

2,58 ],7083 3 ,21651
2,67 |,5833 4 ,58608
2,75 |,1875 |2 ,34373
2,83 |,2972 5 ,28626
2,92 4688 3 ,83369
3,00 |1616 11 ,61996
3,08 |,5532 6 , 73689
3,17 |9722 5 ,51604
3,25 |1,2222 |6 ,91219
3,33 |,4645 9 , 77190
3,42 |,6458 8 ,89578
3,50 [1,0324 |6 1,24520
3,58 |,7837 7 ,70642
3,67 |8512 14 ,60854
3,75 4681 10 1,43896
3,83 |,5817 17 ,81161
3,92 |1,0846 |11 ,85611
4,00 |1,0353 [13 1,28575
4,08 |,8182 11 ,82646
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4,17
4,25
4,33
4,42
4,50
4,58
4,67
4,75
4,83
4,92
I5,00
Total

,8598
,6312
1,0952
,7269
1,2556
1,0556
,8611
,8715
1,1349
1,3333
1,1681
,7683

,77962
1,04995
,71909
,66746
1,52906
,70874
,56254
,37805
,79470

1,26034
,89383

Table 145. Relationship between EDL competence advancement and satisfaction

EDLadv

SAT |Mean N Std. Deviation
1,00 |1910 3 ,55450
1,50 |[,8222 5 ,62626
2,00 |,0079 |7 1,15497
2,50 |,6458 10 ,76217
3,00 |,4066 36 ,82122
3,50 |,6923 33 ,86294
4,00 |,9892 67 ,88470
4,50 |,9483 36 , 75828
I5,00 |,9272 33 1,02417
Total |,7683 235 ,89383

Table 146. Relationship between EDL competence advancement and Continuance Intention

EDLadv

INT  [Mean N Std. Deviation
1,00 |},1458 6 ,80731

2,00 11,6052 7 ,98470

2,50 |,4444 11 ,70555

3,00 |4642 31 ,89119

3,50 11,7168 23 ,75773

4,00 |[,7894 61 ,87967
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4,50 |,8060 32 ,82006
5,00 ]1,0543 |64 ,93073
otal |,7683 235 ,89383

Table 147. Relationship between EDL competence advancement and Confidence in the ability to learn

the material

EDLadv

[conF1 |Mean N Std. Deviation
1,00 |2569 |2 120624

2,00 |7153 |22 81937

3,00 |8550 |75 181393

4,00 |7661  [109 88842

[5,00 |6173 |27 1,18934

Total |7683  [235 89383

Table 148. Relationship between EDL competence advancement and Confidence in the ability
complete the course on time

EDLadv

[conF2 [Mean N Std. Deviation
2,00 ,6486 10 ,95017

3,00 ,9052 69 ,80704

4,00 ,6083 105 ,83815

|5,00 ,9357 51 1,05759

Total ,7683 235 ,89383

Table 149. Relationship between EDL competence advancement and Internal Motives

EDLadv

[INTmot [Mean N Std. Deviation
,20 1,0833 |1

1,00 ,8333 1

1,20 ,7292 2 ,12767

1,40 ,5417 1

1,60 1,0833 |2 ,00000

1,80 1,2847 |2 ,02946
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2,00
2,20
2,40
2,60
2,80
3,00
3,20
3,40
3,60
3,80
4,00
4,20
4,40
4,60
4,80
|5,00
Total

3715
,3849
7315
8750
5602
8391
6798
7839
7179
6762
9576
8803
4347
,9603
8958
1,0231
7683

235

,93151
,80889
,58884
,49413
,97826
,77065
,68075
,95000
1,01887
,96466
,77846
,90625
,54280
1,43163
,91163
1,28957
,89383

Table 150. Relationship between EDL competence advancement and External Motives

EDLadv

[EXTmot [Mean N Std. Deviation
,00 ,8333 1

,33 1,0833 |11 .

