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Executive Summary

The scope ofResult ¥ (Final Evaluation Report forLearn2Analyze MOOC and
Recommendatior)ssto present the final evaluatiothe Learn2Analyze MOQO®xludingthe
findings and conclusions from the evaluation study conducted for the overall validation of
the Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC Phases A and B, and the assessment of the
improvements/changes applied after the initial evaluation of L2ZA MOOC Phad@isAisT

done through the analysis of (a) pr@and postcourse questionnairdased surveys with the
participants of the L2A MOOC, and (b) logged data collected via the platform that
implemented and supported the course. The data from Phase A was colleced fr
03/09/2019 to 14/01/2020 and the data from Phase B was collected from 01/02/2021
(when the enrément started) to 06/06/2021
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1. Scope

The scope oResult 14(Final Evaluation Report (Phases A and B) for Learn2Analyze MOOC) i
present the findings and conclusions from the evaluation study conducted for the overall validation
of the Learn2Analyze(L2A) MOOC Phase A and B, and the assessment of the
improvements/changes applied after the initial evaluation L.4A MOOC Phase .AThis is done
through the analysis of (a) prand postcoursequestionnairebased surveys with the participants of

the L2A MOOC, and (b) logged data collected via the platform that implemented and supported the
course. The datérom Phase A was collectddom 03/09/2019 to 14/01/2020 and the datikom

Phase B was collected from 01/02/2021 (when the enrolment started) to 06/06/2021 (after the
extension of the course).

This documensynopsizeshe major findings and recommendations from the previous evadumat
(extensively presented iResult 13, describeghe changes applied in the revised version of the L2A
MOOC outlinesthe evaluation plan, angresentsthe design implementation and analysis of the
pre- and postcourse surveys as well asthe data collected via the implementation platfornto
conductthe overall evaluation of the L2A MOQ&ong with the evaluation outcomes

2. Background

Learn2Analyze (L2Aht(p://learn2analyze.e) is an Academitndustry Knowledge |hance for
SYKFYyOAy3a hytAyS ¢NIXAYAYy3I t NEFTSaanaz2yHuhdeddby/ 2 YLISG
the European Commission through the Erasmus+ Program. The key objectives of the L2A initiative

are (i) to develop a comprehensive proposal for arudational Data Literacy Competence
Framework (EDL CF) for instructional designers aftwimers of online and blended learning

courses, and (ii) to design, develop, and offer a competdrased Professional Development MOOC
accordingly.

Regarding objecte (i), the L2A EDL CF was produced and evaluaiesinlt 2 Result 3,and Result

4. Based on those outcomes, and regarding objective (ii), the initial version of the L2A MOOC was
built and consisted of 8 module®mbiningEDL theory (Modules-2) and pactice with EDL tools in

3 widely used Course Management Systems, namely, Moodle, the Exact Suite and the IMC Learning
Suite (Modules &) following a seltlirected MOOC educational design. The content (i.e., syllabus
and learning materials) and sap ofthe L2A MOOC Phase A are availabRasults 5a6a, and7a.

The initial version of the L2ZA MOOC was evaluated,Reslilt 13produced a validation report that
provided areas of possible improvement of the L2A MOOC Phase A. This was done threagl pre
post-course questionnairebased surveys with the participants of the first phase, conducted from
03/09/2019¢ when the enrolment process startedo 14/01/2020 when the MOOC Phase A ended.

3. Synopsis of Evaluation outcomes b2AMOOC Phase A
Recommendabns

To validate the L2A MOOC Phase A and identify areas of possible improvemeandopestcourse
online surveysvere designed and distributed among the participants. The surveys aimed to examine
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partidLJ y @har&xteristicsalong with theirinitial motives and background knowledge oEDL
(measured with the pr&ourse survey), in relation to their perceptions about twmirse desigand

the instructional elementstheir learning experiengeand theachieved learning outcomémeasured

with the postcourse survey)as reported by participants who completed the L2ZA MOOC Phase A
Learningexperience waseasured per module and through the course, in terms ofltlle NIi A OA LJ y (i &
overall level of satisfactigrsatisfaction with the platformthe workload the level of interactionthe
contert, and theircontinuance intentionThe achieved learning outcomegere measured in terms

of certification dropouts and theadvancement of the EDL competence lev¢he participantsafter

the completion of theMOOC. TheJr NJi A Qtartidy gbihget@nce level for evesyatement of the
EDL CP was measured in the -poeirse survey. After the course completigmarticipantswere
asked to evaluattheir current competence level to reveal the achieved progress.

3.1.Profilesof enrolled participants

L2A MOOC Phase A started on 21/10/2019 and was open until 15/01/2020. During this time frame,
1147 participants from75 countries answered the preourse survey and started the MOOC. The
majority (86%) came from Europe, mainly frome&re (n=492), Germany (n=220) and Italy (n=110).
Most participants (68.87%=790) reported that they work in K12 and Higher Education, while fewer
(16.83% n=193) come from Industry/Business, and less from large enterprises (838%3) or

from SMEs (B5% n=90). Only few reported seéfmployed (5.32n=61) ornot-employed (3.92%
n=45).In particular, 36.53% (n=419) of participants were School Teachers, 29.38% (n=337) were
elLearning Professionals, and 11.6% (n=133) were Higher Education Studigémtéon average)
around 10years of experience in their professional role, and years of experience in online
teaching and learning.

3.2.Motives of enrolled participants

Overall the participants who answered the pigourse survey appead to be motivated interms of
goalorientation, selfefficacy, and selfonfidence Specifically, rast participants (66%, n=757)
reported that theywere dPlanning to follow the course schedule and complete all activities to earn a
certificate of completioh =  @He kepdfted basic reasons foraking the coursavere 6To extend

my current knowledge of the togior ¥ 2 pErsanal developmeat characterized as True or Very
Trueby more thant p’2 2 F GKS LI NOHAOALI yiGad ,tel, Ndssto® andJ y (i & Q
perseverage for longterm and meaningful goals (Duckworth, 201%as 3.64(SD9.615, which is

about average Most participants §2.1%, n=712) reported high selbnfidence regarding their
GroAftAdGe G2 f SI NY ¢an&BostYarticiSand (61£9%A790) disk regorte® AgtizNE S
selfSTFA O O& NposslhiftyRdf finishing &iS codrse according to the anticipated time
commitment as definedn the syllabus ®revious studies showed thatudents who complete
MOOC4end to have high sekfficacyand selfconfidence in their ability to complete the course
(Wang andBaker, 2015)The statistical analysis revealed thagetthree targeted groups (eLearning
Professionals, HighétducationStudents and School Teachers) differ significantlyanreasns for
enrolment, (b) GRIT score, (c) Salhfidence and (d) the hours they intended to spend in the
course
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3.3.EDL Competence levef enrolled participants

Finally,LJ: NJi A OA LJ- y trép@rted indtisl EDLE@npeteBde 'vel for all dimensiohthe EDL

CFsl & OKFNIY OGSNRAT SR (i.e level 2RNth rgspediRo tite Safgktgdyfod Miles

(i.e., eLearning Professionals (n=337), School Teachers (n=419), Higher Education Students (n=133)),
Higher Education Students reported the lower ialitEDL competence level, very close to School
Teachers, whileeLearning Professionals reported significantly higher EDL levedpetific
dimensions, namehata Collection, DatApplication and Data Ethics dimensions of the L2A-EDL

CP.

3.4.Profiles of paticipants who completed the ourse

Out of the 1147 participants who answered the jm@urse survey and started the MOOC, 244
(21.27%) passed the final assessmantd 235 (20.45%) of them answered the postrse survey to

receive their certificate of aébvement. A participant hadcompleted the coursavhen s/he had

received the certificate of achievement (i.e., succeeded the final assessment and submitted both
pre- and postcourse surveys). Although most participants that completed the course wene fr

Greece (126 participant$3.62%) followed by Germany (71 participar@8.21%), the participants

from Germany had higher completion rate (30.59%), followed by participants from Ireland (24.14%).
With respect to the targeted job roleseLearning professior@lQ O2 YLJX SiA2y NI GS
significantly lower than the completion rate of Schdam@achers (24.34%) and Higher Education
Students (36.09%), with participants from the last group having the higioespletion rate.

3.5.Motives of participants who completedhe course

Additional analysis of the motives of participants who completed the course showed that external
Y2 G A @S &o abtGiwajdeElevant qualificatiod 3t wauld be beneficial for my CV and future

job applications 3 was advised or ordereid take part in this course were positively related to
course completion and Higher Education Students had significantly higher mean value (3.13) in
external motives than the other two groups. Time scheduling (as part céfiigdcy) also appead
important for the course completion as the analysis showed a strong relationship between the hours
per week the participant was planning to spend in the course and the completionAate it seems

that course completiowasrelated to the reported confideresin finishing this course according to

the anticipated time commitment as defined in the syllablibe GRIT score did not diffeetween

the groups.

3.6.EDL Competence levef participants who completed the course

The perceived initial EDL competence lev@i 2 NJ £ £ RAYSyaizya 2F (GKS 9
0SIAYYSNE 0A OSepctivelS@OKA S@HEIR YR IEKSBYLISGISYOS t SOSt
level 3). Thus, completing the course reedito one-level advancement of competences for each

EDL competencdimension.In detail, Higher Education Students reported lower achieved level in all
dimensions than the other groups,and School Teachers achieved the h&heompetence
advancement. Specifically, significant mean differences for EDL competences behedangeted

groups were calculated, and the ANOVA test revealed significant mean differences in competence
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advancement only in two EDL dimensions, namely D4 (Data Comprehension and Interpretation) and
D5 (Data Application), as well as in the overall EDhpetence advancement-urther analysis
showed that, although external motives had strong positive relationship to course completion (see
section3.5), external motives had nstatisticalrelation to EDL competence advancement. On the
other hand, positive elationships were found between the GRIT score and EDL competences
advancement, as well as between sstinfidence and EDL competences advancement. The hours
that participants were planning to spend in the course were strongly related both to course
compleion and EDL competences advancement.

3.7.Learning experience of participants who completed the course

t F NGAOALI yiaQ LISNDS Amgeadred pbrimidila ghd thrSugH & duSee0S 4| &
evaluation of the learning experience had three parts: €ajling experience per module, (b) overall

f SENYyAY3I SELSNASYOS 2F (GKS O2 dmpdibgtheirl Igaftingo O0 LI
experience.

In the postcourse survey, participants were asked to rate from 1 to 5 their agreement to 11
statements concening their learning experiencén each moduleof the course. The rating per
module varied from 3.5 to 4.4 on average (3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4= Agree, 5=Strongly
agree. The analysis of the responses of the 235 participants who completed the ecovits
respect to the first part revealed strengths and weaknesses per module. Specifically, participants
rated high the instructional desigof the course (learning objectives clearly stated, variety of
content types, and relevance of the assessments thiehLOshcross all modules. Statements about

the content (learning materials, ujp-date information) were also rated with a high score for
modules 2 to 5, whilst instructional videos and comprehensiveness of the comesyroblematic

in modules 6 and. Further readings, learning activities, and assessment tasisved relatively

low score in all modules anabpeared to need attentio. Alsq the reported workload was evenly
spreadacross modules

Regarding the evaluation of the overall learning eigrece, participants were asked to rate from 1

to 5 their agreement to 18 statements concerning their (a) general learning experience, (b) platform
ease of use, (c) confirmation of expectations, (d) satisfaction, and (e) continuance intention. Based
onthel yI f @83A&d 2F GKS NBaLRyasSazr YvYz2ald LI(MNE%)EA LI yia
wellasRAYSy aAzya a/ 2y TANFA6HN 3R DT 29 H NG AATEEHN &4 Sy
the other hand,fewer participants appeard satisfied withthe level of interaction with peers

(38.9%) the coursdlifficulty (54.9%)and the required workload61.3%), with many of them facing
problems. In generalproblems wererevealedregarding thelearning experience throughout the

course mainly related to the workload the course difficulty,and the lack of interaction and
collaboration. Attention appeared to be needed that one third of participants did not agree with

all G6SYSyda NBt I liéhByeditie caulsgtiAnast hovatdd2to/work ¢hragh the

coursé€ Uvrét, all dimensions of the overall learning experience were strongly positively related to
EDL competence advancement.

! We define the areas of rating as follows: 1. Relatively high (>4), 2. Marginal48.8. Relatively low (363.8)
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Lastly, participants provided insightful feedback on what they liked most and least in the course,
gAlGK GKS edsk of Gs€ PebENiIAMany positive comments. Participants also appreciated
their handson experience (especially module 5), the multimodal content (highlighting videos as the
most engaging learning method), the spHced nature of the course, and the aily stated learning
goals. The forums were perceived as quite popfdarcontributing to the interaction with peers in
discussing course topics, and several learners commented positimdlye final MSQ assessment
quiz.

Participants provided egative evaluation on the detailed, quite specializeédnd complex content
provided forspecific LMS, the information overloadd the overlaps across modulégsoughout the

whole course, thenuch higheworkload compared to thelefined in syllabus, and level difficulty.

Lack of interaction with peers andtetors was also reported along with some conceaisout the

quality of the discussiondarticipants also mentioned their concerns about the final assessment,
the lack of meaningful feedback on wrong answers,well as about the questions focusing on
content from the three LMSs that was not clearly explained in corresponding modules. Some issues
concerning the functioning of the platform were also reported (e.g., some quizzes did not work
properly, problems wh the navigation through the contenaind difficulty to locate posts in the
discussiorforums).

3.8.Recommendations for improvement

Based on the overall evaluation of the L2ZA MOOC Phase A, specific areas for improvement were
identified and prioritized in thémplementation of Phase B\iming to address problems concerning

(1) the high dropout rates(2) highdemands in workload3) LJ- NIi A Qolv satisfadtian@vel, (4)

gaps and overlaps inontent and activities(5) frustration inassessmerstand lack ofinsightful
feedback mechanism§65) poorinteraction with peers and-éutors, the recommended modifications

were categorized in five groups: (a) MOOC Content/Activities, (b) MOOC Educational Design:
Syllabus, (¢) MOOC Educational Design: Assessmentrfific&@@n, (d) MOOC Educational Design:
Gamification, and (e) Platformthe specific recommendations per category were as follows:

a. MOOC Content/Activities

1 Review and update theoatent across modules to minimize overlagsdbe moreconcise.

1 Review and woid detailed, specialized, and complex LidRted content that users cannot
practice and ®mbine theory to practice.

1 Crosscheck vwdeos in specific sections for quality assurance emdove video lectures or
interviews longer than 10" as they are coreield disengaging.

1 Add =If(/Peer}graded authentic activities at the end of each topic, to enable learners to put
theory into practice, boost motivation, and engage them to the content.

1 Use clear grading rubrics to sgifade or peer grade learning acties.

1 Add forum discussions related to human assessed learning activities to enhance
collaboration.

b. MOOC Educational Design: Syllabus

1 Revisethe overall workload of the cours® be distributed in more weeks, extending the
course duration to lighten the labof content presented each week.
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9 Provide guidelines and time scheduling that clearly communicate to the learners how much
time should be allocated per each module.

c. MOOC Educational Design: Assessment for Certification

1 Revisethe final assessment exploiggn Use case scenarios to create more authentic
assessment activities.

d. MOOC Educational Design: Gamification

1 Incorporate and issueompetence credential (i.e., competence badge) to the learner for
each of the 6 dimensions of the L2A EIPLto provide eviderce of their abilityand prove
their mastery in this competence. To earn tbempetence credentialthe learner needs to
achieve all learning outcomes as specified by the respective statements of the dimension.

f 'RR 3AFYAFTASR | OdA @A Gnteétion wigh cEhigriK Imytedi&l. TheSel NI/ S NE
activities could be MCQs related to the video watched or the topic studied providing regular
and meaningful feedback to the learners.

1 Provide regular feedback with explanations why the required answers in MCQiestasie
correct and where to look if wrong answers were selected or provided.

1 Add gamification elements like points and progress bar to provide feedback for content and
activities completion.

1 Add gamificatiorelements(e.qg.,points, badge$ for forum partcipation © handle isolation,
enhance interactivity, support collaboration between peers, and improve social
participation.

e. Platform

91 Decrease the detailed organization of topics and subtopics, providing a clear learning path.
1 Improve navigation and discorability by using breadcrumb or incorporating a navigation
map on top of the screen.

4. Description of actions takefchanges implemented ih2ZAMOOC Phase B

Overall, and taking into considerations the recommendations from the evaluation of Phase A, the
new veasion incorporate a series of changes described extensivelR@sult 5b and outlined as
follows:

1. content revision/update across modukesaddress issues related tmntent quality;

2. selfassessed assignmenigsed on realife scenarios to offer deepennderstanding of the
field;

3. gamification element$o offer enhanced engagement in several authentic learning activities;

4. anupgraded assessment mechanissading totwo levelsof Certification of Achievement on
Educational Data Literacy (EDILgvel A regired the learner to have acquired a basic set of
competences for EDL and Level B requidemonstration of a higher expertise assessed
through handson assignments based on simulated practice scenarios
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4.1.Content revision and update

The revised educatioh@esign and materials are availableResult 6band have been implemented

in the course whereas the new satp of L2ZA MOOC Phase B is describdgessult 7b Based on the
evaluation outcomes from Phase A, the revised version of the L2A MOOC targetesl three
major job roles, namely the-learning professional&uch as instructional designers andugors) of
online and blended courses; tisehool leaders and teacheesgaged in blended (using the flipped
classroom model) and online (during tR®VIR9 crisis and beyond) teaching and learning; and the
higher education student@ndergraduates & postgraduates). The L2A MOOC Phase B was designed
to combine thetheoretical knowledgeon core issues related to collecting, analysing, interpreting
and usingeducational data, including ethics and privacy, witlactical experiencef applying
educational data analytics in three differentlearning platforms (Moodle, eXact Suite, and IMC
Learning Suite)All modules (2 to7) were thoroughly revised to addressues related to
comprehensiveness, clarity, overlap, and remove content that prosdigengagement (e.g., long
videos, irrelevant MCQsAIl module revisions went through a rigorous internal review process by
two partners of the L2A consortium, to guataa the advancement in the quality of the produced
learning materials.

4.2.Seltassessed assignments

Practising self a4 SaavYSyid Aa AYLRNIFIYyG Ay GKS € 2¢ASNI (SN
learning to independent lifdong learning (Nicol & Macfame-Dick,2006. In MOOCs, sedvaluated
projects have been found to be accurately evaluated, scoring within just a few points of the gold
standard gradingwhen clear guidance was providéd/ilkowski, Russell, & Deutsch, 2014). Ia th
MOOCcontext, sefassessed activities were proposed to address issues raised froragsessed
procedures (Ventista, 2018). Overall, pessessed activities in MOOCs can be beneficial for the
students when they reflect on and evaluate the work of their peers (Cdnéafhite, 2016) and they
promote and support social interaction in the coursddowever peerassessment and peer
feedback have been heavily criticised in MO@Qs to their anonynity (McEwen, 2013)and
becausethey are time-consuming (Meek et al., 2@}, they have also received criticism concerning
their trustworthiness by the students (Floratos et al., 2015). Nevertheless, social interaction does not
have to occur during the process of pesessment, as the participants can still interact through
peer forums.

In view of the above and taking int@mrsidertion (a) the constraints and limitations of the IMC
platform (used for the delivery of the L2A MO@&Gnd (b)the recommendations from Phase A
evaluation,a concluding selissessed assignment was implemehaée the end of each module (2 to

7), using rubrics for its assessmeintporderto enable participants to put theory into practice, boost
motivation, and engage them to the contenin particular, his humarassessed assignment
consisted of(a) a reatlife scenario activitylesigned in accordance with generic Use Case (i.e., a
scenario previously described and used as reference to certify the EDL competences of K12
teachers/IDs/eTutorg to be completed by the participantgb) a rubric across three primiency
levelsfor the assessment of the solutiagthe rubric included the criteria that each response should

2They are explained in Result 5b.
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meet; and (c) an exemplary solutiomlong with itsrating, to be used by the MOOC participants as
guidelines for the conducting the selésessmist and as motivation for further seleflection - for

this type of assessment, learners initially practice how to assess responses by grading some example
NEalLR2yasSa yR O2YLI NAYy3I K2g GKSANI INI RSThRA FTFSNA
evaluation of the outcomes wasraandatory tasko be completed by the participants themselves in

the form of selfassessment, usinghe rubric. In addition, in line with the recommendations,
discussionforums related to seassessed assignmevere proviced to enhance collaboration,
encourageparticipants toposttheir thoughts and questions related to the assignmeartd promote

social interaction

It needs to be clarified thathe selfassessedassignments id not contribute directly the
LJ- NIi A GiralLJragdaifér he L2AMOOC and they had no participatiorin order to receive the
L2A Certificate of Achievement (Level A and Levelll®). participants wererecommencdd to
complete them, so as to evaluatheir understanding, as well as, to gain pointsdarespective
badgeqsee section 4.3)

4.3.Gamification elements

Gamification in the context of MOOCs, is mainly proposed to enhance motivation to the
achievement of the learning goals and to increase the engagement to the learning activities
(RomereRodrigez, RamireMontoya & Gonzalez, 2019), but also to support collaboration among
participants, handle isolation and improve social participation (Antonaci et al9)26lew et al.
(2016) claimed that the use of game mechanics had a positive effect on mnagivetudents to
engage with more difficult tasks. Chang and Wei (2016) created a concept map of 40 gamification
mechanics in MOOCs and using a survey of 5,000 participants identified the most engaging among
them: Virtual Goods, Redeemable Points, Teandé&dsoards, Trophies and Badges. Points, badges
and leaderboards are the most common gamification elements used in online environments
(Dicheva et al., 2015). The key element of gamification is the inclusion of tasks linked to
predetermined learning objectes that learners have to perform to accumulate points, move to
higher levels, and win awards (Kiryakova et al., 2014).