,67 ,4167 2 ,56961
1,00 ,9635 3 ,54210
1,33 ,8182 11 ,74116
1,67 ,5236 20 ,97795
2,00 ,8704 21 ,87418
2,33 ,9549 28 ,93998
2,67 ,6636 18 ,98869
3,00 ,7669 32 ,79414
3,33 ,6165 23 ,74132
3,67 ,9323 32 1,07476
4,00 ,7530 14 ,67626
4,33 1,2024 |7 1,30897
4,67 ,3935 6 ,69581
|500 ,3434 11 1,01195
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ITotaI |,7683

|235

L89383

Appendix 10 — Tests of Normality

Table 151. Tests of Normality — Pre-course Survey

Tests of Normality — Pre-course Survey

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic |df Sig. Statistic [df Sig.
|Completed |,489 1147 ,000 ,495 1147 ,000
Age ,055 1147 ,000 ,982 1147 ,000
Gender ,349 1147 ,000 ,700 1147 ,000
Educlevel |,330 1147 ,000 ,742 1147 ,000
JobSector |,410 1147 ,000 ,632 1147 ,000
|ProfRole |,254 1147 ,000 ,829 1147 ,000
YOEinPR ,274 1147 ,000 ,809 1147 ,000
YoEIinDTL [,325 1147 ,000 ,762 1147 ,000
EnglProf |,233 1147 ,000 ,836 1147 ,000
ComfTech |,290 1147 ,000 ,778 1147 ,000
M2.1 ,325 1147 ,000 ,728 1147 ,000
M2.2 ,372 1147 ,000 ,619 1147 ,000
M2.3 ,139 1147 ,000 ,910 1147 ,000
M2.4 ,163 1147 ,000 ,894 1147 ,000
M2.5 ,199 1147 ,000 ,850 1147 ,000
M2.6 ,161 1147 ,000 ,891 1147 ,000
M2.7 ,348 1147 ,000 ,780 1147 ,000
M2.8 ,146 1147 ,000 ,916 1147 ,000
INT ,081 1147 ,000 ,973 1147 ,000
EXT ,075 1147 ,000 ,983 1147 ,000
MOT ,050 1147 ,000 ,990 1147 ,000
ConfAbility |,270 1147 ,000 ,865 1147 ,000
ConfTime |,233 1147 ,000 ,877 1147 ,000
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CONF ,163 1147 ,000 ,948 1147 ,000
G6.1 ,198 1147 ,000 L1911 1147 ,000
G6.2 ,229 1147 ,000 ,896 1147 ,000
G6.3 ,250 1147 ,000 ,887 1147 ,000
G6.4 ,239 1147 ,000 ,811 1147 ,000
G6.5 ,271 1147 ,000 ,876 1147 ,000
G6.6 ,271 1147 ,000 ,869 1147 ,000
G6.7 ,243 1147 ,000 ,870 1147 ,000
G6.8 ,221 1147 ,000 ,856 1147 ,000
GRIT ,059 1147 ,000 ,989 1147 ,000
D1S1a ,182 1147 ,000 ,904 1147 ,000
D1S2a ,193 1147 ,000 ,882 1147 ,000
D2S1a ,193 1147 ,000 ,877 1147 ,000
D2S2a ,206 1147 ,000 ,862 1147 ,000
D2S3a ,221 1147 ,000 ,849 1147 ,000
D2S4a ,192 1147 ,000 ,889 1147 ,000
D3S1a ,209 1147 ,000 ,859 1147 ,000
D3S2a ,191 1147 ,000 ,897 1147 ,000
D4S1a ,221 1147 ,000 ,858 1147 ,000
D4S2a ,209 1147 ,000 ,871 1147 ,000
D4S3a ,205 1147 ,000 ,864 1147 ,000
D4S4a ,215 1147 ,000 ,849 1147 ,000
D5S1a ,201 1147 ,000 ,866 1147 ,000
D5S2a ,218 1147 ,000 ,848 1147 ,000
D6S1a ,210 1147 ,000 ,879 1147 ,000
D6S2a ,201 1147 ,000 ,890 1147 ,000
D6S3a ,208 1147 ,000 ,857 1147 ,000
Dla ,144 1147 ,000 ,938 1147 ,000
D2a ,130 1147 ,000 ,935 1147 ,000
D3a ,167 1147 ,000 ,928 1147 ,000
D4a ,143 1147 ,000 ,918 1147 ,000
D5a ,179 1147 ,000 ,886 1147 ,000
D6a ,152 1147 ,000 ,926 1147 ,000
InitEDL ,080 1147 ,000 ,959 1147 ,000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Table 152. Tests of Normality — Post course survey

Tests of Normality — Post course survey
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Kolmogorov-Smirnov?®

Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic |df Sig. Statistic [df Sig.
PEoU1 ,274 235 ,000 ,773 235 ,000
PEoU2 ,256 235 ,000 ,799 235 ,000
PEoU3 ,246 235 ,000 ,805 235 ,000
PEoU4 ,234 235 ,000 ,818 235 ,000
LX1 ,316 235 ,000 ,759 235 ,000
LX2 ,233 235 ,000 ,874 235 ,000
LX3 ,240 235 ,000 ,883 235 ,000
LX4 ,220 235 ,000 ,897 235 ,000
LX5 ,229 235 ,000 ,868 235 ,000
LX6 ,264 235 ,000 ,875 235 ,000
LX7 ,192 235 ,000 ,912 235 ,000
PEoUS ,215 235 ,000 ,882 235 ,000
PEoU ,127 235 ,000 ,943 235 ,000
LX ,078 235 ,001 ,980 235 ,002
CONF1 ,276 235 ,000 ,839 235 ,000
SAT1 ,251 235 ,000 ,868 235 ,000
CONF2 ,267 235 ,000 ,858 235 ,000
SAT2 ,273 235 ,000 ,858 235 ,000
INT1 ,234 235 ,000 ,814 235 ,000
INT2 ,253 235 ,000 ,846 235 ,000
OLX ,072 235 ,005 ,982 235 ,004
CONF ,197 235 ,000 ,922 235 ,000
SAT ,194 235 ,000 ,908 235 ,000
INT ,188 235 ,000 ,884 235 ,000
Dladv ,144 235 ,000 ,968 235 ,000
D2adv ,105 235 ,000 ,979 235 ,001
D3adv ,138 235 ,000 ,972 235 ,000
D4adv ,108 235 ,000 ,984 235 ,008
D5adv ,154 235 ,000 ,960 235 ,000
D6adv ,106 235 ,000 ,984 235 ,009
LXM1M2 |,276 235 ,000 ,741 235 ,000
LXM1M3 |[,255 235 ,000 ,749 235 ,000
LXM1M4 |,249 235 ,000 ,791 235 ,000
LXM1M5 |,261 235 ,000 ,787 235 ,000
LXM1M6 |,244 235 ,000 ,837 235 ,000
LXM1M7 |,258 235 ,000 ,820 235 ,000
LXM2M2 |,266 235 ,000 ,799 235 ,000
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LXM2M3
LXM2M4
LXM2M5
LXM2M6
LXM2M7
LXM3M2
LXM3M3
LXM3M4
LXM3M5
LXM3M6
LXM3M7
LXM4M2
LXM4M3
LXM4M4
LXM4M5
LXM4M6
LXM4M7
LXM5M2
LXM5M3
LXM5M4
LXM5M5
LXM5M6
LXM5M7
LXM6M2
LXM6M3
LXM6M4
LXM6M5
LXM6M6
LXM6M7
LXM7M2
LXM7M3
LXM7M4
LXM7M5
LXM7M6
LXM7M7
LXM8M2
LXM8M3
LXM8M4
LXM8M5

275
281
277
268
245
1257
245
1256
287
1265
274
273
1253
1254
240
231
1238
1272
281
1259
1263
1234
1251
244
244
241
1249
245
237
1262
258
244
1238
1239
1239
248
234
1220
245

235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235

,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000

,000

,795
,818
,833
,876
,882
,778
,793
,812
,804
,852
,843
,780
,786
,793
,803
,821
,817
,820
,820
,839
,849
,883
,876
,795
,797
,810
,810
,837
,837
,785
,785
,808
,809
,834
,830
,866
,873
,870

,872

235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235

,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000

,000
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LXM8M6
LXM8M7
LXM9M2
LXM9M3
LXM9M4
LXM9OM5
LXM9OM6
LXM9OM7
LXM10M2
LXM10M3
LXM10M4
LXM10M5
LXM10M6
LXM10M7
LXM11M2
LXM11M3
LXM11M4
LXM11M5
LXM11M6
LXM11M7
LXM12M2
LXM12M3
LXM12M4
LXM12M5
LXM12M6
LXM12M7
LXM13M2
LXM13M3
LXM13M4
LXM13M5
LXM13M6
LXM13M7
Posts

,224
,232
,257
,240
,251
,241
,210
,226
,303
,289
,266
,269
,263
,272
,255
,255
,249
,278
,269
,267
,177
,200
,188
,171
,170
,169
,329
,310
,302
,349
,362
,347
,235

235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235

,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000

,000

,886
,882
,874
,877
,879
,884
,888
,882
,801
,826
,846
,845
,862
,856
,804
,817
,823
,814
,851
,845
,899
,910
,912
,904
,902
,900
,724
,694
,667
,610
,591
,603

,742

235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235

,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000

,000

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance.