In the revised version of the L2ZA MOOC, gamification was implemented both on the content and on
the instructional design (structurefor content gamification, the content was altered to be game

like by utilizing gamified activities such as storytelling and feedback loops, in order to enhance
f SFNYSNBEQ AYOGSNI OGA2Y ¢ partikipa@i2ty réaBenfit th¥ auid@adlingl £ = | v F
activities. Furthermore, regarding the implementation of structural gamification, and targeting at
improving the overall learning experience of the L2A MOOC Phase B participants, stimulating the
development of certain competences, and promoting theatlaboration and social presendsyo
approaches ofjamification elementsvere implemented: (axperience Poin{&XPshnd (b)Badges
Gamification in MOOC Phasealned to enhance engagement with content and learning activities
and promote participationto the discussion forumpreviously identified as problematic (section

3.7).

Specificallyjn the revised L2A MOOQ&Pswere assigned to four categories of experience tracks
namelyContent, Engagement, Test, and Modatel participantscould gainand acumulate XPs by
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completingrespectiveactivities within the MOOChusthey couldreach higher levels in experience
tracks. Participants could also monitor their progressavlseaderboardi.e., a ranking list displayed
per experience trackBriefly, the Content trackshown i K S LJI NJrdg@ds it cguiis® éontent
and points were gainedon text, videos, documenishe Engagement trackhown the participation

in the activities of the courseand mints were awarded for completing quizzes, exercises atiter
interactive learning objects, regardlessthE success outcome; th&est trackshown the progress
on tests andawardedthe successful complain of quiz testswith points; theModule trackshown
the progresswithin modules 2 to 7, and wints were awardedwhen compleing a LOwithin the
module.Regarding the awardeldadges 6 were Module Badgesone for each module (2 to #and

3 were Community Badges. A Progress bar displayed progress towards next performandénéevel.
Module Badgesone for eeh module (2 to 7jvere: (a)Educational Data L2A Finishép) Learning
Analytics L2A Finishefc) Teaching Analytics L2A Finish@) Moodle L2A User(e)eXact Suite L2A
User, and ()IMC Learning Suite L2A UsEo earn each of these badgéise partcipantshould have
gaired at least 75% of XP points arsthould havepas®d the selfassessed assignment in the
respective module Furthermore, theCommunity Badgesvere: (a) L2ZA Commentatqgr (b) L2A
Moderator, (c)L2A Forum MasteiTo earn each of theseommunity badgeghe participantshould
haveposted a certain number of posts in the discussion fora, calculated across all the moidelles (
Commentator: At least 3 posts, Moderator: At least 10 posts, Forum Master: At least 20 posts).

4.4.Upgraded assessmemechanism

The fnal assessmenmechanism along with thegrading policy andcertification were also revised

and redesigned. In Phase B, there were two levels of the L2A Certificate of Achievement: Level A
Certificate and Level B Certificate of Achieveinem Educational Data Literacy. L2A Certificate of
Achievement Level A required developingpasic set of competencésr EDL, and the participants

had to gain a mark of 60% or greater overall to the corresponding set of level A 100 multiple choice
quiz questions, aiming to assess the understanding of the core concepts presented in the 6 core
modules. In addition to that, the L2A Certificate of Achievement Level B required demonstration of a
higher expertiseassessed through handsm assignments based onnsilated practice scenarios.

More specifically, for the Certificate of Achievement Level B there was a final concluding assessment
where participants were requested to undertake complex tagk®ugh several steps (e.g., by
following a use case) and answarset of 100 MultipleChoice Questions (MCQs) which were
automatically graded by the platform. To gain the Certificate of Achievement Level B, participants
should gain a mark of 60% or greater overall to the corresponding set of 100 level B multiple choice
quiz questionsBoth sets of MCQs were included at the end of the course and participants could
O2YLJX S4GS GUKS a/v '!'aaSaavySyida a4 lye GAYS I a
completion of the course, completing the correspondMi@QsAssessmetnfor Level A and/or Level

B Certificate (with 60% success each to obtain both Leaislcompleting the Precourse and the
Postcourse Surveywere mandatory.

5. Method for evaluation of L2ZAMOOC Phase B

After the implementation of the interventions desiced in section 4, enrolments in Phase B of the
L2A MOOGstarted on 01/02/2021 and thecourse was completed 0i®6/06/2021 (after the
extension). This report presents the evaluation of this version of the cowakeng with the
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conclusions from the compada with evaluation outcomes from the initial version of the MOOC,
implemented in Phase.AThis section synopsizes theethod followed for the evaluation, including
the objectives and research guestiots address and the evaluation procedureincludingthe data
collection methods and instruments utilized for this purpose. The section concludesawith
overview of the evaluation plan.

5.1.0bjectivesand Research Question:
The main goals of the evaluation of L2ZA MOOC Phassdas follows:

1. Profile participant before theystart the courseto understand theirgeneral andprofessional
background, their motivation to take the course, thgirevious experience with gamified
elementdfeaturesin MOOCsandtheir background EDL competence.,who are our learnefs

2. Profile participantsafter they have completed the courseunderstand whathe characteristics
of the participantswho actively engagedin the courseare: i.e., who are the EDL certified
learner®

3. Associatethose profiles with the overall and per motkilearning and gamification experience,
with the completion of the coursendwith the achieved advancement in EDL competemes,
howdid ourcertified learners experieatheir learning and EDL competence development?

4. Explorethe differencesn learring experience (per module and overall), gamification experience
(per module and overall), and learning outcomes (advancement in EDL compeateng@etion
rate) for the different profiles of participantesho completeal the course

5. Examinethe differencesn the successful completion of the course (i.e., advancement in EDL
competence, completion rates) in Phase B compared to Phadeave the updates in the
instructional design (i.e., gamification, salsessed assignment, upgraded assessment
mechanism) anahe revision in the content of the course (educational materdi@¢cted
success?

Those goals are formulated into the following research question (RQ):

RQ: What is the effect of the interventionsmplemented in Phase B (i.e., content revision,
gamification, selfassessed assignments, upgraded assessmen{apthe learning experience (i.e.,
engagement, satisfaction, continuance intentigey module and overal(p) learning outcomes (i.e.,
competence level advancement, personal goal achievemant] (c) success (i.e., certification,
completion rates) of the L2A MO@@th respect taLJ- NJi A @rofilds ségailify the development
and acquisition oEducational Data Literacy Competencastheyare described in the L2A EDL CF.

Based on the evaluatiogoals, the R@ furtheranalysed an@xplored in the following dimensions:

1. What are theindividual characteristics of thearticipants in the L2A MOCORhase B What are
the main targeted groups of professionals based on their characteristgbat is the
motivation, gamification experience, and initial EDL competendethe main targeted
LJ- NI A OA LJ- yAidledtiere AnyPstilslicafly significant differences in those attributes
between the targeted groups?
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2. Whatare thecharacteristics of participantsho completed Phase B? Whiplofiles (in terms of
motivation, gamification experience, and EDL competenaed related to the course
completion?

3. What is the perceived learning experience per module as repgpedprofile of participants
who completed the MDOC? What is the perceived overall learning experience per targeted
group?

4. What is the perceived gamification experience per module as reported per pobplarticipants
who completed the MOOC? What is the perceived overall gamification experiencergeted
group?

5. What is the achieved advancement in EDL competaseeported per profile of participants
who completed the MOOC?

6. Howhasthe overall learning experience affect theEDLcompetences advancement?

7. Howhasthe overall gamification experiencéfected EDIlcompetences advancement?

8. Is the difference in completion rate of Phase B compareccdmpletion rate ofPhase A
statistically significart

9. Are there statistically significant differences in the overall learning experience of the participants
who completed Phase B compared to participants who completed Phase A?

10. Are there statistically significant differences in the EDL competence advancement of the
participants who completed Phase B compared to participants who completed Phase A?

5.2.EvaluationProedure

The procedure to conduct the evaluation of L2ZA MOOC Phase B and address the research question
included the following steps

1 Setup the evaluation plarg how the MOOC will be evaluated (what dimensions/aspects of
the course, what data will be collecteand analysed, how results will be usett);

1 Define the evaluation design: pgest course and between phases design;

1 Define the data source® be utilizedand the data collection methodsurveysand log files
from the IMC platformi whichthe course was implemented)

1 Design and develop thiols for data collectionthe invitation letter, the consent form, the
pre- and post course surveys clarify what logged data from IMC platform will be utilized;

1 Clarify privacy and ethics issudém consentwas obtained and how ethical obligations to
participants were met

1 Use statistical methods to process and analyze the collected data;

1 Interpret the resultwhat it means for the prograngnd synthesize the findings in a report.

5.3.Data collectioninstruments

The precourse survey consisted of the three parts: the invitation letter, the consent form, and the
guestionnaire itselfThe survey was a wdimsed form (Google form), including the following:
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Invitation Letter

= =4 =4 =4

Inviting to participate

Informing about he objectives

DdzA RAY 3 adz2NBSeQa O02YLX SiAzy
Guiding receipt and usage of code to unlock L2A MOOC co
(Unigue Code I guidelines to create and provide this code
YI G4§OK LI NJIran® pokdcoyirses@vey dNSBrers)

Consent form

Following the gulelines of the General Data Protection Regulation (EU
679/2016 (GDPR), informing about:

f

= =4 =4 4 4 =2

f

Participants either agree or not to the consent form and the survey.

Purpose and procedure

Potential benefits, risk, or discomforts

Data storage and transfer outside the EU

Right to withdraw

Rights of research participants

Participantconcerns and reporting

Conflict of interest, compensation, anonymity, confidentiality
Usage, debriefing and dissemination of results

Questionnaire

To collect responses of participantegtquestionnairevasstructured into
five (5) sections
1. Demographics & General Background

= =4 -4 A& -4 8 a8 -2 -2 a2 _a 9

= =4 —a —a A

3. Motives for enrolling in the L2A MOOC

Gamification

Year of birth

Gender

Country of residence

Highest level of education completed

Current job sector

Definition of professional role selecting from a given list
Years involved in this role

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

Comfort with technology

Number of MOOCs enrolled in the past

Number of MOOCs completed

Familiarty with gamification in teachingral learning

Experience with gamified learning in the past

Number of gamified MOOCSs taken part

Use of gamification in educational design of participants
Attitude towards Gamificationrating one(1)a 4 I 4§ SY Sy (i
Fa FEf GNUzS¢ G2 aa+ FIE AONIES S ¢
Gamification User Types based on Hexad Scakdtg@v scale)c
rating the agreement to 24 statements in ap@int Likert scale,
FNRBY G{0O0NRy3Ife 5Aal3aINBSe (2
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1 Goal in taking the cose- selecting from 7 statements or providir]
alternative answer
 Reason for enrolmentNJ GAy 3 vy &GFGSYSyi
02 a+x+SNE ¢NMHzS¢ L dza | ab2G |
1 Selfconfidence about learning the course mater@lrating a 5
point Likert sale
1 Possibility of course completion according to defined by
syllabus time commitmeng rating a 5point Likertscale
9 Hours per week planning to spend on the course
1 User Intention Ratig the percentage of the course intending to |
completed
1 Certificae Level targeting
1 8-item GRIT scale passion and perseverance for letegm and
YSEYAYy3IATFdAg 3F2Ffta NFraGAy3a FTNRY
YS¢
4. Existing Competence Level per L2A EIR. Statement; rating the
initial competence level of total 1&tatements from the 6 ED
Competence Dimensions witlive (5) possible options: Novice
Advanced Beginner, Competent, Proficient, Expert
5. Unlocking L2ZA MOOC content instructions
Participants neeéld approximately 25 minutes to respdrio the sets of
closedtype questions that were mentioned above using the Likert scale

Similarly, the pst-course survey consistl of three parts including the invitation letter, the consent
form, and the questionnaire itself, and again, was a avabed form (Google form)sdollows

Invitation Letter 1 Inviting to participate
1 Informing about the objectives
f DdZARAY 3 adzNBSeQa O2YLX SGAz2y
T Guiding receipt and usage of code to unlock L2A MOOC Certi
of Achievement (Level A and/or Level B)
Consent form Following the guidelinesf the General Data Protection Regulation (EU)
679/2016 (GDPR), informing about:
1 Purpose and procedure
Potential benefits, risk, or discomforts
Data storage and transfer outside the EU
Right to withdraw
Rights of research participants
Participant concernand reporting
Conflict of interest, compensation, anonymity, confidentiality
1 Usage, debriefing and dissemination of results
Participants either agree or not to the consent form and the survey.
Questionnaire To collect responses of participants, the queshairewasstructured into
Six(6) sections.

= =4 -4 —a -—a -1
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1. Learning experience per module rating 13 statements about th
f SIENYyAy3a SELISNASYyOS F2NJ S@SN
5Aal ANBSe (2 épdinilikBriscae)e ! INBSE

2. Overall learning experience

1 Learning Experience rating the agreement to 7 statements fro
G{ GNRy3If & 5Aal 3NB Heéintlikeriscalg)i NP

1 Platform Ease of Userating the agreement to 5 statements fro
G{GNRByYy3Ift& 5Aal 3NB Héintlilkertsaale)i NP

1 Level A Certificate assessment rating the agreement to 4
aldFdSYySyida lFoz2dzi GKS RATFTAO(
G { G NBy 3t Point LkeMtEcSl€) 0 p

1 Level B Certificate assessmeqt rating the agreement to 3
adraSYSylia FTNRYS&{WAR ¢ gl NRPpohi
Likertscale)

{ SatisfactorgNF G Ay 3 GKS FaINBSYSyd
S5A&al ANBSé G2 éppinilkeriscae)e | INBS

1 Confirmation ¢ rating the agreement to 2 statements fro
G{GNRByYy3It & 5Aal ANGPdnt likertsaale)i NP

1 Continuance Intentiong rating the agreement to 2 statement
FNRY Ga{GNRy3Ife& 5Aal IpnikkSkertsta)

1 Positive & Negative commentg answering 2 opended
guestions about what participants likeddisliked to the course

3. Overall Gamification Experience
1 Satisfaction, Enjoyment, Motivation, Autonomy, Competence

Gamification Experience)rating the agreement to 13 statemen|
FNRY a{GNRy3Ife 5Aal IpnitkSkertstak)
1 Acconplishment, Guided, Social Experience, Competit
Challengg(of Gamification Experience) rating the agreement tg
14 statements from& { G NPy It & 5A &l INBS
G{ dNRPy3If& 5Aal 3NBS é-poirt 2ikertrdcale)N
based on GameflExperience Questionnaire (GAMEFULQUEST
! Usefulnessx NI} GAy3 GKS |INBSYSyd 7
S5A&l ANBSé G2 éppinilkBriscae)e | INBS
1 Attitude towards GamificatioaNJ G Ay 3 2y S &adal
€€ GNHzS¢ G20 GothSNE | eLBLIESAEO | LAt f df

4. Gamification Experience per Elementrating the agreement to 1(
adFdSYySyida FTNRY a{GNRy3Afe -point
Likertscale) for each gamification element separately (Points, Baq
Levels, Progress Bar, Ledutsard)

5. Achieved Competence Level per L2A EIR Statement rating the
achieved competence level of total 17 statements from the 6
Competence Dimensions with possible options: Novice, Adva
Beginner, Competent, Proficient, Expert

6. Unlocking L2A MOOCertificate of Achievement instructions
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Participants neeeld approximately 30 minutes to respdrio two (2) open
ended questions antb the sets of close@&nded questions that were
mentioned above using the Likert scale.

Details about the preand postcourse surveys can be foundAppendix A- Instruments

Dataand analyticgrom the IMC platforn{per moduleg if applicablec and for the whole course, per
participant who completed the course)

Engagemen& 1 Experience points per trackCéntet, Engagement, Test, an
Gamification Module)

1 BadgesNlodule, Community
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6. Results

6.1.Analysisoft  NIAOA LI yiaQ t NEFAL Sa
Learn2Analyze MOOC Phase B started on 01/02/2021 and was open until 06/06/2021. During this
time frame, 2971 participants were registered. Fronesh, 2880 accounts were activated, 2204
registered users enrolled in Module 1, and 13%tticipantsanswered the precourse survey and
a0FrNISR GKS ahh/ o 2SS O2yaARSNI GKIG GKS SyNRffSR
the Precourse surveyd unlock Modules B. After removing the duplicates based on the unique
code and email, 1249 unique responses were encountered and further analysed 1Talepsizes
the enrolments.

Tablel: Enrolments

Enrolled users Frequency | Percentage
Started the MOOC: Enrolled users that submitted the-q@arse survey 1254 42.21
Registered but never activated their account 91 3.06
Enrolled in the MOOC but never accessed Module 1 676 22.75
Started Module 1 but dropped without Pedurse 950 31.98
Total 2971 100
6.1.1. t I NI A OA LI y (i & Q-cdud@efralheditd | & LISNJ LINB

6.1.1.1. Generic profiles of participants who enrolled in the course

Three categories of demographic elements were used to describe the generic profiles of
participants a) general: age, gender, and country of residence; b)background knowledge:
educationalqualificationsand experience with MOQCENglishand technologyand c) professional
experience

a) General

Specifically, in L2A MOOC PhaseB, NI A OA LJ y(GaQ YS!t y alydiSribued withn H dy
std. deviation=10.64 Table 2 & Figure 1), witlhe majority of them being females (65.7%, N=820)
while the male participants being half of the female ones (32.8%, N=<pl€dse, sedppendix B.).

(0Z

Table2: Descriptive statistics of participants' age 100 e 4252
Std. Dev. = 10.64
Statisticsc Age B
age
N Valid 1249 g =«
Missing 0 %
Mean 42.82 e
Median 44.00
Std. Deviation 10.640
Percentles 25 36.00 *
50 44.00
75 51.00 o

20 40 B0 80

age

Figurel: Distribution of participant per age
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The 129 participants came from 69 countries, with most of them originating from Greece (60.0%,
N=750), while fewer were from Germany (13.1%, N=1&%]lessfrom lItaly (7.3%, N=91).

600

=200

Figure2: Participantsgeographical distribution

¢KS LI NIGAOALI yGaAaQ 3IS23NI LK RG@rd theirRlistdbitiNdperdniuktrg of A & A
residence is synopsized in TaBl€for the full list of geographical distribution, please s&gpendix
B.1).

Table3: Synopsis of distribution of participants per country of residence

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid Greece 750 60.0 60.0 60.0
Germany 164 131 131 731
Italy 91 7.3 7.3 804
Ireland 27 2.2 2.2 82.6
United Kingdom 21 1.7 1.7 84.3
France 20 1.6 1.6 85.9
Other 176 14.1 141 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0

b) Background knowledge

With respect to their educational backgroumahd their overall educational profile$6.4% (N=705)

of participants hold a Mai SNDa 5S3aANBST H6KAES mMyodtm: O6blHono
(N=145) have acquired a Doctoral Degree, faveer are the participants who have higher academic
gualifications (2.3%, N=29). Furthermore, 70% (N=8Y#he participantsreported high (N=42) or

very high (N=432) level of proficiency in English (M=3.99., SD=0.915), and the reported comfort with
technology was even higher, with 80.5% (N=1005) participants claiming high (N=502) or very high
(N=503) comfort(M=4.18, SD=0.799espectively.Paticipants also report a moderate previous
involvement and experience with MOOCSs, with 55.1% (N=688) having enrolled in atdesEDACs

in the past, and 48.6% (N=607) having completed the MOOCs they have enrddedaverage, the
participants reportedthat they have enrolled in 3.53 MOOCs and they have completed 2.98. The
participants who have never completed a MOOC before were also many (38.3%, N=478), with most
of them, however, having no previous involvement or experience with MOOCs at all (76:268)N

For the full descriptive statistics of background educational qualification, pleaspgeandix B.1

c) Professional experience

With respect to their current job sector, 67.734=845) of the participants reported that they work
in K12, University, orCollege while 11.3%(N=141) come from IndustryBusiness(Small/Largeg
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for/non -profit), 9.8% (N=122) were reported asSelf/Notemployed and 11.3% (N=141) work
somewhere else.

¢ 2

LAYk

6SGGSNI dzy RSNA G I y RA y Here2askedLid desbribeédXhelrdt v i & Q

role by selecting multiple answers from a lidtext, the responses were coded by grouping similar
choices in sven(7) generic categoriedllustrated in Figure .3The coding of professional roles into
groups issummarized inAppendix B.1 It becomes apparent thaparticipants are distributed in

three prevailing groups of professionals, namely School Teachers (49.8%, N=622), elLearning

Professionals (17.0%, N=212), and Higher Education Students (11.7%, N=146).

participants (21.5%) belong to smaller clusters of professionals, and in the following analysis will be

GNBFGSR | a

Professional Role

AhiKSNE ®

School Teacher

el earning Professional

Higher Education Student

Academic/Researcher in ID and/or Online

Education/Training

Other

Expert with Experience in EDL

Managerin (Online) Education/Training

T269 rest

Ann

Figure3: Distribution of participants per professional role

Table4 demonstratesthe pr NIi A OA LI y (i sec@or i® dshtibidSiy their &@oded professional
role. Participants reportedl12.26 years of experience in professional role and 6.96 years of
experience in online teaching and learnifig average) Specifically, School Teachers have 16.83

(SD=6.941) yesa of professional experience, eLearning Professionals have reported a mean of 8.12

(SD=6.713) years in the professional role, and Higher Education Studentg as\expected; the
lower experience with a mean of 4.99 (SD=5.042) years. Details abouisthibulions of years of
professional experience and experience in online education can be foukabendix B.1

Table4: Distribution of participants pejob sector and professional role

ProfessionaRolegGroup$
eLearning Higher Education School
Professional Student Teacher Other Total

JobSector  K-12, University, Count 66 92 554 133 845
(Group9y College % of Total 5.3% 7.4% 44.4% 10.6% 67.7%
Industry Count 79 10 4 48 141

% of Total 6.3% 0.8% 0.3% 3.8% 11.3%

Not-employed/  Count 38 36 12 36 122
Selfemployed % of Total 3.0% 2.9% 1.0% 2.9% 9.8%

Other Count 29 8 52 52 141

% of Total 2.3% 0.6% 4.2% 4.2% 11.3%

Total Count 212 146 622 269 1249
% of Total 17.0% 11.7% 49.8% 21.5%| 100.0%
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6.1.1.2. Motivational profiles of participantswho enrolled in the course
In line with L2ZA MOOC Phase A, in Phase B four motivational aspects were examined as dimensions
2F LI NIGAOALI yiaQ LINRBFAESAY 0 GKSANI I2Hfa Ay il
GRIT score (i.epassion and perseverance for lotegm and meaningful godls and d) self
confidence.

a) Goals

Participantsivere asked to define their goal in taking the course from a list of possible answers. Most
participants (67.3%, N=841) answered thegre dPlanning © follow the course schedule and

complete all activities to earn a certificate of complefion h i K SNJ O2 Y Y Auditing,dut t & & SN
intend to follow the course schedéle ¢ T ®y:: T Gererdlycuriosity §7 R%, d=90jAppendix

B.D).

b) Reasons for enrolrant

t F NIAOALI yia ¢ SNBotataftBR & aWVeMIru@éS a6FpNR Yi KiSA NJ | INB S
statements regarding the reasons for taking the courteK S 2 LJGA 2y dab2dG | LILIX A O
available Figure 4 shows thmean2 ¥ LJ- NIi A O Jpédktafdmarn® NI G Ay 3 a

Reasons for taking the course

[M2] Participating in this course will extend my current
knowledge of the topic.