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Reasons for Enrolment

Reliability Statistics

Icronbach's N of Items
Alpha
,641 8

Correlations — Reasons for Enrolment

|M2.1 M2.2 M2.3 M2.4 M2.5 M2.6 M2.7 M2.8
Pearson *% *% * % *k *k **
) 1 ,505 ,264 ,316 ,216 ,128 -016 [076
Correlation
IM2.1 ,
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,581 ,010
N 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
Pearson * %k * % * % * %k * %k * %k
. ,505 1 ,192 ,238 ,219 ,090 -,038 ,104
Correlation
IM2.2 ~ _
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,002 ,200 ,000
N 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
Pearson * %k * % * % * %k * %k * %k
. ,264 ,192 1 ,577 ,195 ,195 ,208 -,003
Correlation
IM2.3 ]
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,929
N 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
Pearson * %k * % * % * %k * %k * %k
. ,316 ,238 ,577 1 ,242 ,225 ,202 ,033
Correlation
IM2.4 ~ _
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,257
N 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
Pearson * %k * % * % * % * %k * %k
. ,216 ,219 ,195 ,242 1 ,496 ,214 ,001
[vio.s Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,983
N 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
Pearson - - - o . o
. ,128 ,090 ,195 ,225 ,496 1 ,325 -,030
Correlation
IM2.6 ~ _
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,002 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,316
N 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
Pearson o o o o *
. -,016 -,038 ,208 ,202 ,214 ,325 1 ,060
Correlation
IM2.7 ~ _
Sig. (2-tailed) ,581 ,200 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,041
N 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
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Pearson o - N
) ,076 ,104 -,003 [033 ,001 -,030 [060 1
Correlation
IM2.8 ]
Sig. (2-tailed) ,010 ,000 ,929 ,257 ,983 ,316 ,041
N 1147 (1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

EDL competence statements
Reliability Statistics

Icronbach's N of Items
Alpha
,975 17

Correlations — EDL competence statements

Ip1s|p1s|p2s|p2s |p2s [p2s |p3s [p3s |p4s [pas [pas |pas [pss |pss [pes |pss [pes
la [2a [1la [2a [3a |4a |1la |2a |1la [2a [3a [4a [la [2a [la |2a [3a

Pearson
,812|,754(,690[,692|,655(,646|,661,672(,622|,632(,644|,632|,636[626|,617|,606

% % % %k % % % % % % % % % % %k % % % % % %k % % % 1k % % %k %k % 1k %

Correlati|l
on
Sig. (2

Sla
tailed)

,000},000,000(,000},000{,000},000},000(,000),000{,000{,000},000{,000|,000},000

N 1141114 (114|114 114|114 114 1114 114|114 (114|114 114|114 114|114 |114

Pearson
,812 ,789|,718|,745|,643),736|,663|,742(,704(,720|,703|,649|,661),635|,591(,610
Correlati 1

% % % % % % % % % % % % [ % % % % % % % % % % % % % * %k % % % *

on
Sig.  (2-
S2a g (
tailed)

IP1
,000 ,000},000(,000},000},000{,000},000{,000|,000},000(,000|,000{,000|,000|,000

N 114 114 114 114 114 114 1114|1114 1114|114 |114 [114 (114 [114 114|114 114

Pearson
1,754),789 ,814/,803|,731|,728|,701|,729(,671(,700(,677|,631),640],608|,603(,626
Correlati 1

% %k % %k ok % % ok % % ok % % % % ok % % ok 1k % % %k % ¥ %k %

on
Sig.  (2-
Sla g (
tailed)

ID2
,000[,000 ,000[,000(,000(,000{,000{,000(,000{,000{,000{,000{,000}{,000{,000[,000

N 1141114 (1141114 114 1114 114 1114 114|114 (114|114 114|114 114|114 |114
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Pearson

on
Sig. (2-
S2a g (
tailed)

D2

N
Pearson
on

Sig. (2
S3a g |
tailed)

ID2

N
Pearson
on

Sig.  (2-
S4a g (
tailed)

ID2

N

Pearson

Correlati

on

Sig.  (2-
Sla g (

tailed)

ID3

N
Pearson
on

Sig. (2
S2a g |
tailed)

ID3

N

Pearson

Sla

Correlati|.

Correlatil.

Correlatil.

Correlati|.