[M1] Participating in this course is relevant for my personal
development.

[M4] | think the L2A certificate is beneficial for my CV and

future job applications.

[M5] The subject of the course is relevant to my academic
field of study.

[M3] 1 will use this course to obtain a job-relevant

qualification.

[M8] | have enrolled in this course out of general curiosity.

[M6] The subject of the course is relevant to my
college/university class.
[M7] 1 have been advised or ordered to take part in this
course.

0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5
Figure4: Mean ratings per reasons for enrolment
Most participants agreed thatking the coursé{M2] To extend my current knowledge of the tdpic
(84.95%, N=1061) Y R [WMH p&rsanal developmeat(76.78%, N=89) were the most important
NBI d2ya F2NJ SyNREYSyGs TNEGAIy Tiuk 2SiSficaktlyl lessSY Sy G &
participants (16.49%, N=206) enrolled because they wifivi¥] Advisedor ordered to take part in
the coursé @

¢) GRIT score

The $ort-grit scale consists of 8tatements(GRITIcDwL ¢y 0X RS&aONAROAY3I (KS |1
persist in something the person feels passionate abaund to persevere wherthe personface
obstacles(Duckworth, 2016) The statements can be found #ppendix B.1 The ating of the

statementsis on alLikertlike scale from 1 (Not like me at all) to 5 (Very much like me), with
statements GRIT1, GRIT3, GRIT5, and GRIT6 being rated in reversed (R) saldalate the GRIT

Score we added the points on all statements arivided by 8. The maximum score could be 5
(extremely gritty) and the lowest could be 1 (not at all gritif)e GRIT score of the participants who
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answered the precourse surveyn Phase Bvas moderate with a mean value &.19 (SD=0.468).
Descriptive dtistics per GRIT statement, and the overall GRIT distribution can be fodpgémdix
B.1

d) Selfconfidence

¢KS | dSNI IS IichntdBnteQd ledirofuisératerdalSas Well as the anticipated time
commitment on the course on a weekly basigere also moderate (M=3.53and M=3.76

respectively. Ly ( KS HalzSaénfiden? gfe yau in your ability to learn the material in this

course?, pn ®p:: 6 b T cy mery tonfidesitS NISYRRremély confideity GgKAES Ay
j dzS & (Havwbuldiyou rate qur possibility of finishing this course according to the anticipated

time commitment as defined in the syllabés® o @12 6 b ' T chpvéry donfidedk S NB/RR d
oExtremely confideit Participants reported that they were planning to allocate 4.23 hourshen t

course per week on average. Specificallystnof the participants reportec time-allocation of

either 34 hours (39.1%, N=488) or6bhours (23.5%, N=293) on the course on a weekly basis (see
Appendix B.}.

6.1.1.3. EDL Initial Competence of participantgho enrolled in the course
In the precourse survey, participants selfaluatal their perceivedinitial EDL competence level,
from Novice (1)to Expert (5).As shown inFigure 5 the initial EDL competence level for all
dimensions was approximately Rdvancedbeginner The complete statistics (mean, standard
RSOAFGA2Y 0 FT2NJ I ff RAYSyairzya 2F LI NIApgehdd yiaQ .
B.1

Initial EDL level

Data Collection

+15A
Data Ethics S Data Management

Data Application Data Analysis

a Comprehension

and Interpretation
Figure5: Initial EDL Competences Profile
6.1.1.4. Gamification profiles ofparticipants who enrolled in the course
Since gamification was a major intervention in L2ZA MOOC Phase B compared to Phase A, the
gamification profiles of the participants who enrolled in the couvggre also studiedand three
basic aspects were examined) previous experience with gamification; b) attitude towards
gamification; and c) gamification user types (based on personality tratyd player typesin line
with Tondello et al. (2016)vho created and validated the Gamification User Types Hexae,Sxal
24A 0SYa adaNBSe NBalLkyasS aolrtsS o6FaSR 2y al NDOI Ss3
framework).
a) Previous Experience with Gamification

Most of the participants (61.6%, N=77#0gre familiar with gamification in teaching and learning so
far, and hdf of the participants (50.6%, N=63@ported that they hadexperienced gamification in
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learning context before.Many participants (44.8%, N=560) reported that thépve used
gamification in their educational desighlowever, most of the participants (Z4B6, N=892) had
never enrolled in a gamified MOOC in the pds$tose responses are illustrated in Figure 6.

Are you familiar with

Have you experienced
gamified learning
experiences in the
past?

ENo
WYes

Have you used
gamification in your
educational design?

EnNo
WvYes

gamification in teaching and
learning?

WNo

WYes

Figure6: Previous experience with gamification

b) Attitude towards Gamification

Overall, participants hadfavorableattitude towards gamificationwith a mean of 3.99, and most of
them (68.4%, N=854ated this statementeither asTrue orVery true. Although there was an option
ab2d ! LILX A QoaricipdtssElectd/itDétailed gtatistics can be found Apperdix B.1

¢) Gamification User Types

Participantswere asked taate their agreementmn a 7Likert like scale t@4 statementsto find out

which gamification user type characterizes them. Mamarticipantswere characterized by more

than one type as they scatdleequally in themi.e., Multitype (38.03%, N=47%}onsidering all types

that a participant belongs t§3.48% of theparticipants (N=668pelong to Philanthropists32.75%

(N=409) arecharacterized as SocializeB2.03% (N=400) ar&chieves, and/or 31.06% (N=388) are

in the type offFree Spirit. Descriptive statistics per Gamification User Type are availallppendix

B.1

CdzNIIKSNXY2NBZ FFFGSNI Ofraaafeayd GKS LI NIHAOALIYGaA
the distribution of particignts in the different types is illustrated in Figure 7. The prevailing type is

the Philanthropist (24.0%, N=300), followed by the Free Spirit (12.9%, N=161), Achiever (10.9%,
N=136), and Socializer (10.5%, N=131). The types of Player and Disruptor wesptesented in

GKS LINIAOALI YyGAQ &l YLXS O60dm>X bloT YR nom:3 b

GamificationUserType
Frequency

s00
400
; 300
200

100

Multitype  Philanthropist  FreeSpirit Achiever Socializer Player Disruptor

Figure7: Distribution of Gamification Usefls/pes
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6.1.1.5. Participant<profiles per targeted group
As explained in Section 6.1.1.Inwst participantsbelong to three major professional roles, namely
School Teachers (49.8%, N=622), eLearning Professionals (17.0%, N=212), and Higher Education
Students (11.7%, N=146), whereas the rest were categorized in Other (21.5%, N=269).
Here, the differences in thprofiles of those targeted groups are examined, following an approach

similar to the respective one for the general sample: a) demographic characteritivativesand
reasondor enrolmentin the coursec) initial EDL Competence leyvahd d) gamifiation profiles

a) General

2A0K NBaLsSOd G2 GKS

LI NHAOALI yiaQ 3IASYRSNE

TH®N

the eLearning Professionals, and 72.60% (N=146) of the Higher Education Students, were females.

Table5: Meanage per targeted group

ProfRolesGroups Mean N Std. Deviation

School Teacher 46.04 622 7.880
eLearning Professional 43.71 212 11.037
Higher Education Student 28.25 146 8.800
Other 42.61 269 10.260
Total 42.82 1249 10.640

Mean and standard deviatioroff the age of participantsvere calculated for the major targeted
groups(Table5). As expected, the Higher Education Student is the youngesgraulp (M=28.25,

SD=8.800), whilst the School Teacher group is the oldest one (M=46.04, SD=7.880).

Mean and sandard deviation for the years of experience in professional aslevell as for the years
of experience in digital teaching and learningre calculated for the targeted groups. Tabfe
illustrates the distribution of the years of experienard the yearof experience in digital teaching

and learning per targeted group Oneway ANOVA revealed that the differences in mean

professional experience between the groups (in years) is statistically signifig@ntL245)= 204.395,

p = 0.000) confirming thatSclool Teachers have significantly higher experience than elLearning
professionals and Higher Education Stude8imilarly, the mean and standard deviation of years of

experience in digital teaching and learning per targeted group, were statistically sigtific

different (F(3, 1245)= 16.679, p = 0.00&)here School Teachers reported significantly longer
experience in digital education than the other two groupad Higher Education Students reported
the less experience in this domain, respectivelye complete ANOVA results can be found in

Appendix B.2

Table6:5A &G NROdziA2Y 2F

targeted group

Professional Experience

Experience in Digital Education

ProfRolesGroups N Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation

School Teacher 622 16.8344 6.94091 7.1318 5.99667
eLearning Professional 212 8.1179 6.71334 8.0825 6.47811
Higher Education Student 146 4.9863 5.04222 3.9418 2.66103
Other 269 8.8736 6.86890 7.2937 5.70686
Total 1249 12.2554 8.16595 6.9552 5.84156

b) Motivational profiles

LI NI A OA LI y ( adnd i digitaNglucdtigh@2 f OSR Ay

All three groups of participants reported, at a rate5®.6% and higher, that their goal in taking the
a4 QKearR defcStifichte/ & O 2 Y LI

course isd X

g2

T2ttt 20

iKS O2daN&S
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completiort Appendix B.2. In addition, according to the mean rating of the 8 statements
expressing the reasons for enrolme(1l ¢ M8), most participants from each targeted group

agreed that taking the coursM2] To extend my wrrent knowledge of the topic | Yy RM1F 2 NJ &
personal developmeat ¢ SNBX GKS Y2ad AYLRNIFYyd NBlFazya F2N
aTrug  édy Toue o

Reasons for enrolment

elLearning Professional Higher Education Student -t School Teacher - Tot:

3.5

M1 M2 M3 M4 MS M6 M7 M8

Figure8: Difference in reasons for enrolment per targeted group

{AIYATFTAOLIYyGte fSaa LI NIAQWLAWsédzor ofdgredRd taks part ia S O dza
the courseé (Appendix B.2. Figure 8 illustrates the reasons for enrolment per targeted group and for

the whole (total) sampleeLearning Professionals aB¢hool Teachers hawveore similaities in the

criterisk NS a2y Ay 3 FT2NJ SYNRtYSYydzI 6KAES | ATKSNI 9RdzO!I i

The ANOVAest (Appendix B.2 revealedstatistically significant differensgn the means of reasons
rlr70SG6SSy (KS 3 NHMBLIpénerdl dafiosity (E@) 97 A=221966, o = 0104).

Thus, to further investigate those differences, the Independent samplest bhetween the couples

of professional roles (i.e., School Teachers and elLearmafgsBionals, Higher Education Students

and elLearning Professionals, and Higher Education Students and School Teachers) revealed the
following:

a) there is nostatistically significant difference between elLearning Professionals and School
Teachers for MIM2, M3, M4, M5, M7, and M8yhile School Teachers report higher mean rating in
reason M6.

b) there is statistically significant difference between elLearning Professionals and Higher Education
Students forall M1 ¢ M8, with Higher Education Students repong statisticallysignificantlylower
rating in M1,M2, and M8 and statisticallysignificantlyhigher rating inrM3, M4, M5,M6, and M7.

c) there is no statistically significant difference between School Teachers and Higher Education
Students for M8, whd Higher Education Students repedtstatistically significantly lower rating in
reason Mland M2and statistically significantly higher ratinght8, M4, M5, M6 and M7.

For complete est results, please se®ppendix B.2

The motives can be further groag in internal and external. Specifically, internal motives include
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statements M1, M2, M5, M6, and M8, while external motives include statements M3, M4, aid M7
Based on this classification of motives, the mean values of internal/external/total motives pe
targeted group were computed and statistically comparaggendix B.2. The comparison of mean
rating showed that external motives score significantly higher among Higher Educational Students
compared to eLearning Professionals and School Teachersesiiisis visualized iRigure 9which
displays the mean values for internal and external motives per targeted group. It becomes apparent
that there are not significant differences in the internal motives between the three groups, whereas
Higher Educatiostudents reported different external motives for enrolment.

Internal and External Motives per targeted group

School Teacher M elearning Professional B Higher Education Student

3.5277

~
~
m
~

3.5411

0

o
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@
o

o™

™

o~

™~

~

Figure9: Internal and External motives per targeted group

2.7278

Another parameter of the motivational profiles is tHeRIT scoravhich ¢ as explained in the
previous sectiorg is a measure for the tendendp sustain interest in and effort toward very long

term goals.It is calculated through an-Bems (GRIT statements) scale, where participants rate
themselves fromiNot at all like mé /&y nduch like mie The comparisomf mean GRIT scores

per targeted groups showed that eLearning Professionals and Higher Education Students report
similar scores (M=3.23, SD=0.463 and M=3.24, SD=0.481 respectively), while School Teachers score
somewhat lower (M=3.15, SD=0.449). Figure i$Qalizes this resulThe complete statistics can be

found inAppendix B.2

Mean GRIT Score per targeted group

<
~
%) o
~
m
n
-~
o

Figurel0: Mean GRIT score per targeted group

3.19

% Internal Motives = (M1 + M2 + M5 + M6w8)/5; External Motives = (M3 + M4 + M7)/3
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In addition, the comparison of means in setinfidence of participants per targeted group revealed
statidical differences in their perceived ability to learn material in the course, as well as in their
perception of finishing the course according to the anticipated time commitment as defined in
syllabus.Higher Education Students are less confident in legrmhaterialand School Teachers are
more determined to remain committed to the anticipated time to complete the course.
statistically significant differences were detected per targeted group with respect to the hours
planning to spend in the coursewith a mean value of approximately 4.3 hours, while the
recommended time from the L2A MOOC Phase B designers was 8 hours pefMhealomplete
ANOVA results can be found Appendix B.2 Figure 11 illustrates the per targeted group self
confidence on the abee terms.

Self-Confidence and Hours planning to spend in course per targeted
group

elearning Professiona M School Teacher W Higher Education Student

Confidence to learn material Time commitment in course Time allocation

Figurell: Selfconfidence and hours planning to spend in course per targeted group

c) EDL Competence level

The mean initial EDL competence level per dimension per targeted group is illustrated in Figure 12
Overall, eLeaning Professionals haveportedslightly higher competence in [D3] Data Analyj&el]
Data Comprehension and Interpretation, [D5] Data Application, and [D6] Data Ethics; School
Teachers appear to have higher competence in [D1] Data Collection and [B2Maaagement;
Higher Education Students reported the lowest competence level in all dimensions. The statistical
analysis (ANOVA) shown not statistically significant difference between those groupsp(seredix

B.2.

Data Ethics

Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension and Interpretation

—o—clearning Professional —o— Higher Education Student —e— School Teacher

Figurel2: Initial EDL Competence level per targeted group
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Additional Independent samplestésts between the couples of targeted groups (i.e., School
Teachers and eLearning Professionals, Higher Education Students and eLearning Professionals, and
Higher Education 8tlents and School Teachers) confirmed that there are no statistically significant
differences in the initial EDL competence lemehny dimension between the group&gpendix B.2.

d) Gamification profiles

To create the gamification profiles of the targetedgroups, their previous experience with
gamification, their attitude towards gamification, and the gamification user types were examined.
Specifically, most of the School Teachers (58.7%, N=365) reported that they are familiar with
gamification in teachingnd learning almost half of them (49.5%, N=308) have used gamification in
their educational design, whereas more than half of them (52.1%, N=324) had not experienced
gamified learning in the past, and most of them (73.3%, N=456) had not taken part gaifyed
MOOC beforeMost of the eLearning Professionals (72.6%, N=154) appear to be familiar with
gamification in teaching and le@ing, more than half of them (62.7%, N=133) had experienced
gamification in learning in the past, and almost half of th&®.1%, N=102) have used gamification

in their educational design. However, similarly to School Teachers, eLearning Professionals also had
not taken part in gamified MOOCs before (66.5%, N=141). On the other hand, only few of the Higher
Education Students30.7%, N=58) reported familiarity with gamification in teaching and learning,
even fewer (30.1%, N=44) had experienced gamification in learning in the past, and the majority of
those students had not used gamification in their educational design (78.1%d4Nand had not
enrolled in gamified MOOC (85.6%, N=125).

Schod Teachers are overall favorable towagamification(M=4.25, SD=0.892)vith 72.0% (N=448)
rating the respective statement as True or Very True, and similarly, eLearning Professionals are al
in favor of it (M=4.21, SD=0.892), wiff2.20 (N453, Missing Values=10) agreeing on the truth of
the respective statementwhile Higher Education Students are less favorable (M=3.72, SD=0.944),
with 52.1% (N=76, Missing Values=8) finding the stateriiem¢ or Very Truelhe difference in the
attitude towards gamification areconsidered statistically significant(F(2,935)=19.772, p=.000)
(Appendix B.2.

Gamification User Types per targeted groups

B Achiever M Disruptor M FreeSpirit B multitype B Philanthropist B Player M Socializer
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38.9
39.2

21.2
19.9

Figurel3: Gamification User Types per targeted group

Furthermore, regardig the Gamification User Types, most School Teachers (38.9%, N=242), as well
as elLearning Professionals (39.2%, N=83), and Higher Education Students (31.5%, N=46) were
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identified as Multitype, followed by Philanthropists (25.2%, N=157) and Achievers (1¥-5%) for

School Teachers, by Philanthropists (21.2%, N=45) and Free Spirits (18.9%, N=40) for eLearning
professionals, and by Philanthropists (28.8%, N=42) and Socializers (19.9%, N=29) for Higher
Education Students respectively. Figure 13 displaysetinesults. The complete results can be found

in Appendix B.2

6.1.2.t NI AOALI yiaQ -donse doipleian | & LISNJ L2 ad

Phase B of L2A MOOC was open until 06/06/2021. From the 1249 participants who enrolled and
started the main corpus of the course, i.e., Mdeki2¢ 8, after answering the preourse survey,

280 passed the assessment for certificate level A and 137 passed the assessment for certificate level
B. Overall, 287 participangsassed at least one of the assessments and answered thecpasse
surveyto receive their certificatesFrom the287 responses, 1 duplicate was removed. The unique
responses were 286, which correspond to the number of participants who completed the MOOC.
We consider that a participant has completed the course when s/he hasvegtthe certificate of
achievement (i.e., succeeded at least one final assessment and submitted bedmgrpostcourse
surveys).

Completion Rate 22.90%
Completion Rate of Phase A: 20.45%

In total, there wasan increaseboth in terms of registration§2971 in Phase B compared to 1920 in
Phase A)initiation of the L2A MOOL249 in Phase B compared to 1147 in PhajeaAd
certificationand completion(286 in Phase B compared to 235 in Phase A)

¢2 YIFIGOK (KS LI NI Aadd podtcyuis@srveys yaitigigamGwerk grommiis
produce and provide an, easy to remember and difficult to decode, Unigue ID Code. However, there
was high mismatch in the mapping between tbedes generated in the preand post course
surveyq28.67%, N=82), ttay we further proceeded to mapping the participants via their emails.

Next we will describe the profile of participants that completed the course, calculate the completion
rate for the different targeted groups of participanend examine how thesprofilesare related to
course completion learning experience (after the interventiy, and EDL competence
advancement

6.1.2.1.Generic pofiles of participantswho completed the coursend per targeted
group

For profiling the participants who completed the coursedaexamining the effects of the
interventions applied during Phase B on the learningcomes including the successful course
completion and the advancement in EDL competence level of the participants, we followed a
protocol similar to profiling the enra@d participants, consisting of three categoriesf
characteristics a) generic demographic elementsge, gender, and country of residence; b)
background knowledge: educational qualifications and experience with MOOCs, English, and
technology; and c) prossional experience. We also extracted and determined the respective
profiles of the targeted groups identified in the previous analysise., the School Teachers,
eLearning Professionals, and Higher Education Studersts that next, we carassociate thee
profiles to the outcomes and the interventions applied, as well.
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a) General

Table7 and Figure 14 display the descriptive statistics distfibution of participants who

completed the L2A MOOC Phase B, respectifélgr mean age was 40.99 years (SD=14)79
slightly lower than the mean age of participants who started the course (M=42.8, SD<k&6é4
section 6.1.1.1.), anstatistically significantlower than the mean agé=43.37, SD=10.228j
participants who did not complete the cour§€1247)=3.36, p=0.001fJAppendix B.3. The mean

age of participants in Phagewas 40.68 years (SD=10.51) and 37.78 years (SD=11.386) for those
who enrolled and those who completed that phase, respectivefiyh this difference being
statistically significant, as We

Table7: Descriptive statistics afge ofparticipants’

who complete the course T

Statistics »
age
N Valid 286 g

Missing 0 Ef *

Mean 40.99
Median 43.00 .
Std. Deviation 11.794
Percentiles 25 31.75

50 43.00 ° %

75 50.00 age

Figurel4: Distribution of participants who completed
the course per age

The majority of participants who answered the pastrse survey was females (68.2%, N=195), with
a completion rate of 23.78% (i.e., 195 out of the 810 who answehedprecourse survey). The
completion rate for male$21.95%)was statistically similar, with 9(B1.5%)males completing the
course and receiving their certificataut of the 410 who initially started in the courg@&ppendix

B.3.

The 286 participants whiinished Phase B were distributed in 20 countriéppendix B.3. Although
most of the participants that completed the course were form Greece (185 particiga6its7%)
followed by Germany (67 participants 23.4%), the participants from Germany had Rgh
completion rate (40.85% compared to 24.6¢%mpletion rate of participants from Greecd-igure
15 shows the completion rates for the 5 most reported countries of residence in thequrse
survey.

Completion rates per country of residence

Greece Germany Italy Ireland France Other

Figurel5: Completion rateper country of residence

Page |36



b) Background knowledge

According to the reported highest level of educatiompre than halfof participantswho completed

the course holdsa I a G SNR A %N BOS@lowgphby garticipants who hold a High School
Diploma (178% N=51), and participants who haveBachelof & 5 19 BGANS45). Less are the
participants who hold a Doctoral Degree (9.1%, N=26). With respect to the completion rates,
participants who hold a High School Diploma had the highest rate (54.25%\ddlbyparticipants
GAGK  ald0SNN&a 5S3INBS O0HMOKEE @ NRDR2AZR BApinB8 A O A LI y
B.3.

Participants who completed the L2A MOOC Phase B also report a moderate previous experience
with MOOCs, with a mean enrolment 8121 ($=3.974)MOOCs and meancompleton of 2.90
(SD=3.866). It is interesting that 93.2% of participants who reported that they enrolleddin 2
MOOCs, had also reported that they completed them, and similarly, 83.3% of those who enrolled in
5-10 MOOCs, alsoeported that they had completed themFor the complete statistics, see
Appendix B.3

Furthermore, 706% (N202) of the participants reported high (M84) or very high (N88) level of
proficiency in English (M=00.,, SD=@89), and the reported comfort wit technology was even
higher, with78% (N=224) participants claiming high (M29) or very high (N85) comfort (M=408,
SD=@00) respectively.

¢) Professional experience

With respect to thegjob sector, 51.7% (N=148) of the participants who answered both teegnd

post- course surveys work in-}2 Education, and 22.09%63) work in University. Overall6.2%
(N=218) of the participants who completed the course wiorlcormal Hucation sector, with only
5.9% (N=17) working in Industry/Business, 7.7% (N=@€iaglSelf/Notemployed, and 10.19NE29)

working somewhere elsélhe completion rate for participants who work Formal BHucation was
25.8%andthe completion rate for participants from Industry/Business was 12.0§3pendix B.3.

In addition, in the pevious section(6.1.1.1.) participants were classified into three major
professional roles (i.e., targeted groups), namely School Teachers, eLearning Professionals, and
Higher Education Student¥he specific profiles of the targeted groups will be furtdescribed in
the next subsection. Figure 16 shows the distribution of participants who completed the course per
targeted group.

Distribution of participants who completed the course per

targeted group

School Teacher NN 57.34%
Higher Education Student NN 19.93%
eLearning Professional | 9.09%

Other [N 13.64%

Figurel6: Participants who completed the course per targeted group
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The mrticipants who completedPhase B of the L2ZA MOOC reportadmean of 12.08 years
(SD=8.466) in the professional roles, and a mean of 6.55 years (SD=5.829) of experience in digital
teaching and learningdppendix B.3.

d) Per targeted group

To gain a better understanding of the paipiants who completed the L2A MOOC Phase B, we
explored also the generic profiles per targeted group. In partictie@r School Teachers had a mean

age of45.99years (SD=7.478), 70.7% (N=116) of them were females, 95.1% (N=156) were coming
from Greece (fdbwed by 1.8%, N=3 from Croatia), and they reported a mean of 17.10 years
(SD=6.956) of experience in their professional role and a mean of 7.63 years (SD=6.584) of
experience in digital teaching and learnif€urthermore,the eLearning Professionals hadreean

age of 43.73 years (SD=12.151), and half of them (50.0%, N=13) were females. Half of the eLearning
Professionalsvere either from Greece (26.9%, N=7) or Germany (26.7%, N=7), and the rest were
distributedin 8 other countries (15.4%, N=4 from Italy/is targeted group reported a mean 083.

years (SD=6.766) of professional experience in their role and a meab2years (SD=6.709) of
experience in digital teaching and learnikgnally, the Higher Education Students had a mean age of
24.16 years(SD=4.836), were mostly females (73.7%, N=42), and were originating either from
Germany (87.7%, N=50) or from Greece (26.3%).N+ose students reported a mean o8Byears
(SD=1.772) of experience in their professional role and a mean 1&f y&ars (SB0.928) of
experience in digital teaching and learning.

In terms of completion rates per targeted group, the Higher Education Students was the most
committed group (39.04%, N=57), followed by School Teachers (26.37%, N=164), and by eLearning
Professional§12.24%, N=26). Figure 17 displays the comparison between participants who started
the course and participants who completed the course per targeted group. The statistical difference

0 Sl ¢ Schbrypleters | WriBppeE A & & AnJayl Aafydted |- gybiips (F(3,1245)=16.88,
p=0.000).

Completion rate within each Professional Role

Figurel?: Completioﬁ within each targeted group

The complete descriptive statistics about the demographic elements of the targeted groups, along
with the statistical tests (i.e., ANOVA ansts)can be found irAppendix B.3

6.1.2.2.Motivational profiles of participantswho completed the coursend per
targeted group

In line with the protocol for extracting themotivational profiles of participants who enrolled in L2A
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MOOC Phase B four motivational aspets were examined as dimensions dfe profiles of
participants who completed the course) their goals in taking the course; b) the reasons for
enrolment; c) their GRIT score (i.e., passion and perseverance fetelongand meaningful goals);
and d) selconfidence Using the same protocol, we describe tlespectivemotivational profiles per
targeted groups, as well.

In section 6.1.3, we explore the relationships between the identified motivational profiles and
course completion, whereas in section 6,1we explore the relationships between those profiles
and EDL Competence advancement (as a learning outcome).

a) Goals

Most participantswho completed the cours€/76.96, N220) answeredhat they were éPlanning to
follow the course schedule andmplete all ativities to earn a certificate of completi&nThe second

most popular goal set by participants who answered the {0 dzNBR S & @&dhEr& Buriogiy &  «
Opddh>E bImMTO0X | yR 2 AuiShdlIoudidtany B yollod she Eodrse ddheduled
(4.2% N=12)YAppendix B.3.

b) Reasons for enrolment

¢KS Y2&a80G LI2LIz I NI NBFazy F2N SyNRtYSyld [MPI LI NI A (
extend my current knowledge of thetopic 6 AGK | YSIyYy 2F nodoTt 6{5FMdDMpDI
ofthemas Twue or Verytrue¢ KS aSO2y R Y2 aid [MH faidzérsonil ds\Blopmehts & | & 6
with a mean of 4.26 (SD=1.113) and with 78.0% (N=223) of participants agreeing that this statement

is True or Very true. Descriptive statistics on the mean ratings obnsa®r enrolment are available

in Appendix B.3 Figure 18 shows the mean rating per reason for enrolment both for participants

gK2 O02YLX SGSR doipleter® d dzNB R FR NG diK2da(S dbbiRSsHERPOLILDIS R
can be seen that completersatie rated higher reasons M3, M4, M5, M6, and M7, and lower reason

M8.

Mean rating per reason for enrolment
—e— Dropped Completed
5.0000
4.5000
4.0000
3.5000
3.0000
2.5000 /
2.0000
1.5000
1.0000
0.5000

Figurel8&a Sy NI GAy 3 LISNJ NBconpkigrs T 2 §ppeENR2 f YSY i F2NJ 4
The Independent samplestést showed that statistically significant is theFdf SNBEy ™8] F2 NJ a
XOSYSTAOALIT F2NJ Y& [ # [6yiR vhded dzN® o& 2 a7 ILMB3h O 10 & H 2

advised or ordered to take partin thiscourse 6 G 6 MH N T O T AgpedES. LI ndnaHLO 0O
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c) GRIT Score

The GRIT score of the participants wdrswered the postourse survey in Phase B was moderate

with a mean value of 3.20 (SD=0.414). The Independent samdss showed that there was no
adlraraaaortte AAAYATFAOI vy R Aceripetd® v G SAkdpsiE @i KS D\
Descriptive ditistics per GRIT statement, and the overall GRIT distribgtiaph can be found in

Appendix B.3

d) Selfconfidence

Regarding the.J- NIi A O A tdinfidlehée @ learS dodrse material, as well as the anticipated-time
commitment on the course on a weekladis the respective means for the course completerse
moderate (M=3425, and M=393 NB & LISO U A @S & 0 dlowLcynfidénK e ypulas yoirA 2 y &
ability to learn the material in this courseB1.0% (N2460 | y & 4vBriNBdRfidect | Y R
GExtremely cofidentt = ¢ KAf S A yHowivio@d yipudrstel yidur Bogsibility of finishing this
course according to the anticipated time commitment as defined in the sylali&3% (N201)

Iy & ¢ S\l eonfidlert | BxRemdly confidest ® t I NI A O A that tifely wereN&riniagNIi S R
to allocate 49 hours on the course per week on average. Specifically, most of the participants
reported a timeallocation of either 3 hours (3.1%, N206) or 56 hours (3.7%, N82) on the

course on a weekly basiFhe comparism of the means of the setfonfidence factors for
écompleters | Y Rlroppperg is summarized in Figure 1The Independent samplestést showed

that, in terms of seltonfidence, there were statistically significant differences ircaftesponding
factorso S (i 6 $@nyletars | gfdpperE (Appendix B.3.

Means of self-confidence factor

—4—Dropped Completed

6.0000

5.0000

4.0000 /

3.0000

2.0000
1.0000

0.0000
Confidence to learn material Time commitment in course Time allocation

Figure19: Means forsefD2 y ¥ A RS y O Scorfipletéré 2 NEfdppefENI d
e) Per targeted group

Figure20 illustrates the means of reasons for enrolment per targeted group afigpants who

completed Phase B of the MOOC. From the figure it can be seen that School Teachers and eLearning

t NEFSaaA2y It a |[Mto &xendcdrrent kigvN@yé of BiRtopic | YR Ay ISy
they follow a similar pattern on reasoningéfr participation, whilst Higher Education Students are
SYNRff SR Y2[M5 iti2relevé&Qd nlyzacdenic field of stédwWe further explored the

statistical difference in the means reasons for enrolment between the targeted groupsd the

one-way ANOVA revealed that the differences are significant for M1 (F(3, 282)=13.586, p=0.000), M2
(F(3,282)=8.042, p=0.000), and M7 (F(3,282)=14.359, p=¢A883ndix B.3.
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Reasons for enrolment per targeted group of participants
who completed the course

—#—School Teache ~&-elear g Professiona

,:«\\“
TS A

Figure20: Reason for enrolment per targeted groupspafrticipants who completed the course

In addition, the GRIT Score of participants who completed the course per targeted grasip
moderate for all groups, varying from 3.18 for School Teachers to 3.20 for Higher Education Students
to 3.30 for eLearning Bfessionals. The differences in the means were not found statistically
significant, but there are some differences in the individual GRIT statements (i.e., GRIT1, GRIT4,
GRITS5, GRIT6, and GRIT8). The total ANOVA results are avafgipleridix B.3

6.1.2.3.EDLcompetences advancemerdf participants who completed the course
and per targeted group

In the precourse survey, participants selfaluatal their perceivedinitial EDL competence level,
from Novice (1)to Expert (5) and the initial EDL competence levielr all dimensions was
approximately 2Advanced beginner

EDL competences advanceme

Initial EDL Achieved EDL

1. Data Collection
5,00

4,00

6. Data Ethics 2. Data Management

5. Data Application 3. Data Analysis

4. Data Comprehension
and Interpretation

Figure21: Initial and concludindEDL Competences Profite participants who completed the course

After the completion of the course, participants were requested tovite again their perceived
current EDL competence level for each EDL statement and each EDL dimension described in
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Appendix A The concluding EDL competence level for all dimensions was approximately
3=Competent thus, completing the course resulted to efevel advancement of competences for

each EDL dimension. The advancement in EDL competence level is shown in Figure 21, where both

the initial and concluding levels are represented. The complete statistics (mean, standard deviation)

for all dimensions ofJF NI A OA LI yiGaQ O2y Of dzZRAY 3 9Aphend@B.ILISG Sy OS

We also explored the change in EDL competence per targeted group of participants who completed
the course. As already explained in section 6.1.1éd earning Professionals haxeported slightly

higher initial competence in [D3] Data Analysis, [D4] Data Comprehension and Interpretation, [D5]
Data Application, and [D6] Data Ethics; School Teachers appear to have higher initial competence in
[D1] Data Collection and [D2] Data Maragent; Higher Education Students reported the lowest
initial competence level in all EDL dimensions. The statistical asaydNOVA and Independent
samples tests) shown not statistically significant difference between those grougp®l between

the coupks of targeted groups (i.e., School Teacheed earning Professionals, Higher Education
Students- eLearning Professionals, and Higher Education Stud&ulksool Teachers) respectively

The achieved competence level per targeted group for all EDL diomeissillustrated in Figure 22.

As seen in this figure, eLearning professionals and School Teachers have achieved similar level of EDL
competence in all dimensignwhile the respective concluding competences for Higher Education
Students appear to be loweThis finding resulted in further exploration of the statistical significance

of the differences in the mean EDL competence levels between the targeted groups.

Achieved EDL Competence per targeted group

Data Collection

5

45
a

35
27N

Data Ethics 75 Data Management

2

15
1

0.5
0

o

Data Application s Data Analysis

Data Comprehension and
Interpretation

Crhnanl Taarhar al aarnina nrafaccinnal Hidhar FAuratinn Stiidant

Figure22: AchievedeDL Competences Profgler targeted groups foparticipants who completed the course

The oneway ANOVA showed that there are statistically significant differences between the groups
in all dimensionsand the additional Independent sampletest between the couples of the groups

(i.e., School TeachereLearning Professionals, Higher Education Studegitearning Professionals,

and Higher Education StudentsSchool Teachers) clarified that the statistical differenize the
achieved EDL competersdgetween School Teachers and eLearning Professianahot significant,

but the differences in the mean achieved EDL levels of those groups to the Higher Education
Students were both found significant in all EDL dimensidppéndix B.3.
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However, those differenceger sedo not provide sufficient insiglon the advancemenof the EDL
competencs (i.e., the change from the initial EDL competence levels to the achieved EDL
competence levelper targeted groupThus, tiis also important to investigate the significance of this
advancement per groupThe paired-samples ttest confirmed that all targeted groups achieved
statistically significant advancement in all EDL dimensions, with the elLearning Professionals
achieving the highest mean advancement in all dimensions except [D5] Data Application, in which
the School Teachers had the highest advancement, while the Higher Education Students had the
lowest mean advancement in their competences in all EDL dimensipmeiidix B.3. Figures 23,

24, and 25 illustrate th initial and achievedDL competencéi.e., the advancementfor School
Teachers, eLearning professionals, and Higher Education Studssmsctively.

EDL Competence advancement for School Teachers

e |nitial EDL Achieved EDL

Data Collection
5

4

Data Ethics 22 N\ L Data Management

Data Application i O § Data Analysis

Data Comprehension
and Interpretation

Figure23: EDL Competenceslvancement for School Teachers

EDL Competence advancement for eLearning professionals

Initial EDL Achieved EDL

Data Collection

Data Ethics Data Management

5
4
3
2
Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension
and Interpretation

Figure24: EDL Competenceslvancemat for eLearning Professionals
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EDL Competence advancement for Higher Education Students

Initial EDL === Achieved EDL
Data Collection
5
4
" 3
Data Ethics Data Management
Data Application Data Analysis

Data Comprehension
and Interpretation

Figure25: EDL Competenceslvancement for Higher Education Students

6.1.2.4.Gamification profilesof participantswho completed the courseand per
targeted group

The gamification profiles of the participts whoanswered the postoursesurveyto receive their
certification of completionwere also studiedollowing the same protocol as for the participants
who enrolled in the courseand three basic aspects were examined: a) previous experience with
gamiication; b) attitude towards gamification; and c) gamification user tygddse gamification
profiles were also explored for the targeted groups of participants who completed the course.

a) Previous experience with gamification

Most of the participants whaompleted Phase B of the course (59.8%, N=W&kp familiar with
gamification in teaching and learning so,fand more than half of the participants (52.1%, N=149)
reported that they hadexperienced gamification in learning context befokowever, morethan

half of the participants (53.8%, N=154) reported that tHegd not used gamification in their
educational designand most of the participants (72.0%, N=206) had never enrolled in a gamified
MOOC in the past. Those responses are illustrated in FRfure

Are you familiar with
gamification in teaching
and learning?

WNo
W Yes

Have you experienced
gamified learning
experiences in the
past?

[

WYes

Have you used
gamification in your
educational design?

Wno
Wves

nnnnn

Figure26: Previous experience with gamification

b) Attitude towards gamification

Similar to the participants who enrolled in the course, participants who completed it feacbeable

attitude towards gamificationwith a mean of 4.29, and most of them (67.8%, N=124¢d this

statement either asTrue or VS NB G NXz2S® ! f 6 K2dzZ3K GKSNB ¢18 |y 2
participantsselected itDetailed statistics can be found Appendix B.3
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¢) Gamification User Types

Regarding the gamification user types, most of the participants who completed the course
determined themselves as Multitype (34.27%, N=98), followed by Philanthropists (23.08%, N=66),
and Socializers (14.0%, N=40). It is interesting to notice timdike the participants who enrolled in

the course for which the third most popular category was the Free Spirits (12.9%, see section
6.1.1.4.c), the respective gamification user type is the fifth most common (10.5%, N=30) in the group
of participants who compled the courseThe Disruptors and Players are again the least common
gamification types. Figure 27 summarizes those findiBgscriptive statistics per gamification user
type can be found ik\ppendix B.3

GamificationUserType
Frequency
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Figure27: Distribution of gamification user types for participants who completed the course

d) Per targeted groups

The per targeted group exploration of gamification profiles revealed that most of School Teachers
(65.2%, N=107) are familiar with gamification in teaching asaining. 57.3% (N=94) have
experienced gamification in learning in the past and also have used gamification in their own
educational design. Still, most of them (67.1%, N=110) had not taken part in gamified MOOCs
before. The School Teachers are in genémafavor of gamification (73.8%, N=121 rated this
statement as True or Very True). The second biggest group of participants who completed the
course (i.e., Higher Education Students) demonstrate a totally opposite profile compared to the
School Teachersn Iparticular, most Higher Education Students (71.9%, N=41) reported that they
were not familiar with gamification in teaching and learning, 78.9% (N=45) claimed that they had no
previous experience of gamification in learnir@f% (N=49) had not used gaiwvdgtion in their
educational design, and 94.7% (N=54) had not taken part in gamified MOOCs before. However, they
appear to be in favor of gamification, since 45.6% (N=26) rated this statement as True or Very true.
The profile of the eLearning Professionaés more similarities to the profile of the School Teachers.
Specifically, most elLearning Professionals (84.6%, N=22) agreed that they were familiar with
gamification in teaching and learning, 80.8% (N=21) said that they had experienced gamification in
learning in the past, 57.7% (N=15) reported that they have used gamification in their educational
design, and 84.6% (N=22) are in favor of gamification, although only 30.7% (N=8) had taken part in
gamified MOOCs before.

Regarding the gamification user typeSchool Teacherand elLearning Professionadge mostly
Multitype (38.4%, N=63 and 38.5%, N=10 respectively), yet Higher Education Students are mostly
Socializers (29.8%, N=17). The second most common gamification type for School Teachers is
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Philanthropis (24.4%, N40), for eLearning Professionals it is either Achiever or Bpeet (19.2%,
N=5), and for Higher Education Students it is Philanthropist (22.8%, N=13). The gamification user
types per targeted groups for participants who completed the MO@Gwanopsized in Figure 28.
Gamification User Types per targeted group of participants
who completed the course

W Achiever Disruptor M FreeSpirit M Multitype ™ Philanthropist M Player M Socializer
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Figure28: Gamification user types per targeted group for participants who completed the course
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6.1.3. wSt [ A2y aKAL] 0 Smofivesiingd cauliseNcbmipdtionJr vy (i & Q

As explained in section 6.1.2, the contma rate in L2A MOOC Phase B was 22.90%. After
examining the profile®f the participants who enrolled in the course and of those who completed
the course, the motivational factors that are associated to the completion rate were also explored,
i.e., a) rasons for enrolment both independently and as internal/external motivesGR)T score

and c)selfconfidence to learn material, timeommitment to the anticipated time to complete the
course, and expected time allocation on the course

a) Relations betweenreasons for enrolmentinternal/external motives and courseompletion

The statistical analysis showed trsgnificant correlations to course completion existed feason

G w aabtlin a job relevant qualificatién @=0.066, p=0.020Y w aber&ficial br my CV and future

job applications (r=0.089, p=0.002); Yy R  dadvisad ®r ordered to take part in the cose § S NB
significantly correlated to course completigrn=0.087, p=0.00R ItQ @&orth mentioning that, in all
these three reasons, completers hagiven a higher rate, and in addition, there was statistically
significant difference between completers and droppers for reasons M4 and M7 (see section
COMPHPHDOO D t SI NA 2 Y QiAppeiiNB.IERulthéride/ & alréadyexplaied F 2 dzy R
in sction 6.1.1.5.b, the motives were further grouped in internal and external, with internal motives
including statements M1, M2, M5, M6, and M8, while external motives including statements M3,
M4, and M7.In sense,external motives were statistically sigighntly correlated with course
completion,as opposed to internal motives that do not appear to be related. Figure 29 illustrates
the relationships between internal and external motives to completion rate.
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Internal motives to completion rate External motives to completion rate
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Figure29: Relationof internal and external motives to completion rate

b) Relations between GRIT Score and course completion

The Independent samplesteést showed that there was no statistically significant difference in the

DwL ¢ { O2 NBomgefeiss S fidppécs  oseclidh 6.1.2.2.c). The additional correlation

analysis showed that GRIT score is not associated with completioq adtigough some of the GRIT
dimensions have either strong positive (i.e., GRIT7 and GRIT8) or strong negative (i.e., GRIT1, GRIT5,
GRIT6}elation to course completiogt S NE 2y Qa 02 NN fAppendk B4 | NB | @I A

c) Relations between selconfidence to learn material, time commitmentjme allocation
and course ompletion

Confidence in learning the material dhatrongnegative corré&ation to course completiofr=-0.068,
p=0.016) while confidence in completing the course on tiamed expected time allocation on the
course (i.e.hours per week the participant was planning to spend in the cquwsem to have
strong positive correlatio (r=0.105, p=0.000; r=0.131, p=0.0@@)ourse completiorfAppendix
B.4). This result extends the previous finding that there were statistically significant differences
0Sito OBy LI § iy RNER 4 IwEhN&Spect to the seltonfidence factors (sesection
6.1.2.2.d) Figures 30 and 31 show the relationship between the two types of setinfident variables
and course completigrand the between time allocation and course completion.