N3
Correlati

690

% %k

,000

114

692

% %k

,000

114

655

* %k

,000

114

,646

% %k

,000

114

661

% %k

,000

114

672

% %k

on

,718

% %

,000

114

,745

% %k

,000

114

,643

* %

,000

114

,736

% %k

,000

114

,663

% %k

,000

114

,742

% %k

,814

% %

,000

114

,803

* %

,000

114

,731

* 5k

,000

114

,728

% %k

,000

114

,701

% %k

,000

114

,729

% %k

114

,810

% *

,000

114

,681

¢ %

,000

114

,739

% %

,000

114

,632

ok

,000

114

,710

% %

,810

% %

,000

114

114

,737

5k

,000

114

,714

% %

,000

114

,652

% %

,000

114

,726

% %

,681

% %

,000

114

,737

% *

,000

114

114

,621

% %

,000

114

,684

ok

,000

114

,630

% %

,739

% %

,000

114

,714

% %

,000

114

,621

¢ 5k

,000

114

114

,726

% %

,000

114

,815

% %

,632

% %

,000

114

,652

% %

,000

114

,684

% %

,000

114

,726

% %

,000

114

114

,733

% %

,710

% %

,000

114

,726

% %

,000

114

,630

%k %

,000

114

,815

% %

,000

114

,733

% %

,000

114

644

% %

,000

114

,665

% %

,000

114

,579

% %

,000

114

,784

% %

,000

114

,696

% %

,000

114

844

% %

,669

% %

,000

114

,708

* %

,000

114

,596

% %

,000

114

,788

% %

,000

114

,715

ok

,000

114

,847

% %

,679

% %

,000

114

,723

%%

,000

114

,610

%k %

,000

114

,740

% %

,000

114

,692

% %

,000

114

,806

% %

,642

% %

,000

114

,693

* %

,000

114

,595

% %

,000

114

,664

% %

,000

114

,661

ok

,000

114

,708

% %

,665

3k %

,000

114

,719

%%

,000

114

,585

¢ 3k

,000

114

,689

% %

,000

114

,651

1k %

,000

114

,726

%k %

,619

% %k

,000

114

,632

,000

114

,577

* %

,000

114

,609

% k

,000

114

,582

,000

114

,641

% %k

,584

EEd

,000

114

,606

%

,000

114

,589

¢ ok

,000

114

,554

EXd

,000

114

,585

% ¥

,000

114

,602

% ¥

,645

3k %

,000]

114

,660]

%%

,000]

114

,641

¢ 3k

,000]

114

,600]

%k %

,000]

114

,578

%k %

,000]

114

,637

%k %
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Sig. (2
tailed)

N
Pearson
on

Sig.  (2-
S2a g (
tailed)

|D4

N

Pearson

Correlati

on

Sig.  (2-
S3a g (

tailed)

|D4

N

Pearson

on
Ipa
Sig. (2

S4a
tailed)

N

Pearson
Correlati
on
ID5

Sig. (2

Sla
tailed)

N
Pearson

on

Ps .. "
ig. -

S2a g
tailed)

N

Correlati|.

Correlatil.

Correlati|.