Self-confidence in learning the material to completion rate Confidence in completing the course on time to Completion rate

!
npletion Ral

Figure30: Relation of seltonfidene factors to completion rate
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EDL Competence Advancement

[

Hours per week planning to allocate in course to Completion
rate

ompletion Rate

Figure31: Relation of hours planning to allocate in course to completion rate

6.1.4. wSt I §A2yaKAL) 0 Smofivesiind EDI chidipatéddel I v i & Q
advancement

After examining the relationships between nivas and course completion, the motivational factors

that are associated to EDL competence advancement were also explored, i.e., a) reasons for
enrolment both independently and as internal/external motives; b) GRIT score; and €) self
confidence to learn miarial, time-commitment to the anticipated time to complete the course, and
expected time allocation on the course.

a) Relations between reasons for enrolment, internal/external motives and EDL competence
advancement

In previous section, we found that Interingotives had no effect on course completion, while
External Motives are strongly positively related to course complefitve. correlation analysis did

not show any statistically significant relationship between the reasons for enrolment and EDL
competenceadvancement (see Appendix B.4n) Figure 32 we can see there is no relation between
internal motives and EDL competence advancement, as well, whereas, although we found that
External Motives have strong positive relation to course completion, we caumziudethe same

for their relation to EDL competence advancement, and there is no relationship between external
motives and EDL competence advancement.

Internal motives to EDL Competence advancement External motives to EDL Competence advancement

L ]
)
i
2
g
Ad
.

EDL Competence Advancer

1
nternal motives External motives

Figure32: Relation of internal and external motives to EDL competeth@ancement
b) Relations betweenGRIT Score and EDL competence advancement

No statistically significant relation was found between the GRIT scores and EDL competence
advancement for the participants who completed Phase B (a weak positive relation wasedete
2yfe@ FT2NIDwLeE¢yOd ¢KS O2YLIX SO BppenGixBME 2y Q& O2 NNBf |
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EDL Competence Advancement

¢) Relations between selconfidence to learn material, time commitmentjme allocationand EDL
competence advancement

Examining theelation between the sel€onfidence factors (i.e., confidence to learn material and
time-commitment to complete the course in the anticipated timend EDL competence
advancement it was found thatthere is statistically strong negativeelationship between self
confidence and EDL compeice advancementbut no statistical relationships between time
commitment and progress in EDL competen@egure33) as well as between hours planning to
allocate in course and EDL advancement (Figure 34).

Self-confidence in learning the materials to EDL Competence Confidence in completing the course on time to EDL
advancement Competence advancement
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Self-confidence in learnin the materials Confidence in completing the course on time

Figure33: Relation of selfconfidence factors to EDL competence advancement

Hours per week planning to allocate in course to EDL
Competence advancement

1 R?=0.014

EDL Competence Advancement
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Anticipated time allocation

Figure34: Relation of hours planning to allocate in course to EDL competence advancement

6.15. wSt I A2y aKALI 0S06SSY LI NGAOALI yiaQ DIFY
CompetenceAdvancement

The calculation of correlation showed a low positive one between overall gamification experience
and achievedeEDL competence level (r208). There was not atatistically significant correlation
with EDL competence levaeldvancement possiblydue to the fact intial EDL level was almost
unrelated with overall gamification experience. Analyzing further the correlation with each item of
overall gamifiction experience, there was found a worth mentioned low, but still stronger than the
overall, reldionship with the sense of competence that gamification gaveddicipants(r=0.380),
leading to the conclusion that the gamification elements being directly connected with EDL
competences helpegarticipantsin a way to selassess their leveRppendix2.2). Figure35 shows
the relationship between the two corralated variables.
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Achieved EDL Level to Overall Gamification Experience

Achieved EDL Level

1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 5,00

Overall Gamification Experience

Figure35: Scatter plot of achieved EDL level to overall gamification experience

Achieved EDL Level seemed to have a low, but still worth mentiqresitive relationship with
learning experience and platform ease of use. It is interesting that EDL competence level
advancement did not present significantrelationship with learning experience, neither platform
ease of use nor overall gamification exipace.

6.2Evaluationof Experience
6.2.1 Learning Experience

ForevaluatingLJr NIi A OA LJF y (G & Q S E LIS-MitheBsiofsSvera identifie:S) eGetudidid S G K N
of the learning experience (per module and overall), b) evaluation of gamification (per module and
overall), and c) actuangagementvith the platform (from the analytics collected via the platform).

6.2.1.1 Learning Experier&ePer Module

In the postcourse survey, participants were asked to rate their agreement to 11 statements (on a
Likertlike scale from 1d 5) concerning their learning experience in each module of the course. The
statements covered J; NIi A QA BIYSILAION 2 y & | 0 Slaiitii of [edtrithg obpdRviz, S a Q
comprehensibility of content, relevance of educational materials,-tasdate content
appropriateness of the instructional videos, quality of graphics, variety of content tppeslity of

further readings, variety of learning activities, quality of miquozzes, and relevance of assessment

to the learning objectives of the cours&gpendix A.9. The rating per module varies from 3.5 to 4.4

on average (3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4= Agree, 5=Strongly ,agneke)lescriptive statistics
about the rating per module can be found Appendix C.1The mean ratings on each criterion per
module are illustrated in Figure 36.

It becomes apparent from Figure 36 thaarticipantswho completed Phase &ted relatively high
(score>4) their agreement to statements about thestructional design of the course (learning
objectives clearly stated, viaty of content types, relevance of the assessments with the LOs), the
content (relevant educational materials, curreap-to-date information, graphics)as well as the
comprehendbility of content, appropriateness of thénstructional videosand the mico-quizzesin

all modules and marginally(score<4 and score>3.8) their agreement to appropriatenessirtfidr
readingsandlearning activities in all modulés

*The categorization of scores was in line with the protocol defined in Phase A, so that comparisons could be
made.
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Learning Experience per Modul
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Figure36: Learning experience per module
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In addition, nh the samesection of the postourse survey, participants were asked to report the
hours per weekhey spent on each module, as well as the posts they contributed to the discussion
forums per moduleFigures 37 and 38 synopsize the respective distributions. Ibeagen in Figure

37 that most participants allocated either83hoursor more than 8 hours per module

Workload per Module

<3h m3-4h m5-6h ®m7-8h m>8h

100 92 &8
60 61 66
73 86 75
22 36 £
Maodule2 Module3 Moduled Module5 Module6 Module7

Figure37: Distribution of the reported workload per Module

Forumsin Modules 2 and 3 seem to be more active than in Moddl&s Overall, we can notice that
over 50% of participants that completed the L2A MOOC Phase B and answered tloyrest
survey had contributed to forum discussions.

Forum participation per Module

none MW1-2posts MW3-4posts M>5posts

50 49 LE] 38
46
55 50 418
76
79 78
88

55
60
111

Module2 Module3 Module4 Module5 Module6 Module7

Figure38: Reported forum participatioper Module

6.2.1.2 OverallLearningExperience
Participantsn the postO2 dzZNBR S & dzNIBSe 4 SNB | 41 SSRonglydisagdes’ Si 2vy &
6Strongly Agree > O2y OSNYyAy3a GKS LISNOSABSR 2@0SNXtf [ SFN
topics related to five generic dimensiare) Learning experience (LX: Statementsl}y b) Platform

ease of use (PEoU: Statementd,112), c) Confirmation of expectations (CONF: Statements 13, 15),
d) Satisfaction (SAT: Statements 14, 16), and e) Continuance intention (INT: Statements 17, 18).

Page |52



QX
[amN
[ameN
(@p))
_<
N

CA3IdzNE od¢ LINEa Sy (ApredilKySFStrbdiNApS&s G 1 ASa K8 T My
overall learning experience evaluation.

Learning Experience (Agree & Strongly Agree)

The course platform was easy to use.

The overall visual design of the course was appealing.

82.87%

The course environment was well structured, topics and subtopics were logically...

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

The difficulty level of assessments was appropriate for the course

The level of interaction with peer learners was adequate

The discussion forums were an effective tool for collaborating with other learmers

Help and support provided on the course platform were adequate.

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

| feel like | achieved my personal goals for this course. 72.38%

| feel like | achieved my personal goals for this course. 76.57%

| enjoyed the course

Itis very likely to revisit the course materials in the future 78.32%

Itisvery likely to recommend this course e.g. to a colleague or friend 70.28%

Figure39: Percentage of Agree & Strongly Agree to 18 Learning Experience statements

The statements with the highest agreement were concerning the clarity of course objectives and
learning goals (89.81%), followed by the watiuictured course environment and topics/stipics
arrangement (82.87%), and iyl NIi A Orkehforny/td &eisit the couse material in the future
(78.32%).The statement with the least positive rating was concerning the appropriateness of
discussion forums to support collaboration with other learners (43.01%) and the overall quality of
interaction with peers was perceived dess satisfactory (47.90%). Other characteristics of Phase B
that were identified as problematic were the workload and the difficulty of the course, that were not
AY tAYS S6AGK LI NIAOALN yG&aQ SELISOGI (A 20htagoriep n do piz
of statements was in the dimension of Continuance Intention (M=4.068, SD=0.883), followed by
Platform Ease of Use (M=4.011, SD=0.741), while Confirmation of Expectations and Satisfaction also
scored close to 4.0 (M=3.976, SD=0.743; M=3.906,.885)0 and only Learning Experience getting a
moderate score (M=3.617, SD=0.720).

Figure 40 presents a comparison of the overall evaluation of the learning experience, expressed as

the means in the five dimensions, per targeted group of participants wmopteted the course.

School Teachers appear the most satisfied group of professionals regarding the Platform Ease of Use
(M=4.199, SD=0.933), the Satisfaction (M=4.067, SD=0.809), and the Continuance Intention
(M=4.253, SD=0.786), whereas the Higher Edocaftudents are the least satisfied group in all
dimensions. The complete results of means per targeted group are availaBlgpandix C.1The

one-way ANOVA showed that the differences in mean evaluations in all dimensions between the
targeted groups arestatistically significant, except from the Learning Experience dimension for

which the difference is not statistically significant. Tdeenparison of thedifferences in the means

per pair of groups (Independent samplesests) showed thatSchool Teache®s | YR S[ S| NY A
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Intention Appendix C.1J).
Overall Learning Experience per targeted group

=g c| earning Professional === Higher Education Student School Teacher

44

3.8

34

3.2

PEoU LX CONF SAT INT

Figure40: Overall evaluation of the learning experienper targeted group

6.2.1.3 Learningexperience and EDL Competence advancement

Examiningthe relationship between the overall learning experience of the participants who
completed the course and their EDL competence advancement, it was found that there are strong
positive relations between Confirmation of expectations (r=0.205, p=0.000), Satisfécti®198,

p=0.000), and Continuance Intention (r=0.167, p=0.005) and EDL Competence advancement,
whereas the relationship between Platform Ease of Use is still positive, but it is weak (r=0.147,
p=0.013), and there was not statistical relationship detddbetween Learning experience and EDL
O2YLISGSYyOS I ROIFHyOSYSYyil O6NIndncnI LI AppengixiQld t S NJ
Going a step furthemesults of the multiple linear regression indicated that there was a collective
significant effect between the above learning experience dimensions and EDL competence
advancement (F(4, 281) =780, p=0.0@, R =0.060). Results are illustrated in Figure 41.

Dependent Variable: EDL_adv

e o °
° oo o %o, ° ° R? Linear = 0.060
°

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

-2.00 -1.00 0o 1.00 2,00 3.00 4.00

EDL_adv
Figure41: Learning experience effect on EDL competence advancement
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6.2.2 Gamification®
6.2.2.1 OverallGamificationExperience

To find out the overall gamification experience users had during the course, the 282 users were
asked to rate their agreement in 31 statements about 11 psychological outcomes with regards to
gamification(Appendx A.2. Enjoyment, accomplishment, satisfaction, autonomy, and usefulness
were most rated from users with true and very trf€igure42). The mean overall gamification
experience is measured ta7¥, with 110 users having score from 4 to 5 (in@obt scale).

Psychological Outcomes

Usefulness 60.64%
Challenging 51.06%
Competition 36.17%
Social Experience A47.52%
Guided 52.13%
Accomplishment 64.89%
Autonomy 60.99%
Competence 48.94%
Motivation 58.51%
Enjoyment 68.79%

Satisfaction 63.83%

0.00% 10.00%  20.00%  30.00%  40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00%  80.00%

W True or Very True

Figure42: Coursecompleted users' psychological outcomes of overall gamification experience
a) Overall gamification experience per general characteristics

The mean differences per general characteristiesween groupsi.e., gender, English proficiency,
comfort with technologyand number of MOOCs enrollmentere not statisticallgignificant.

Theones @ !'bh+! G$S&ad NBOSFHESR (GKFEG {OK22f ¢Sl OKSNE
significantly greaterthanallf 2 G KSNJ LINPFSaaAz2ylf NBEtSaQ YSlIyao
also between users who never completed a MOOC before with those who have completed more

than 10 MOOC:s, with the first ones having greater overall gamification experiépper(dix C2).

b) Overall gamification experience per previous gamification experience

According to Independent SampleT€st, the mean overall gamification experience does not differ
significantly between users that were already familiar with gamification in teachindeancing and

those who were not. The same results appeared between users that had experienced gamified
learning experiences in the past and those who had no. On the other hand, the mean overall
gamification experience seems to differ significantly betwemsers that had and had not used
gamification in their educational design, with those who had used it to have a better overall
gamification experience. Ongay ANOVA test showed that there is no significant difference for

® The gamification experience is studied for 282 participants who completed the coinsteadof the 286¢
because for four of the participants it was not possible to match their codes to the respective ones from the
IMC platform.
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2@BSNI ff I YATA Ghnd krdoylg uSeks LISHNdiff&rghOrumberYof participations in
gamified MOOCsppendixC2).

c) Overall gamification experience per player types

Theones @ !'bh+! GSad F2N) GKS RAFFSNBYOS 2F 2@SNIf
player types did noshow any significant difference between them.

d) Overall gamification experience and attitude towards gamification relationship

' FGSNI G§KS OFtOdz I GAz2y 2F {LISIEN¥YIyQa NK2 O02STTAO.
towards gamification bef@ and after participating in the MOOC, there was found a strongly
positive correlation (<rho=0650<1) between overall gamification experience and the attitude
towards gamification after completing the course, meaning that a positive overall gamificatio
SELINASYOS OFy F¥FFSOG LI2aAGABDEndxCAESNBEQ | GGAGdzRS

6.2.2.2 Per Element
Approximately, half othe users scored from 4 to 5 in apg®int scale for points, badges, levels, and
LINEANB&aa ol NR& 3 YA Tars®drng AR glestiBris LI& NekcB gléngedthe | F (G S NJ
guestions can be found iAppendix A.3. Results are summarized Figure43, with Progress Bar
and Point being the most popular, ateaderboard having the lowest score, with only one third of
participantsrating it with 4 or 5.

Gamification Experience per Element
Points 47.87%
Badges 42.20%
Levels 46.45%

Progress Bar 54.96%

Leaderboard 36.88%

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00%

W From 4to 5in a 5-level scale

Figure43: Gamification experience per elements (4 or 5 ingoint scale)

[ FE£OdzAE FGAYy3a tSIENAR2YQa O2NNBf I GA2y 2F IFYAFAOI (A2
MOOC showed strongly and very stronglysitive correlations, meaning that when a user was

having a good and positive experience with one element, he/she will feel the same and with the

other ones. Thus, it can be assumed that the elements were implemented correctly and
harmoniously within the NDOC AppendixC.2.
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a) Gamification experience per element per player types

Among the player types, only the gamification experience of Progress Bar showed a significant

Y$Iyoa

RATFSNBYOS

0SUsSSY

significantly in any of gamification experience per element.

t KAf Iy dKNER L& diffea

YR

b) Gamification experience per element and overall gamification experience relationship

Il OO2NRAY 3
gAGK S@HSNE

Overall Gamification Experience
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St S KpehdixTy). VEE dtodhiIh foshiGeScorrélation was observed
(r=0.881) between Points experience and overall gamification experidrigarg44).

Points Experience to Overall Gamification Experience
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Figure44: Scatter plot of Points experience bverall gamification experience

Badges and Levekhowedalso strongly positive correlation with overall gamification experience
(r=0.810 and r=(B05 respectively)Rigures 45 & 46).

Overall Gamification Experience

Badges Experience to Overall Gamification Experience

.

.
.
ep \e
e q
R
. .
0
e

-
. o
* oos emsmm

2,00 300 4,00

Badges Gamification EXperience

Figure45: Scatterplot of Badges experiende overall gamification experience

Leaderboard and Progress Bar presented lower but still strong correlation with overall gamification
experience (r=006 and r=055 respectively).
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Levels Experience to Overall Gamification Experience

5,00 *

® o ov oomsomud

semns puesnale =

Overall Gamification Experieence

1,00
1,00 200 300 400 500

Levels Gamification Experience

Figure46: Scatter plot of Levels experientaeoverall gamification experience

FAaSR 2y (GKS O2NNBftlFdA2yaQ NBadzZ Gazx Ad Aa O2yC
positively the users during the course to have a better gamification experience than the other two
elements. These findings ame to contrast with the fact that Progress Bar scored the me5St 4
(54,96% of users) and it did not seem to affect users the most, regarding to the overall gamification
experience.

Figure47 and 48 show in detail the correlation of the 5 elements with baaf overall gamification
SELISNASYOSQa AiGSYDP /2YLI NBR (2 GKS 2GKSNJ aSyasSa
experience with elements with the strongest positive way. The sense of competition scored the
lowest but still positive correlation Wi the elements. With competition generally having a more
negative sense, it can be assumed that gamification elements were properly implemented in the
instructional design of the MOOC, as users did not feel too competitive to discourage themselves.
Amongthe elements, Points had the strongest positive effect and, from all senses, usefulness,
motivation, satisfaction, accomplishment, guided, social experience and challenging hit the greatest
affection. As it was showed and previously, Progress Bar haswest positive correlation. The
interesting finding here is that, compared to the other 4 elements, Progress bar hit the lowest score
in guided, meaning that other elements helped users more to feel guided during the course. Finally,
it is interesting thapoints helped users feel more competdn EDL than badges or levels.

Elements to Overall Gamification Experience's Items (1)

——Satisfaction —M—Enjoyment —&—Motivation ——Competence Autonomy Usefulness
1
0.9
0.8
. .\r':\
0.6
S ———— 4
~Ne—=
0.5
04
03
0.2
Points Experience Badges Experience Levels Experience Progress Bar Leaderboard
Experience Experience

Figure47. Pearson's correlation r of elements to overall gamification experience's items
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Elements to Overall Gamification Experience's Items (2)

1 , =—#=Accomplishment =—f=Guided =&—Social Experience Competition Challenging
09

0.8

) \:7_\ /;
05 \2//4

05
0.4
03

02
Points Experience Badges Experience Levels Experience Progress Bar Leaderboard
Experience Experience

Figure48: Pearson's correlationrof@YSy a G2 2@0SNItf AL YAFTAOLGAZ2Y SI
c) Gamification experience per element per previous gamification experience

The results were similar with the calculation of overall gamification experience mean differences
between the different previous amification experience. For all the 5 elements, there was not
observed any gamification experience significant difference of means neither between users that

were familiar with the gamification before the participation in MOOC and those who were not, nor
between users with and without experience in gamified learning in the past. Respectively, there
GSNBE y20 LINBPOSR lye& aAAIYATFAOIY(d YSIyaQ RAFFSNBYyC
users with different number of participations in gamified MOO&swever, 4 from the 5 elements,

Points, Badges, Levels and Progress Bar, presented a significant difference between means of users
that had used gamification in their educational design and those who did not. Those who had used it
showed greater gamifi¢eon experience regarding those elements.

d) Gamification experience per element and attitude towards gamification relationship

¢CKS OFtOdzZ GA2y 2F {LISFENXIYyQa NK2 O2NNBflFGAZ2Y
between the attitude towards gaification after completing the course and Points, Badges and

Levels. Progress Bar and Leaderboard affect moderately the attitude towards gamification after
completing the course. The attitude towards gamification before users taking part in the course
doesy20 &aSSYy G2 oS NBfFGISR (2 GKS StSySydaQ 3Ly
conclusion with the overall gamification experience correlation that the initial attitude towards
gamification does not affect the gamification experience users had glutie course Appendix

C2).

6.2.3 Actual Engagement in L2ZA MOOC Phase B (based on analytics)
To measure the engagement of users, total number of Badges and Points along with the average

Module Level Experience Tracks are used, as engagement considers to lecttiz¢ use,
participation, or performance of user&igure49 shows how many courseompleted users have
earned Badges per Module.
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Number of Users Having Module Badge
B Number of Badges per Module
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Figure49: Total number of users per Module Badges

Figure50 shows how many module badges had beeilected by the courseompleted users. More
than half users have earned 5 or 6 Module Badges while a quarter did not get any, even though they
had successfully completed the course. The mean number of Badges per useb& at 3

Number of Badges

0Nl N2 N3 N4 H5 HE

Figure50: Number of total Module Badges of users

As it is presented ifrigure51, the majority ofparticipants who ompletedthe coursehad reached

level 5 of Engagement and Contamack In Testtrack, almost half of them reached level 5. It is
interesting that onein five users stayed at level 0 or 1 to all categories, indicating that although they
wanted to complete the course and get the certificate, they only did the necessary things without
chasing for earning gamification rewards.
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Figure51: Levels of Test, Engagement and Content tracks
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With Points, Badges and Levels being directly connected, with the last two being based on the first
one, only Points were examined as engagement.

¢t KS O2NNEBf I {A 2y Qaof Roints \dtdzbverail HanyficatbF explrdeica SniAttitude
towards gamification did not confirm such a relationship. Also, almost unrelated seemed to be the
number of Points and gamification experience per element. Although a correlation would be
expectal, its absence may be due to fact that gamification experience wasepslfted while
number of Points indicated the actual use. Additional, positive feelings from gamification do not
necessarily mean that user would chase gamification rewards.

Examiningd KS YSIFIyaQ RAFTFSNBYyOSa 2F ydzYoSNI 2F t2Ayida
group found two significant differences. First, users familiar with gamification before participating in
MOOC had earned significantly more Points during the course treangbrs who stated no familiar.

{ SO2yR> dzaSNEQ t2Ay0da G6AGK AYLX SYSYGdSR 3AFYATFAOI
more than those who had not use it beforé\gpendix C2). ¢ KS al YS YSIyQa RA
examination between player types presendtno significant differences.

6.30utcomes ofL.2A MOO®hase Bn comparison to L2ZA MOOC Phase A

In this section we investigate whether there was significant improvement irDinieomesin Phase

B compared to Phase @Completion and certification, EDL Compete advancement, Learning
Experience) As different individuals answered the questionnaires in phases A and B, we will first
study the profile of the participants in the two phases and upon similarity, we will then proceed with
the comparison of the repoed learning experience.

6.3.1 Comparison of Phase A and B participant profiles

In Phase B we observe that the percentage of women who have registered is higher (65.7%)
compared to Phase A (55.7%) and the mean age of participants in Phase B is 1.5 yearsAgr8ater (
than in Phase A (40.68). Moreover, in Phase B, the percentage of the participants coming from
Greece is even higher that in Phase A (42.89% Phasg0% Phase B), while the corresponding
percentage of participants coming from Germany has decreasdéhase B (19% Phase A3%

Phase B).

Moreover, in phase B there & stablepercentage of those coming from the education sector (K12
and Higher Education Institute)8.87% Phase A67.7% Phase Bvhile the percentage of those
coming from the indusir isslightly decreased (16.83% Phase A1.3% Phase B)n addition, the
mean years of professional experience in Phase B has increag&imais compared to Phase A.

On the other hand, the educational background of the participants is similar imth@hases of the

ahh/ NHzy® a2NB aLISOAFAOFLtftex (GKS LISNOSydGlr3as 27
degree is the same in the two phases (69.1% phas&A9% phase B), as well as the percentage of

LI NI AOALI yia (KIF (G 1R2dhdde A 180K fhase BYXbé higR ScHoNIRIiBloma

(7.5% in both phases). In both phases the percentage of those who declare High & Very High
GOyt AAK LINRPFAOASYOee¢ Aa (GKS &lYS o01m:0X @6KAES
¢ SOKy 2t 2 3@ Edifféréhces B4.18% phdse-/80.5% phase B). Finally, the reported Initial
Educational Data Literacy Competence Level is the same (2 = Advanced Beginner) in both phases of
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the L2A MOOC run.

The average number of MOOCs that the participants have std&&® phase A and 3.53 phase B),

as well as the number of MOOCSs that they have completed (2.77 phag98 phase B) in both
phases are about the same. Furthermore, in both phases there are no differences in the mean
reported confidence in learning theaterial (3.68 phase & 3.53 phase B) and confidence in
completing the MOOC within the time limits (3.74 phase3A76 phase B).

' FAOSNI GKAA ONAST O2YLINR&EA2Y 2F LI NIGAOALI yiaQ LINE
will proceed with the omparison of theOutcomes as reported in the respective pesburse
surveys.

6.3.2 Certification and completion in comparison to L2ZA MOOC Phase A

In terms of certification and completion, there was a slight increase in L2ZA MOOC Phase B compared
to the respectie ones in Phase Specifically, the completion rate in Phase B was 2.45% higher than

in Phase AThe Summary Independent Sampldsdt shown that the difference in meatompletion
between the two phases is not statistically significant (1(2394)=1.453,146). Table 8 summarizes

the results for completion of the course for both Phase A and B.

Table8: Participationand Completion Ratfor Phase A and Phase B

Registered | Users of PreCourse | Users of PosCouse Course Completion
Users Survey Enrolled) Survey (Completed) Rate

Phase A | 1920 1147 235 20.45%

Phase B | 2971 1249 286 22.90%

6.3.3 EDL Competence advancemeantcomparison to L2A MOOC Phase A

With respect to the EDL Competence advancement in Phase B, it was the same as iA.Rhase
particular, in both phases, the participants who completed the course started with a mean initial
level 2 (Advanced beginner) in all EDL dimensions and finished with an achieved level 3 (Competent)
in all EDL dimensions, which corresponds to an aceent of tlevel. Table 9 shows this result.

Table9: EDL Competence Lefet Phase A and Phase B

Initial EDL Level Achieved EDL Level EDL Advancement Level
Phase A | 2=Advanced Beginner | 3=Competent 1-level up
Phase B | 2=Advancedeginner 3=Competent 1-level up

6.3.4 Learning experience in comparison to L2ZA MOOC Phase A

Figures 52 and 53 demonstrate the Learning Experience per module for phasds, respectively.
As we can see, mean values per criterion range between 3.57 andfaet.3haseA, when the
corresponding values for phagzange betweer8.83 and 4.37.

Comparing PhaseA and B reported.earning Experience per modulge recognize statistically
significant raise in the mean value of every criteriorl{) for Modules 6 and (see Appendix D,
indicating successful interventions to better the quality of the content in these modules, in line with
the recommendations for improvement as set out in the Phase A Evaluation Report (Result #13).
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Learning Experience per Module

In the postcourse survey, participants were asked to rate from 1 to 5 (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree nor didggeee 54Strongly
agree) their agreement to 11 statements, concerning their learning experience in each module of the cours

Lqr_aﬁ'ning Exerience per Module Phase A

== Module 2
== Module 3
Module 4
4.00 == Module 5
== Module &
== Module 7
3.50
3.00
1. Learning 2. Comprehensible 3. Relevant 4. Current up-to- 5. Instructional 6. Graphics 7. Variety of content 8. Further 9. Learning 10. Assessment  11. Assessments
objectives content educational date information videos types Readings activities tasks relevantto the LOs.
materials
Learning Experience per module
Figure52: Learning experience per modutd 2A MOOC Phase A
Learning Exerience per Module Phase B
4.50 = Module 2
= Module 3
Module 4
= Module 5
4.00
= Module 6
== Module 7
3.50
3.00
1. Learning 2. 3. Relevant 4. Currentup-to- 5. Instructional 6. Graphics 7. Variety of 8. Further 9. Learning 10. ment 11. ment
objectives Comprehensible educational date information videos content types Readings activities tasks relevant to the
content materials LOs

Learning Experience per module
Figure53: Learning experience per modutd 2A MOOC Phase B
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Moreover, a statistically significant positive mean difference is obseimedll modules for the
NELRZNISR [SFENYAYI 9ELISNASYOS F2NJ a¢KS AyadNHzOGA
GKS G[SFENYyAy3a +OGAGAGASEE OONRGSNR2Y 0 |yR (K
improvements were also reported ageessary in the Phase A Evaluation Report.

Overall Learning Experience

In both Phase A and B pesurse survey of the L2A MOOC, participants were requested to rate 18
adraSySyida FTNRY aG{GNRy3Ife& RAAIFIIANBSE (2nng{ dNRyYy3
Experience from the L2A MOOC,described inAppendix A.2 Results for both Phase A and B are
presented in Figur&4, were percent agreeing (Strongly agree and Agree) is used.

Overall Learning Experience (% Agree and Strongly Agree)

B PhaseB M Phase A

1. The course platform
was easyto use.

2. The overall visual
design ofthe course was
appealing.

3.The course
environment was well
structured, topics and

4 The learning path was
easyto 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 atthe start
9. The difficulty level of
assessments was
appropriate for the

10. The level of
interaction with peer
learners was adequate.
11. The discussion
forums were an effective
tool for collaborating with
12. Help and support
provided on the course
platform were adequate.
13. I can apply the
knowledge created in
this course to my work ar

Overall Learning Experience

14. was motivated to
work through the course.

158, feel like | achieved
my personal goals for
this course.

16. | enjoyed the course.

17. Itis very likely to
revisitthe course
materials in the future.

18. Itis very likely to
recommend this course
e.g.t0 a colleague or

0.00% 25.00% 50.00% 75.00% 100.00%
Figureb54: Overall Learning Experience evaloat{Agree & Strong Agree) for Phase A and B
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The results from the -fests between the two phases of the MOOC for the 18 statements of the

Overall Learning Experience are presented in detaifppendixD® { GF 6 SYSYyd M d&¢ K¢
LI I G4 F2 N)Y &I &aoref signiicanfiyowelzin §hé seéofl phase (4.17 phage A8 phase

.0 hy (GKS 20 KSNJ1K HelpRaad siippof préviddd orSthe Sotiseiplatiorm were
adequaté >14. & was motivated to work through the coutse | ¢5RI feel like | achved my

personal goals for this coulse & O2 NBR & A Iy A FA Cbusé subdey Kfithe Kegomdl A Yy { K
phase of the L2ZA MOOC. More specifically:

1 al2. Help and support provided on the course platform were ade€ggateed3.54in phase
Aand3.90in phase B

1 d&l4. 1 was motivated to work through the coutseored3.72in phase Aand3.95in phase B

1 al5. | feel like | achieved my personal goals for this céwsmed3.86in phase Aand4.03
in phase B

64vdzk f AGFGAGS Iyl &aaa réafontdihbidida@nglLl y G a Q
experience

In this sectionwe I I £ 81T S LI NIAOALI yGaQ O02YYSyida;wey NBfI
SEFYAYS AT YR K2g GKS LINIAOALIY(GAQ LISNDSLI A2,
themes (as identified in Lea2Analyze MOOC Phase A) compared to the first implementation of the

L2A MOOC, as well as their feedback on the new gamification elements added in the Phase B of the
MOOC run.

In accordance with Learn2Analyze MOOC Phase A, thecposte survey questionmai included

G2 2LISYynSYRSR ljdzSadArzya a2 GKFG € SIFENYSNa O2dz |
about their course experience and what they liked least about taking part in the course. Out of the

286 learners who completed the posiourse survey 29 provided feedback on what they liked most

and 28 on they liked least about taking part in the course.

In line with the thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 20@8eswell,2014 Nowell et al., 201y of
adz2NISe LI NIAOALNI yiaQ NBYilPhibedA, ieKdcus dhé ®llowirigiive A Y LX S
centralthemes:

1 Course Contenflearning material included in modules)

1 Instructional Desigr{content delivery methods, structuragtivities such as po)ls

9 Interaction (interaction with other participants or instators, forums)

1 Assessmen{Formative Assessmeé@ssessment for learningia Learning Activities/quizzes
throughout the course and a Concluding S&kessed assignment for each module, as well
as FindlSummative Assessment (assessment of learniied)eve A and Level B Certificate)

1 Platform (intuitive use, technical issues, navigation)

1 Gamification(Content Gamification through storytelling, rapid feedback and freedom to falil
via quizzes, as well as Structural Gamification through points, levels, bauiggeess bar
and leaderboard)

9 Other(comments that are either generic or refer to a different theme)

Table 104 dzY Y+ NAT S& GKS ydzYo6SNJ 2F LIRaAGAGS FyR yS3ali
each phase (some comments correspond to more than one tlsgme
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Table10. L2ZA MOO®hase A vs Phase B comments

Pros Cons
Phase A Phase B Phase A Phase B

Course Content 119 141 78 85
Instructional Design 77 70 65 70
Interaction 18 12 24 17
Assessment 22 50 40 54
Platform 12 5 18 41
Gamification 51 24
Other A7TA 3+17+27* 13A 40-27*

*(from the cons) *(no cons)

In the following sections we present an overview of our key conclusions for each theme compared to
Phase A, along with a selection of salient comments, for both positisenagative issues reported
by the learners.

641 t F NOAOALI YyiaQ LIRaAdABS 02YYSyida

In this section we summarize the positive feedback provided by the patrticipants in the question

G2 KIG RAR &2dz Sye2é Y2ai | o2 dziindaleig)thOpositg S S E LIS
comments about both the course material and the assessment are increased compared to Phase A,

while there are 3 comments on the new gamification features, as well Bx@mments that are

more generi@bout the cours&  SGbApletingt, SONNE o6 dzi A G & doutofvihizhdi 2 F |
17 commentsemphasie mainly on the positive experience of the learners out of the course.

1 dit was a great way to learn how to be part of an intense online couése.
1 dit was a valuable professional develapent opportunity £
1 dtwas a different experience, very interesting and inspirigg.
1 ®OOSNEBUKAYIDE
a) Course Content

The majority of the participants commented positively on the course content (as in phase A) and the
multifaceted knowledge they acquireabout Educational Data Analytics (141 comments in total).
The learners were positive for the theoretical part covered in the first modulevalugd highljthe
combination of theory with practice on applying educational data analytics on the three differe
learning platforms, namely, Moodle, the eXact Suite and the IMC Learning Zuadeniments). The
participants also identified and highlighted that the course content was revised and updated in this
new version of the MOOC.

At opened a new window tany teachingé

d took a taste of the future of educatios.

d've never dealt with such material beforé!

GTo see beyond data.

GThe elevating level of knowledge it provided.

dThe connection between theory and practi€e.

d learned a lot about differentteaching methods that i didn't know before and that are
especially good to know for this pandemic peri@d.

oPractical knowledge in Educational Tools and Data Analgzing.

@The clarity and usefulness of Modules 2 arid 3

oPractical application in modules/with attached Excel files.

A enjoy that | have learned new things and that motivates me to use them in my classroom.

=4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -8 -9

= =4 =4 =9
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A enjoyed most the brand new learning material | had to cope dvith.

dDifferent Insight and that content was revised.

G ¢ KS fl dbtaiSeN s an absolute beginrger.

A enjoyed the material in the first three modules, as | felt it was general enough to be

applied to any sort of educational situation where data was invoéved.

1 OAll the courses were very interesting and | learmahy things about Educational Data as
well as, Learning and Teaching Analytics. The graphics, instructional videos per module
supported my learning and added value to the course content. In addition, | enjoyed the
platforms the Moodle and the eXact Suste.

1 dThe course was very comprehensive, encompassing all features and issues relevant to basic

educational data analytics. Furthermore, the LMSs we studied in moddldsaBe many

useful features and great reporting toals.

= =4 =4 =4

b) Instructional Design

The learnes describedpositive experiences regarding the instructional design of the course focusing
both on the structure and the variety of content delivery meth@d8 comments compared té7 for
Phase A)ln accordance to phase Aost of the learners found theideosto be the most engaging
learning method (Z comments)while graphics were also positively reported (8 comments).

1 d found it challenging enough to keep my interest and the general structure of the course

was excelleng

GOEGNBYSte Sttt adNUzOGdNERO

dThe course was very well structured. | liked that the same content was analyzed from 3

different angles throughout the course.

T al! ¢ 0KS 3J22R A0NH2OGdZNBR €t SFENYAYy3I YFGSNRIE
videos, ..9

T aLd o1 & I¢ prasentationiof hbwledge. It required participation and constant
checking of the degree of understanding.

1 a¢KS RS@St2LIVSyid 27F A

T aLdG s+ a | yAOSte& RS&aar3d
enowgh working with it

1 dTrhoughtstimulating activities and contedt€

f ab22R 3INILKEOA YR @GARS24aH

T G¢KS GFENASGeé2F O2ydSyd deLlSao

c¢) Interaction

T
1

Nyt €SENYAY3I Y2UGA D
R O2dz2NBS 6AGK YdzZt (A

<
(s}

The fora and the interaction with peers were also commented by some participants (12 remarks,
slightly less thamiPhase A).

1 @&ery enjoyable community of learners. Good online support in discussiongora.

1 d enjoyed the variety of content and the discussion with p&ers.

1 dThe discussion forums and the showing of progress were very motivating and maintain my
interest¢

1 d&Gained new interesting knowledge / exchanged ideas with other colleagues

d) Assessment

The positive remarks on assessment (learning activities/quizsdassessed assignmentnd
upgraded assessment mechanism leading to two levelsCeftification & Achievement on
Educational Data Literagywere more thardoubledcompared to phase £60 comments in Phase B
compared to 22 for Phase Allhe quizzes throughout the course were very popusarce most of
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the learners reported that itvas the feature thathey enjoyed the most (36 comments).

1 d enjoyed the quizzes and the interactive graphic display boagds.
1 dThe selfassessment task of module 6. | was given specific reports to work on (draw data
and analyze). | didn't have to figure out mock reports ofyrawn £

{1 dTaking the test at the end was very satisfyirgg.
1 dThe ongoing assessments to check learniag.
1 dThat you could apply your knowledge directly to the est.
1 d&Simulation assignments.
e) Platform

Only few participants (5 comments, half of Phase Adenpure comments about the platform.
Nevertheless, many learners commented positively both the structure of the course and the
gamification mechanism.

1 dNeat platform architecture, interesting quizzes, interesting gamification modale

1 dThe easy usé

i dTmhat the course was well structured and | could see what's expecting me. So | could
memorize it betteg

1 &Being able to experience, filsand, a MOOC built on IMC.

f) Gamification

Learners highly acknowledged the value of the new gamificagiements to offer enhanced
engagement in severahuthentic learning activitiesas they reported1l5 remarks mentioning
gamification in generadnd 35 positive remarks focusing on the learning activities added after each
content subtopic in the form of automated quiest with immediate feedback.

1 d enjoy an interactive knowledge checks and hints as well as some-stalcture lesson
ideas. The foremost one is an idea that everyone is given a chance to make more than 1
attempt. It's like giving energy to those who strévlearning but often failed to first attempt

to work harder and betterg

GThe lessons structured in small subjects dmdceived feedback in every step learnigg.

GThe organization and flow was amazing!! The best MOOC | have participated in. Rewards
and points encouraged me to keep goirg.

X GKS aSOGA2y 2F éaeé LRAyUua IyR o6FR3ISE&H
GThe gamification feature and the quizzes

A Sy22eSREjdAT Qa az2ft Ay 3

d enjoyed most the gamification, explanatory videos, quiZ etc.

GThe Gamification sectib¢

6.4.2 t I NI A Ovkgafive/caniim@nts
Ly dKAa aSOdAz2y ¢S adzy¥YFENAT S GKS yS3alFriAaAgsS 02YYS
jdzSatdAz2y G2KIFG RAR &2dz tA1S tSIrad Foz2dzi GFl1Ay3 |
are 40 comments that do not corresponi any of the themes, since 27 learners did not report any
AdadzS G Fft GKIG GKS&@ RAR y2G tA1S oSoe3d abz2i
understanding of the English language.

= =4

=A =4 =4 =4 =9

a) Course Content

The negative comments about this thenmemain at the same levelsompared to Phase AQ in
Phase B compared to 78 in PhaseaAdl the majority of the remarksegarding course conterdre
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still related to the detailed, quite specializetbntent provided forthe 3 LMS (2 comments),
especially sice learners could not prasi using these tools8(commentd. Many learnersagain
criticized the information overload throughout the whole courseé @mments) The level of
difficulty (10 comments) the theoretical part(9 comments) the quality and longduration of some
videos (12 comments) as well as tlreading material § comments)were also reported by some
learners On the other hand there was only one commenabout the overlaps across modules
(againstl3 commentsn Phase A

dModule 5, 6,7 lacked hands on practicé.

oModule 57 Learning via software without direct practice in the program is frankly tiring!

oPlatform theory for reports without the option of using those platforngs.

dThe workload wakeavy;the last 3 modules should have been corghjepracticale

d would like to give us free permission to access moodle, exact, and IMC platform during the

mooc's period

9 I'd prefer simulation videos for the 3 programs, to have the possibility to create an account
on each platform and experiencehtat way than having the syllabus displayed in a page.

1 d did not like the way that modulesBwere set up. | do not think the way the material was

presented was helpful for the exams or will be easily retained because the content is so

specific that itannot be applied outside of those LMS situations very easily.

OA lot of input and the pressure to keep everything in mind to pass the final&exam.

At was difficult for me but challengirg.

oHuge amount of informatiog

GThe lengthy yet very interestimgodule 2¢

GThe ambiguity and technical language of moduke 3

oModule 4 - often unclear wording, Modules-&7 were a mere presentation of the

respective analytics platforms and could have been dealt more concisely.

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

= =4 =4 -8 -8 -9

b) Instructional Design

Comments abouthe negative experience of the participants mainly related to the needed workload

(55 comments compared to 31 in phase A) which reported as higher thamrtieipated time
commitmentaccording tahe syllabus of the coursélevertheless, the learners datknowledge the
provided extension of the duration of the coursalthough they would like to be aware from the
beginning of the courseThere wasagain some criticism about the multevel structure {4
commentg of the course which highly depends on pld 2 NY Q& T3uyidparticipayfts § A G & ®
comments) referred to other issues such as the nature of the @oits the option to access the

course material in .pdf format.