,000

114

622

% %k

,000

114

,632

% %k

,000

114

644

,000

114

,632

,000

114

636

% %k

,000

114

,000

114

,704

% %

,000

114

,720

% %k

,000

114

,703

% %k

,000

114

,649

* %

,000

114

,661

% %k

,000

114

,000

114

,671

% %

,000

114

,700

% %k

,000

114

,677

% %k

,000

114

,631

,000

114

,640

% %k

,000

114

,000

114

644

% %

,000

114

,669

k %

,000

114

,679

% %

,000

114

,642

,000

114

,665

ok

,000

114

,000

114

,665

% %

,000

114

,708

% %

,000

114

,723

% %

,000

114

,693

,000

114

,719

% %

,000

114

,000

114

,579

% %

,000

114

,596

k %

,000

114

,610

% %

,000

114

,595

,000

114

,585

ok

,000

114

,000

114

,784

% %

,000

114

,788

% %

,000

114

,740

% %

,000

114

,664

,000

114

,689

% %

,000

114

,000

114

,696

% %

,000

114

,715

% %

,000

114

,692

% %

,000

114

,661

,000

114

,651

ok

,000

114

114

844

% %

,000

114

,847

%k %

,000

114

,806

% %

,000

114

,708

,000

114

,726

% %

,000

114

,000

114

114

,865

% %

,000

114

,783

% %

,000

114

,668

,000

114

,673

% %

,000

114

,000

114

,865

% %

,000

114

114

,857

% %

,000

114

,740

,000

114

,751

ok

,000

114

,000

114

,783

% %

,000

114

,857

%k %

,000

114

114

,801

,000

114

,801

% %

,000

114

,000

114

,668

% %

,000

114

,740

% %

,000

114

,801

% %

,000

114

114

,906

ok

,000

114

,000

114

,673

3k ¥

,000

114

,751

¢ 3k

,000

114

,801

% %

,000

114

,906

% %

,000

114

114

,000

114

,598

% k

,000

114

,637

* %

,000

114

,669

,000

114

,670

* %

,000

114

,689

% %k

,000

114

,000

114

,548

EEd

,000

114

,606

¢ ok

,000

114

,620

EXd

,000

114

,648

+ %

,000

114

644

% ¥

,000

114

,000

114

,581

3 ¥

,000

114

,630

¢ 3k

,000

114

,658

%k %

,000

114

,662

% %

,000

114

,680

%k %

,000

114

259




Pearson
1,626|,635(,608),619(,632|,577|,609(,582),641|,598(,637),669(,670|,689 ,825(,779
on
ID6 5; 2
ig. -
Slat i d) ,000{,000/,000{,0001,000(,000J,000{,000{,000},000{,000{,000],000{,000 ,000(,000
aile
N 1141114 114 1114 1114 (114 114 114 {114 1114 (114 [114 114 (114 114|114 [114
7 7 7 7 7 7 {7 7 7 {7 7 (7 {7 |7 {7 |7 |7
Pearson
1,617),591(,603),584(,606|,589|,554{,585),602,548(,606),620(,648|,644|,825 ,809
Correlatl % % % % EE3 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % * % 1 % %
on
ID6 5 2
ig. -
52at i d) ,000],000],000],0001,0001,000{,000{,000(,000/,000},000],000,000{,000{,000 ,000
aile
N 1141114 114 1114 1114 (114 114 114 {114 1114 (114 [114 114 (114 114|114 [114
7 7 7 7 7 7 7 {7 7 7 {7 7 (7 7 7 |7 |7
Pearson
,606/,610|,626|,645|,660],641|,600[,578(,637(,581/,630),658|,662|,680|,779(,809
Correlatl % %k % %k EE3 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %k % % 1
on
ID6 5 2
ig. -
S3at i d) ,000/,000/,000|,000},0001,000{,000{,000{,000{,000{,000],000},000,000{,000{,000
aile
N 114114 (114 114 1114 (114 114 114 {114 114 (114 [114 114 (114 114|114 [114
7 7 7 7 7 7 {7 7 7 {7 7 (7 {7 |7 {7 |7 |7

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

GRIT
Reliability Statistics

Icronbach's N of Items
Alpha
,765 3

Correlations - GRIT

lcs.1 G6.2 G6.3 G6.4 G6.5 G6.6 G6.7 G6.8
Pearson * % sk *% * % *%
) 1 ,006 ,467 ,056 ,421 ,399 ,168 ,140
Correlation
lce6.1 ]
Sig. (2-tailed) ,847 ,000 ,058 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
N 1147 (1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147 1147
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|G6.8

N

Pearson

) ,006
Correlation
IG6.2 ]
Sig. (2-tailed) |,847
N 1147
Pearson o
) ,467
Correlation
IG6.3 ]
Sig. (2-tailed)  |,000
N 1147
Pearson
) ,056
Correlation
Ic6.4 ]
Sig. (2-tailed) |,058
N 1147
Pearson o
,421
Correlation
IG6.5 ]
Sig. (2-tailed)  [,000
N 1147
Pearson o
) ,399
Correlation
IG6.6 ]
Sig. (2-tailed)  [,000
N 1147
Pearson -
) ,168
Correlation
6.7 ]
Sig. (2-tailed)  [,000
N 1147
Pearson -
) ,140
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)  [,000

1147

1147
,040

,173
1147

*%

,325

,000
1147

074"

,012
1147

,143"

,000
1147

,202™

,000
1147

* ¥

,240

,000
1147

,040

,173
1147

1147
,182""

,000
1147

571"

,000
1147

478"

,000
1147

,294™

,000
1147

* ¥

,207

,000
1147

* %

,325

,000
1147

* %

,182

,000
1147

1147
,192™

,000
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Overall Learning Experience
Reliability Statistics

Icronbach's N of Items
Alpha
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Correlations — Overall Learning Experience
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**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*_ Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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