1 dThe course was really dense with information, which felt overwhelming at timed &ard
to retain. It needs to be revisited in order to make the most of it in the future. The learning
material took much longer to process than the suggested times. The extension, although
welcome, was given too late in the course, when we were nearingdaods completioné

1 d think the time frame for completing the courses was not enough. You want more time to
understand and get into the logic of the lesson. Fortunately, it was extended.

1 dThe lack of accordance between the estimated effort in hours an®BEAL EFFORT required

to get an effective study on the topi€s.

oShort period to complete it, especially for us having &job.

G @gmentation of learning segments in too many tiny pieces, interrupting reading and

working flowg

1 & e expanded areas.... SOANY. £

=a =4
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1 & ke polls that seemed like research rather than for my learfing.
1 & bt enough hand®n activitiest
1 dThere is no option for a pdf course matetial

¢) Interaction

The remarks for this theme were decreased compared to Phad& Admments compackto 24).
Nevertheless, @ame participants expressed their frustration about the lack of actual interaction with
their peers, while others seemeluctantabout sharing their thought&l7 comments in total)

1 dThe forum posts. Because they don’t trigger cblt@ation and/or communication, rather
the task triggers to gather experience points. In my opinion you can see this on the most
redundant, contextless posts of the participangs.

1 dlack of commuication opportunity with peers. The forums are one way witloption for
actual interactiore

1 d do not enjoy to post my opini@n

d) Assessment

As reported in the postourse survey the most challenging aspects of the assessment mechanism
(54 comments in total) was the number of the assessment tasksLeayning Ativities/quizzes
throughout the cours€23 comments also included in gamification theme) and the level of difficulty
of the selfassessed assignments based on-téalscenarios (10 comments). Some participants also
reported that the elemenrd of the couse that they liked the least (8 commentsgre the final MCQs

in order to successfully complete this course and earn to Level A and/or Level B Certificate of
Achievement.

1 OAssessment questions were too maay.
1 d&Some assessments were too complicated, sucbresting an excel on your own where
there was no guidance how to create an excel

M dThe seHassessment tasks

1 dNot all selfassessment exercises were necessary or §ood.

1 d found the seassessed assignments very difficult to interpret what was reeugiy | think
I was only happy with one of them although | put in a good deal of effort each time. |
expected my attempt to be closer to the exemplary solution but it never was.

M dThe final Certificaté

1 dn the final questionnaire, | did not remember eactodule separately to answer.

Assessment B seemed easier to me than A.
1 d would really like to get a chance to finish certificate B and it's extremely frustrating if there
will be no opportunity to do it in the futuke.

e) Platform

The postcourse surveyaported 41 comments on platform issugsloubled compared to Phase A
with 18 commentsyeferring mainly to the long page loading tirf&7 comments)the lack of ease of
navigation(8 comments) anthe checking for completio(8 comments).

1 dHaving to waste duble the hours waiting every time | checked the completion tick and
for the page to change. Very slow? Too many people? It was horrible.. Lost all the fun due
to this. .

1 dHonestly- | expected 100 hours of workout not 100 hours of waiting for the screeto
show up. The long wait times after the micro quizzes eventually forced me to economise on
other course contents in order to finish the course on titmed this is a"&"ctually counter
productive £
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1 dThe learning platform is very unresponsive (no eratthat browser | used)
| used more time waiting than learning
Too many clicks were needed to navigate

1 dFar too many clicks required to navigate through the caérse

1 dThe checkboxes were very tiring and tremendously-tarsuming

1 d should mark as dorevery unit | accomplished

f) Gamification

With regards to the Gamificatiotheme (24 comments in totalsome ofthe participantsdid not
seem to enjoy the quizzes (8 comments) while otheese quite concerned about thancreased
number of quizze{8 canments) as well as about the quality (3 comments)and the level of
difficulty (4 comments).

1 dThe large amount of tests. | didn't enjoy to take a test after every video, text, or any of my
actions. It was rather annoying.

dThe quizzes which were many at@mandinge

GThe constant quizzes (after every topic were annoying and slow togload).

oSome quizzes were challenging.

ddentifying the names of various reports in the quizzes was boring and did not provide any
value, especially, if you are not workiwgh the tools on a regular basis.

1 & @l not all quizzes were goed.

643 t F NOAOALI yiaQ OmmvYSyida asSyR @Al S
Under this section we include some of thalientcomments of participants sent via emagflecting
their positive experience out of their pi@gipation in the course

=A =4 =4 =9

GThank you for the very interesting course and the material included. | am learninga lot!!
oCongrats for your excellent wor&!!

dlt is my turn to thank you for the opportunity to follow this maoc.

aln retrospect, it was a goddea to deal with the GDPR so intensively at the end of module 2.
For me it was a good opportunity to dive into the tofilsank yout

A would like to thank you dearly for offering this course. As a learning designer, | can only imagine
the many hours oéffort and coordination behind this very comprehensive MOOC. Since | found so
much valuable information in one place, | have bookmarked some pages for future reference, and
was wondering if access to the course material will remain available for a givied.pe

dThank you for organising this course and for the opportunity for my participation.

a would like to thank you for giving us the opportunity to attendffee the MOOQ:earn to Analyze
Educational Data and Improve ydslended and Online Teachiag

d would like to kindly inform you that | have already attained Level B Certificate of Achievement, and
to thank you very much for this interesting journey in the promising terrain of Educational Data
Analyticsé

Al want to congratulate you for the FANSTIC work you had done on this coarse.
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6.2System data analysis
Inthissectionwé yI f €4S aeadsSy RFGlF (2 NBOSIf Ayairdakiaa

6.2.1Participants level of engagement with MOOC learning material
During the L2A MOOC Phase2B80 accounts were activate@186 registered users enrolled in
Module 1Orientation 1384 enrolled in Module 1Part 2: Unlock your MOQdnhd 1249 participants
answered the precourse survey andnlocked the MOOC content. Table 11 and figure 55 depét th
level of engagement with MOOC learning material during Phase B.

Tablel1 Progress per module

Mod . Mod Mod  Mod i Mod | Mod | Mod . Mod = Mod
Progress la 1b 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
LEVEL1 (< 20%) 971 556 3447 150! 101 118 89 78 42
LEVEL?2 (20940%) 54 145 140 49 12 16 14 4 13
LEVEL3 (40960%) 19 121 55 14 10 18 3 4 11
LEVEL4 (60980%) 38 281 40 24 7 5 9 2 166
LEVELS5 (> 80%) 1104 281 380 279 253 223 202 199 88
Grand Total 2186 1384 959: 516: 383 380 317: 287: 320

L2A MOOC Phase B Progress

2500 B LEVELS

e W LEVEL4

. LEVEL3
W LEVEL2
B LEVELY

2000

1500

1000

500

Module 1 Module 1 Module 2 Module 3 Module 4 Module & Module 6 Maodule 7 Module 8
Orientation Unlock

Figure55 Progress per module

During L2A MOOC PhaBé&earning activities where in the form of polls and micjaizzes, as well as
collaborative learning activities, i.questions in the forum discussiarisurthermore, at the end of
each module, there was a cdoding selfassessed assignment.

6.2.2 Participants level of engagement witMicro-Quizzes
Table 12 describes the participation in migqoiz activities per module:
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Table12 Participation in micreguizzes per module

Module | Module | Module | Module | Module : Module
2 3 4 5 6 7
Number of micrequizzes per module, 80 28 11 4 26 12
Total participation in micrajuizzes per
module 41119 9221 2993 948 5610 2424
Averageparticipation in micrequizzes per
module 514 329 272 237 216 202

Figureb56 showsthe number ofmicro-quizzesper module and the participation per micuiz.

Number of participants per micrquiz

0 Ha

Figureb6 Participation in micreqjuizzes

Theaverage participation in micraquizzes per modulés shown in the figuré7:

Average number of participants in miero
quizzes per module

600 514
400 329
272 237 216 202
- §
0
1

® Module 2 (80 micrequizzes) Module 3 (28 micrequizzes)
H Module 4 (11 micrequizzes Module 5 (4 micrequizzes)

Module 6 (26 micrequizzes)s Module 7 (12 micrajuizzes)

Figure57 Average participation in micrquizzes per module

6.2.3 Participation inPolls

During the L2A MOOC Phase 48235 poll interactions where reported in a total of 131 poll
guestions.
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6.2.4 Engagement with concluding se#fssessed assignment per module

At the erd of each module (2..7), participants are asked to conclude aassffssed assignment.
Table 13 and figure 58 present the number of enrolled participants for each module and the
respective number of participants that completed the concludingastiesseadssignment.

Table13 Participants that passed the concluding seessed assignment

Progress Enrolled in the module Passed selassessmen %

Module 2 959 302 31.49%
Module 3 516 239 46.32%
Module 4 383 226 59.01%
Module 5 380 177 46.58%
Module 6 317 176 55.52%
Module 7 287 153 53.31%

Concluding Self-Assessment completion per module

B Enrclled inthe module [ Passed self-assessment

Module 2

Module 3

Module 4*

Module 5

11.06.2021

Maodule &

Module 7

0 500 1000 1500

Figure58 Concluding selédssessed assignment completion

6.2.5 Forum patrticipation
Table 14 indicates theumber of collaborative activities per module:

Table14 number of collaborative activities per module

Module | Module | Module @ Module | Module | Module @ Module | Module
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 18 10 10 5 I I 1

Level of engagement in collaborative learning activities (forum participadiwh workshopk per
module is shown inFgure 59:
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Figure59 Level of engagement in collaborative learning activities

Different colors indicate thedifferent collaborative learning activitie®f the module {orum
discussions and workshops).

Total partcipation in collaborative activities per module:

Tablel5 Participation in collaborative activitigger module

Module | Module : Module = Module | Module : Module @ Module | Module
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

804 5851 1944 1568 812 1103 1129 100

6.2.6 Particpation in the Final Assessment (Level A and B)
The table below contains data from the participation in the final assessment (Level A and B)

Table16 Participation in the final assessment

Assessment module Enrolled in the module Pas&d Final Assessme!
Level A Fin¢
Assessmer 335 280
Level B Fins
Assessmer 206 137
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6.2.7 Outcomes of L2A MOOC Phase B in comparison to L2ZA MOOC Phase A
based on system data

In this section we investigate whether there was significant improvement il©titeomesn Phase

B compared to Phase(Angagement in learning activities i.e. quiz learning activities, collaborative
activities and assessment activities).

6.2.7.1

Level of Engagement with MOOC learning material

As Tables 17 and 18 indicates, the comparisofi & I NJ/ S NA Q
(Level of engagement) does not show any significant difference between the two phases of the

LINE INB & a

MOOC.
Tablel7 Level of engagemer{Phase A)

Progress Mod1l i Mod2 i Mod3 | Mod4 Mod5 | Mod6 i Mod7 Mod 8
LEVEL( 20%) 568 339 129 94 80 68 73 49
LEVELR20%- 40%) 50 68 18 12 20 9 8
LEVEL®0%- 60%) 37 34 11 3 6 4 1 6
LEVEL®&0%- 80%) 179 36 10 9 6 8 99
LEVELB> 80%) 487 357 306 270 240 215 206 133
Grand Total 1321 834 474 388 352 304 290 295

Tablel8Level of engagement

Mod . Mod @ Mod Mod Mod @ Mod  Mod | Mod = Mod
Progress la 1b 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
LEVEL1 (< 20%) 971 556 344 150 101 118 89 78 42
LEVEL2 (20960%) 54 145 140 49 12 16 14 4 13
LEVEL3 (40960%) 19 121 55 14 10 18 3 4 11
LEVEL4 (60980%) 38 281 40 24 7 5 9 2, 166
LEVELS5 (> 80%) 1104 281 380 | 279| 253| 223| 202| 199 88
Grand Total 2186 1384 959 516: 383 380 317 287 320

6.2.7.2 Quiz learning activities

0 KNR dz3 K

In L2ZA MOOC phase Batningactivities were added after eaclcontent subtopic throughout the
course in the form of automated quiz test with immediate feedback. The aim of these new learning
activities was to improve the overall learning experience of the participants, provide useful feedback
and motivate leaners toe-attempt, as well as to reproduce relifie contexts by using a suitable use
case scenario (storytelling), encouraging learners to link theory with practice.

Tables 19 and 20 depicts the participation in quiz learning activities in the two phases latAhe
MOOC. As we can see, the average participation in quiz learning activities increased from 273
learners participating on average in phase A to 387 in phase B, although the comparison is difficult

because L2A MOOC phase A included only 17 quiz leactingies in 4 modules, while phase B had
161 microquizzes distributed in 6 modules.
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Table19 Participation in micreguizzes per moduléhase A)

Module | Module | Module @ Module | Module | Module

2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
Number of quizzes per
module 3 - - 4 7 3 17
Total participation in
quizzes per module 1321 - - 1226 1486 605 4638
Average patrticipation in
quizzes per module 440 - - 307 212 202 273
Table20 Participation in micreguizzes per moduléPhase B)
Module | Module | Module | Module | Module | Module
Total

2 3 4 5 6 7

Number of micrequizzes

per module 80 28 11 4 26 12 161

Total participation in
micro-quizzes per

module 41119 9221 2993 948 5610 2424 62315

Average participation in

micro-quizzes per
module 514 329 272 237 216 202 387

6.2.7.3 Collaboration activities

The comparison of L2A MOOC phases A and B outcomes, based on system data indicates a
remarkable increas on the participation in collaborative activities (posts/replies in forum
discussions increased from 2970phase A to 13311 in phase B, although the discussion topics
where the samejsee Tables 21 and 22)

Table21 Participation in collaborative activities per modyfehase A)

Module | Module : Module = Module | Module : Module @ Module | Module Total
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
415 1509 206 414 0 106 294 26 2970
Table22 Participation in collaborative activities per module
Module | Module | Module @ Module | Module | Module @ Module | Module Total
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
804 5851 1944 1568 812 1103 1129 100 13311
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7 Areas and recommendations for possible improvement

Table23. Areas and recommendations of possible improvement

Area

Issue

Possible solution

Priority
level

Learnersprofile

1. The analysis (¢
LI NI AOALI yia
revealed  three majo
targeted groups namel:
elLearning Professional
School Teachers and High
Education Students.

Leverage this information t
properly customiz content
and activities per group
focusing on K-12 teachers
and HE studentwhich were
the mgority of the
participants (approximately
62%) [MOOC
Content/Activities: Al
Moduleg

High

2. The Higher Educatio
Students was the mog
committed group (39.04%
N=57), followed by Schoq
Teachers (26.37%, N=164
and by elLearning
Professionals (12.249
N=26). Completion rate ig
highly impacted by
LI NI A OA LI yia
motives such as earning
certificate.

Ly 2NRSNJ G2

external motives, we
incorporated  gamification
elements, and specificall
competence credential (i.e
competence bdge) for each
of the 6 dimensions of thé
L2A EDICP Framework, fo
providing evidence of thei
ability/ prove mastery in thig
particular competence. T
earn the  competence
credentiak, the learnerhad
to achieve all learning
outcomes as specified by th
respective statements of th¢
dimension. Further
improved mechanisms fo
gaining those credential
might be necessary (e.d
adaptation to competence
level) Micro-credentials can
play a key role for more

flexible and inclusive
learning paths, explaitg
Eurgean Certification

Instruments such as th

/ High
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Europass Digital
Credentialdnfrastructure
(EDCI) to facilitate cross
border portability,
recognition and validatior
[MOOC Educational Desig
Assessment fo
Certification, [MOOC
Educational Design
Gamificatian]

3. Higher Educatiot
Students, reported
significantly  lower ED
competence advancemen
significantly lower
satisfaction from the
learning experience yet,
had significantly  highe
completion rates.

Higher Education t8dents
need to become more aave
of the importance of EDL
Given that they were the
most committed group in
completing the MOOC, an
despite the lower
satisfaction from the
learning  experience,  we
need to create more
engaging and convincin
learning experiences, aligne
with their high external
motivation. A  suggestec
solution is to complemen
the course content onEDL
with additional semiworked
examples [MOOC
Content/Activities: Al
Moduled

[MOOC Educational Desig
Gamification

Medium

Content

4. The majority of the
participants  commented
positively on the coursé
content and the
multifaceted knowledge
they acquired about
Educational Data Analytic
They alsovalued highlythe
combination of theory with
practice on applying

Review detailed quite
specialized and comple
LMSrelated content that
users cannot practice, an
combine theory to practice
[MOOC Content/Activities
All Module$

Medium
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educational data analytic
on the three different e
learnng platforms, namely
Moodle, the eXact Sie and
the IMC Learning Suite
Moreover, the participants
identified and highlightec
that the course content wa
revised and updated in thi
new version of the MOOC.

Nevertheless, everal
participants reportedbeing
overwhelmed dueto the
detailed, quite specialize
content provided for the 3
LMS  especially since
learners could not practis
using thetools of all three e
learning platforms and the
information overload
throughout the  whole
course

Workload

5. In the precourse survey
participants reported they
were planning to spend.3
hours per week on average
but most of the participants
in the postcourse survey
reported they spentlose to
4.9 hours on average pe
module.

The workloadneeds to be
distributed in more weeks
extending the COUrsE
duration so as to lighten the
load of conéent presented
each week Adaptation of
guizzes (i.e., the number ¢
guestions per quiz accordin
to the mastery detected
could lead to better targetec

and less lengthy
assessments MOOC
Educational Design
Syllabu$

High

6. The workload anc
difficulty of the MOOC were
identified as doubtful in
Phase B, and not in line wit
the expectations of half o

the  participants  (who

Provide guidelines and tim
scheduling that clearly
communicate to the learner
how much time should be
allocated per each module

Consider revising the

Medium
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completed the course).
Nevertheless, the learner
did acknowledge the
provided extension of the
duration of the course
although theywould like to
be aware from the
beginning of the course

expected completion time o
tasks and the owrall
workload of the course
[MOOC Educational Desig
Syllabu$

Assessment 7. The positive remarks o Self(/Peergraded authentic High
assessment (learnin activities should be revise
activities/quizzes, self with respect to the expectec
assessed assignmentand Outcomes, to enable
upgraded assessmer learners to put theory into
mechanism leading to tw¢ Practice, boost motivatior
levels of Certification of and engage therr
Achievement on Education: productively to the content
Data Literacy were more: and enhanced with
than doubled compared to gamifcation elements or
phase A(50 comments in feedback in théntermediate
Phase B compared to 22 ft steps. MooC
Phase A). The quizzes Content/Activities: Al
throughout the course were \oduled
very popular,since most of _ _ )
the learners reported that it Consider integrating  an
was the feature thatthey adaptation mechanism fo
enjoyed the most (36 assessment tasks [MOOC
comments). Educational Desigr

~ Assessment for Certificatipn

The most  challenging
aspects of the assessme
mechanism was  the
number of the assessmer
tasks e.g. Learning
Activities/quizzes

throughout the courseand
the level of difficulty of the
selfassessed assignmen
basedon reatlife scenarios

Feedback 8. Grading and feedbadbr | Improve the feedback High
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humanassessed authenti
activities.

mechanism by enhancing
with peer gradel learning
activities. [MOOC
Content/Activities: Al
Moduleg

Gamification

9. Learners highly
acknowledged the value c
the new  gamification
elemerts to offer enhanced
engagement in  severe
authentic learning activities
also focusing on the
learning activities adde
after each content subtopi
in the form of automated
quiz test with immediate
feedback. Some of the
participantsdid not seem to
enjoy the quizzes, while
others were quite
concerned about  the
increasechumber of quizzes
as well as about the
quality and the level of
difficulty.

Leverage this information t
properly customiz the
number, the quality and the
level of difficulty of the
learning activities/quizzes.

[MOOC Educational Desig
Gamification

Platform

10. Navigational issues
multi-level structure of the
course and responsivenes
of platform.

Decrease the detaile
organization of topics an
subtopics, providing a clee
learning path.

Improve navigation anc
discoverability by usin
breadcrumb or
incorporating a navigatior
map on top of the screen.

Medium

Interaction
peers

with

11. The comparison of L2/
MOOC phases A and

outcomes, based on syste
data indicates aemarkable

increase on the

To improve collaboratior
and peer interaction
activities and tasks that ar
collabordive in nature need
to be added, and additiorg

Medium
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participation in
collaborative activities
(posts/replies in  forum
discussions increased fro
2970 in phase A to 13311
phase B, although th
discussion topics where th
same) Some participants
still reported (17 comments
compared to 24 irPhase A
lack of actual interaction
between peers in the
course, while others seem
reluctant about sharing
their thoughts

motivation for social
participation through
a ANA&LIt a ¢ NB
gamification elements nee
to be implemented MOOC
Educational Desigr
Gamification
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8 Key Performance Indicators

The consortium has defined a number of indicators to mamihe progress of the core projeectivities. These indicators also support the assessment of

the quality of the project outcomes fromguantitative perspective

WP#

WP PI

WP4

P14.3Number of MOOC
Participants Involved in Phase
B

During L2A MOOC PhaBeg297linitially registered for the courseOut of these, 249 participantsanswered the
pre-course survey and started thdOOC. These participants were distributed@countries. We consider that a
enrolleduserhag & G NII SR §( KS a tibits ¢he Prefourde sirviey té unlocK Iodudles2

Pl4.4Number of MOOC
participants successfully
completed the MOOC during
Phase B

During Phasé, 286 participants successfullpompleted the L2A MOOC and receivatdleast onecertificate of
achievemen{Level A and/or Level B)

Completion Rate 22.90%

P14.6Diversity in demographic
of participants Involved in
Phase B

Age diversity:
Theage of participants follows the normal distributianth mean value 2.82 and standard deviatioth0.640.
Gender diersity:

Although approximatelyt.4% of the participantghose not to respond to the question relatedttweir gender, the
participants weramostly femaleg65. 0 thanmales (32.8%)

Geographical distribution:

Although the participants are distributed &9 countries around the world, the majority (86%gmes from Greec
(N=750), Germany =164) and Italy K=91), which areamongthe core Learn2Analyse partners' countries.

P147 Diversity in competence
profiles of participants Involve
in Phase B

Educatioral background:

56.46 (N=705) of the participantshold I a I & (i S NWfile 18.BAME3S hold a. I OK St 2 N &
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11.6% (N=145) hold@octoral Degree.

English proficiency:

70.0% reported highN=874) and very high levéN=442) in English profiency.
Comfort with technology:

80.%% reported comfort=502) and muchcomfort (N=503) with technology.
Previous experience with MOOCs:

55.1% (N=688) reported that theyhad enrolled inat least 24 MOOG before, and 48.6% (N=607) that they had
completedthe MOOG they had enrolled in

Initial EDL competence level:

The initial EDL competence level for alldimensions is approximately 2 corresponding toAatvanced beginner,
The initial level of EDL competences inditthensions does not differ significdyntbetweenthe three groups of
professional roles.

Experience with Gamification:

61.6%(N=770)of the participants reported that thewere familiar with gamification in teaching and learning
far, and half of the participants (50.6%, N=632) reported tihety had experienced gamification in learni
context before. Many participants (44.8%, N=560) reported that they have used gamification in their edug

design. However, most of the participants (71.4%, N=892) had never enrolled in a gamified MEagt.

Gamification User Types:
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The prevailing type is the Philanthropist (24.0%, N=300), followed by the Free Spirit (12.9%, N=161),
(10.9%, N=136), and Socializer (10.5%, N=131). The types of Player and Disruptor were less represen
LI NGAOALI yiaQ alvYLXS 6odm>> blfot YR notm23 bl o

Pl4.8Diversity in professional
experience of participants
Involved in Phase B

Current job sector:

67. %6 (=845 of the participants reported thathey work in K12 and Higher Educatiovhile 11.3% (N=141)

come from the Industry/Busines®ctor. 9.8% (=1220 NJ LJ2 NNDtSSRY” Ldf {2t SHR #6 (N=1yf lRreported
that they work somewhere else

Professional role:

17.0% (N=212) of the participants describdemselves as eLearning Professionatsile 11.726(N=146)are Higher
Education Studentand49.8% (N=622) are School Teachers.

Years of experience in professional role:
Participants reported on averade?.26years ofexperience in professional rol&pecifically, School Teachers h4
16.83 ($=6.941) years of professional experience, eLearning Professionals have reported a mean
(SD=6.713) years in the professional role, and Higher Education Students have aexpedaenceof 4.99
(SD=5.042) years.

Years involved in digital teaching drlearning:

Participants reported on average96years ofexperience in online teaching and learning.

WP5

P15.2Number of
recommendations for
improvements collected from
MOOC participants during Pilg
Phase B

In the Postcourse survey 28 participants in total, reportedrecommendations for improvementsmainly related
to:
1 the course content85 comments)
1 the assessment mechanisnearning activities/quizzes throughout the cours€23 comments),self
assessed assignments based on-fiéalscenarios (10 ecoments)and the type of the final assessmer(8
comments)
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the workload §5comments)

the discussion forumsly comments)

the platform functionality 41 comments)

the multilevel structure of the course 4romments)

handson activities by allowintearrersto practice usinghe 3 LMS
1 option toaccessourse materialn .pdf format.

=A =4 =4 = A

PI5.3Participants' level of
educational objectives
attainment

EDL competence level advancement:

The initial EDL competence level for diinensions, reported in the preourse surveywas approximately Z
corresponding to amdvanced beginner level. The achieved E@hpetence level for all dimensions, reported
the postcourse survey is approximatelyc8rresponding to Competent level. Thus, tt@mpletion of the course
resulted in ondeveladvancement of competences for each EDimpetence dimension.

P15.4:Participants level of
engagement with MOOC learning
material (access patterns,

timeframe and frequency) (per Mod Mod Mod  Mod Mod Mod Mod Mod Mod

module, in total) Progress la 1b 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
LEVEL1 (< 20%) 971 556 344 150 101 118 89 78 42
LEVEL2 (20940%) 54 145 140 49 12 16 14 4 13
LEVEL3 (40960%) 19 121 55 14 10 18 3 4 11
LEVEL4 (60980%) 38 281 40 24 7 5 9 2 166
LEVELS (> 80%) 1104 281 380 279 253 223: 202 199 88
Grand Total 2186 1384 959 516 383 380 317 287 320

Level of engagement with MOOC leang material

The tablebelow depictthe level of engagement with MOOC learning material during Phase B:

P15.5 Participant$§level of
engagement with MOC
individual learning activities
(access patterns, timeframe

and frequency)

During L2ZA MOOC PhaBé&arning activities where in the form obllaborative learning activities.e.questions in
the forum discussionseeParticipants level of engagemenittv MOOC collaborative learning activitjggolls and
micro-quizzes. Furthermore, at the end of each module, there was a concludirgsselsed assignment.
Micro-Quizzes

The quizzes throughout the course were very popwar62315 micra@uizzes interaébns where reported in ¢
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total of 161 quiz learning activities.

The table below describes the participation in miguz activities per module:

Module | Module | Module | Module | Module | Module
2 3 4 5 6 7
Number of micrequizzes per module 80 28 11 4 26 12
Tatal participation in micrequizzes per
module 41119 9221 2993 948 5610 2424
Averageparticipation in micrequizzes per
module 514 329 272 237 216 202

Polls
During the L2A MOOC Phase B 46235 poll interactions where reported in a total of 131 polinguestio

Engagement with concluding sedfssessed assignment per module

Module Enrolled in the module] Passed selassessment %
Module 2 959 302 31.49%
Module 3 516 239 46.32%
Module 4 383 226 59.01%
Module 5 380 177 46.58%
Module 6 317 176 55.52%
Module 7 287 153 53.31%

Engagement and Gamification:

More than halfof the usersearned 5 or 6 Module Badges while a quarter did not get any, even though the
successfully completed the course. The mean number of Badges per wggoresximately3.66. In respect of
earned Pointsthe majority of participants who completed the course reached level5 of Engagement and C¢
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In Test Level, almost half of them reached level 5.

On the other hand, according to Test, Engagement and Content Level, 21,7% to 23%asteyel O or 1,
indicated that, although they wanted to complete theurse, they did only the necessary things without chasir
for earning gamification rewards

Forum participation

Number of collaborative activities per module:

PI15.%: Participgnts level of Module | Module | Module | Module : Module | Module : Module : Module
engagement with MOOC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
collaborative learning activities | i 18 16 16 g 5 5 7 |
(acess patterns, number of
contrlb_utlons, Social Ne_twork Total paticipation in collaborative activities per module (platform data)
Analysis) (per module, in total

Module | Module . Module | Module = Module | Module @ Module Module Total

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
804 5851 1944 1568 812 1103 1129 100 13311

P15.6:Participants level of
engagement with MOOC
learning assssment activities
(access patterns, timeframe
and frequency) (per module, ir
total)

The table below contains data from the participation in the final assessment (Level A and B)

Assessment module Enrolled in the module Passed Final Assessment
Level A Finghssessment 335 280
Level B Final Assessment 206 137
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9 Conclusions

L2A MOOC Phagkstarted on01/02/2021 and was open untiD6/06/2021. The main goals of the
evaluation of L2ZA MOOC Phase B were as follows:

a. Profile participantsbefore they start the casge to understand their general and professional
background, their motivation to take the course, their previous experience with gamified
elements/features in MOOCSs, and their background EDL competenceicegre our learners?

b. Profile participantsafter they have completed the courseunderstand what the characteristics
of the participants whoactively engagedn the course are: i.ewho are the EDL certified
learner®

c. Assaociatethose profiles with the overall and per module learning and gamificatioperience,
with the completion of the course, and with the achieved advancement in EDL competence: i.e.,
how did our certified learners experience their learning and EDL competence development?

d. Explorethe differences in learning experience (per modatel overall), gamification experience
(per module and overall), and learning outcomes (advancement in EDL competence, completion
rate) for the different profiles of participants who completed the course.

e. Examinethe differences in the successful completiohthe course (i.e., advancement in EDL
competence, completion rates) in Phase B compared to Phadeave the updates in the
instructional design (i.e., gamification, seBsessed assignment, upgraded assessment
mechanism) and the revision in the coritesf the course (educational material) affected
success?

a. Profiles of participants who enrolled in L2A MOOC Phasg\Bho are our learners?

During tte time framethe Phase B was availab249 participants(females: 65.5%, males: 32.8%;
mean age: 42.8%ears [SD=10.640f)jom 69 countries answered the preourse survey and started
the MOOC. The majority came from Gree66%, N750), Germany13.1%, ¥164) and Italy 7.3%,
N=91). Most participants (8.7%,N=845) reported that they work in K12 and Higheducation, while
fewer (11.3%, N=141) come from Industry/Business, and less frovare reported as Self/Non
employed (9.8%, N=122In particular,49.86 (N=622) of participants were School Teachet3,(%
(N=212) were eLearning Professionals, and724.N=146) were Higher Education Students, with (on
averageyroundl12.26years of experience in their professional role, #@6years of experience in
online teaching and learning

Overall, the participants who answered the greurse survey appeared to be niated, in terms of
goatorientation, selfefficacy, and sel€onfidence. Specifically, most participan®&7 (3%, N=841)

NB LJ2 NIi SR (i KPladningit& fSliew tileEdiiSe sehedule and complete all activities to earn a
certificate of completiof >  GIKKAS SNBLIR2 NI SR o0 daA 0 NBI aM2EToF2NJ Gt
extend my current knowledge of the toi@B4.95%, N=10613 NJ [V ]Nbkrsbnal developmeat

(76.78%, N=959)characterized as True or Very True by more than 75% of the participamts

averged t F NIAOALI yiaQ SadAYFGiSR DwL¢ A2@EmNEE A PSP
meaningful goals (Duckworth, 2016), wasB(SD=03168), which is about average. Most participants
(54.%%6,N=681) reported high seltonfidence regarding thei@ I @ Ad ldarn the material in this

coursé | YR Y2ail 6BINN-799 Alsd ngpordied Kigh sedfficacy regarding the
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opossibility of finishing this course according to the anticipated time commitment as defined in the
syllabug @ t NB JA 2 dwied thati steientS &ho Zdmplete MOOCs tend to have high self
efficacy and selfonfidence in their ability to complete the course (Wang and Baker, 2018).
statistical analysis revealed that the three targeted groups (eLearning Professionals, Higher
Eduation Students and School Teachers) differ significantlyaneasons for enrolment, (b) GRIT
score,and(c) SeHconfidence.

P NI A OA LI v (i-Zepbrteld iBifaNEDHE @mpetsriceFlevel for all dimensions of the EDL CF was

OKI NI OGSNRAT BRoOBAAVYEKE yOS PSS  SOSt HOP 2A0GK NX
eLearning Professionalsi{212), School Teacherdi£622), Higher Education Students<146)), the

statistical tests revealed no significant differences inliafiensions of the L2ZEDECP.

CAylLffes gAGK NBALISOG G 2mosiloiNder Gopdal to e da@iliaBwit A T A O |
gamification in teaching and learning (61.7%, N=770), but had never enrolled in a gamified MOOC
before (71.4%, N=892), and all participants appwabe in favor of gamification (M=3.99), with
68.4% (N=854) rating the respective statement as True or Very true. Regarding the gamification user
type, most participants are Multitype (38.03%, N=475), followed by Philanthropists (24.0%, N=300)
and Free Spts (12.9%, N=161)Specifically, most School Teachers (38.9%, N=242), as well as
eLearning Professionals (39.2%, N=83), and Higher Education Students (31.5%, N=46) were identified
as Multitype, followed by Philanthropists (25.2%, N=157) and Achiev2rs%]l N=78) for School
Teachers, by Philanthropists (21.2%, N=45) and Free Spirits (18.9%, N=40) for elLearning
professionals, and by Philanthropists (28.8%, N=42) and Socializers (19.9%, N=29) for Higher
Education Students.

b. Profiles of participants whaompleted L2A MOOC Phase;BVho are the certified
learners?

Out of the P49 participants who answered the preourse survey and started the MOOZ30

passed the assessment for certificate level A (22.4%), 137 passed the assessment for certificate level
B(10.97%)and B6 (22.90%) of them answered the pesburse survey to receive their certificate of
achievement(females: 68.2%, males: 31.5%, mean age: 40.99 [SD=11.A94prticipant had
completed the coursethen s/he had received the certificate of aehement (i.e., succeeded the

final assessment and submitted both pend postcourse surveys). Although most participants that
completed the course were from Greecé&8p participants, 64.7%6) followed by Germany6{
participants,23.4%), the participantérom Germany had higher completion rat#¢0(83%)compared

to the participants from Greec€24.6®0). With respect to the targeted job rolethe Higher
Education Students was the most committed group (39.04%, N=57), followed by School Teachers
(26.37%, N=14), and by eLearning Professionals (12.24%, N¥k@) statistical difference between
écompleters | gfdppei 6 a aAIYAFAOLIY G Ay FEf GFNBSGSR 3N

Additional analysis of the motives of participants who completed the course shthaedompleters

had statistically different ratings on External motives (i.e., M3, M4, and M7) compared to those who
did not complete the courséNe further explored the statistical difference in the mearigeasons

for enrolment between the targeted groups, and the eway ANOVA revealed that the differences

' NBE aA3ayi T rd beysinal Bevélidpniedith ineBFo @xtend my current knowledge of the
topictZ | y R | wiasoaivis8d or ordered to take part in this coér@me scheduling (as part of
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seltefficacy) also jppeared important for the course completion as the analysis showed a strong
relationship between the hours per week the participant was planning to spend in the course and
the completion rate. Also, it seems that course completion was related to the regp@dnfidence in
finishing this course according to the anticipated time commitment as defined in the syllabus. The
GRIT scorevas moderate for all groups amtid not differ between the groups.

The perceived initial EDL competence level for all dimensb@s (GKS 95 [/ C gl a ¢
0SAAYYSNE O6APSOE fSGHSE HO YR GKS NBaLISOGABS | C
level 3). Thus, completing the course resulted to -tmeel advancement of competences for each

EDL competence dimension. In détalearning professionals and School Teachers have achieved

similar level of EDL competence in all dimensions, while the respective concluding competences for
Higher Education Students appear to be lower. The-wag ANOVA showed that there were

statistially significant differences between the groups in all dimensions, and the additional
Independent samples-test between the couples of the groupke(, School TeacherselLearning
Professionals, Higher Education Studerg&earning Professionals, andyhier Education Students

School Teachers) clarified that the statistical differences in the achieved EDL competences between
School Teachers and eLearning Professionals are not significant, but the differences in the mean
achieved EDL levels of those gosuo the Higher Education Students were both found significant in

all EDL dimensions

t I NOGAOALI yi&aQ LISNDS Am@eadred pbrimidila ghd thr8ugh i@ NduSee0S 41 a
evaluation of the learning experience had three parts: (a) learning exper per module, (b) overall

f SFNYyAy3 SELISNASYyOS 2F GKS O02dz2NESTE FyR 600 LIk
experience.

In the postcourse survey, participants were asked to rate from 1 to 5 their agreement to 11
statements concerning theireérning experiencan each moduleof the course.The rating per
module varies from 3.5 to 4.4 on average (3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4= Agree, 5=Strongly
agreef. The analysis of the responses of th@6Jarticipants who completed the course with
respedc to the first part revealedhat participantsrated relatively high (score>4) their agreement to
statements about theénstructional design of the course (learning objectives clearly stated, variety of
content types, relevance of the assessments with tl@s),. the content (relevant educational
materials, currentup-to-date information, graphics)as well as the anprehensbility of content,
appropriateness of thenstructional videosand the micrequizzesin all modules and marginally
(score<4 and scorex® their agreement to appropriateness ofirther readingsand learning
activities in all modules

Regarding the evaluation of the overall learning experience, participants were asked to rate from 1
to 5 their agreement to 18 statements concerning theiy ¢eneral learning experience, (b) platform
ease of use, (c) confirmation of expectations, (d) satisfaction, and (e) continuance intention. Based
on the analysis of the responsdblge statementswith the highest agreement were concerning the
clarity of carse objectives and learning goals (89.81%), followed by thesivatttured course
environment and topics/sultopics arrangement (82.87%), and byt NJi A Orkehtlonytdi @it

the course material in the future (78.32%). The statement with the leasitipe rating was

® We define the areas of rating as follows: 1. Relatively high (>4), 2. Margingl43.8. Relatively low (3.63.8)
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concerning the appropriateness of discussion forums to support collaboration with other learners
(43.01%) and the overall quality of interaction with peevas perceived as less satisfactory
(47.90%). School Teachers appear the mossfadi group of professionals regarding the Platform

Ease of Use (M=4.199, SD=0.933), the Satisfaction (M=4.067, SD=0.809), and the Continuance
Intention (M=4.253, SD=0.786), whereas the Higher Education Students are the least satisfied group
in all dimensns.

Finally, nost of the participants who completed Phase B of the course (59.8%, Nw&vd Yamiliar

with gamification in teaching and learningnd more than half of the participants (52.1%, N=149)
reported that they hadexperienced gamification in lesing context before However, more than

half of the participants (53.8%, N=154) reported that thead not used gamification in their
educational designhand most of the participants (72.0%, N=206) had never enrolled in a gamified
MOOC in the past. The mpleters had davorable attitude towards gamificatiorwith a mean of

4.29. In terms of gamificatiomser types, the participants who completed Phase B determined
themselves as Multitype (34.27%, N=98), followed by Philanthropists (23.08%, N=66), alideB®ci
(14.0%, N=40). Specifically, School Teachers and elLearning Professionals are mostly Multitype
(38.4%, N=63 and 38.5%, N=10 respectively), yet Higher Education Students are maostly Socializers
(29.8%, N=17). The second most common gamification tgpeS€hool Teachers is Philanthropist
(24.4%, N=40), for eLearning Professionals it is either Achiever or Free Spirit (19.2%, N=5), and for
Higher Education Students it is Philanthropist (22.8%, N=13).

c. Relation of motives and gamification t€ourse comfetion and EDL competence
advancementin Phase B

The statistical analysis showed that significant correlations to course completion existed for reason
& o aabtéin a job relevant qualificatian> 6 NI n ® n ¢ ¢ bereficial fonraysCV and futtra n 8
job applicationg O NI ndny X LJadvided orwrdefed fo yake partinahe Bourse g S NB
significantly correlated to course completion (r=0.087, p=0.002). It worth mentioning that, in all
these three reasons, completers had given a higher rate, ianaddition, there was statistically
significant difference between completers and droppers for reasons M4 and M7. At the same time,
we could not find statistically significant relationship between GRIT score and course completion,
yet, Confidence in leaning the material hd strongnegative correlation to course completidn=

0.068, p=0.016Wwhile confidence in completing the course on timad expected time allocation on

the course (i.e.hours per week the participant was planning to spend in the sguwere found to
havestrong positive correlatior=0.105, p=0.000; r=0.131, p=0.0@@ourse completion

Examining the relation between motives and EDL competence advancetiengrrelation analysis

did not show any statistically significant relaighip between the reasons for enrolment and EDL
competence advancement, andonstatistically significant relation was found between the GRIT
scores and EDL competence advancement for the participants who completed Phase B. However, it
was found thatthere is statistically strong negativeelationship between selfonfidence and EDL
competence advancemenbut no statistical relationships between tinsemmitment and progress

in EDL competences, as well as between hours planning to allocate in course auV&iiement.

Regarding the relation of gamification to EDL competence advancentkat,calculation of
correlation showed a low positive one between overall gamification experience and achieved EDL
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competence level (r=0.278). There wad a statisticallysignificant correlation with EDL competence
level advancement. Analyzing further the correlation with each item of overall gatigfic
experience, there was found a worth mentioned low, but still stronger than the overall, relationship
with the sense of @ampetence that gamification gave to participants (r=0.380)

d. Differences in learning experience and EDL competence advancement per targeted group

Regarding the differences in the mean evaluation of all dimensions in the overall learning experience
between the targeted groups,he oneway ANOVA showed that the differences are statistically
significant, except from the Learning Experience dimension for which the difference is not
statistically significant. The comparison of the differences in the meansppér of groups
(Independent samples-t Satav aK2gSR (KFd {OK22f ¢S OKSNEC
LISNOSLIiA2ya RAFTFSNI 2yfeée 2y (GKS tfFGF2NY 9l as =z
9RdzZOF A2y {GdzRSy(iaQ NI GAYyIaANYRNVBTSINNRZFS & &AL 2 Y [RIAAYTE
9RdzOF GA2y {(dzRSy(aQ 2LIAYA2Yya RAFTFSNI 2y [/ 2y TFANKI
Intention. School Teachers appear the most satisfied group of professionals regarding the Platform

Ease of Use (M=4.199, S[B&B), the Satisfaction (M=4.067, SD=0.809), and the Continuance
Intention (M=4.253, SD=0.786), whereas the Higher Education Students are the least satisfied group

in all dimensions.

e. Comparison of Learning Experience Between Phase A and Phase B

We exanined the difference in Learning Experience reported in the qgosirse survey in the two
phases of the L2A MOOC. The Learning Experience from the course attendance was studied from
two different perspectivesa)Learning Experience per module, dndDverdl Learning Experience.

The comparison of the Learning Experience per Module between the two phases, indicates
significant improvement for Modules 6 and 7 in phase B. In addition, for each Module, there is an
AYLINROGSYSyG Ay (GKS StIStYS@ga RS 2&¢ 30 KBK S& La/TaSi INBFOAIyA 2
G! daSaaySiiilthe Résdt{RLZ Bvaluation and Recommendations Phase A, the rather
problematic comprehensiveness of the content in some modules (especially 6 and 7) was reported,

as well as the qualityand the duration of some videos. Moreover, Learning Activities and
Assessment tasks scored relatively low across all modules. The comparison of the Learning
Experience per Module between the two phases of the L2A MOOC shows significant improvements

in theseareas.

Furthermore, the comparison of the Overall Learning Experience between the two phases, indicates
improvement in the help and support that participants received during their interaction with the
courseLJt G F2NXZ & ¢Sttt | &ivafioy © NBK thirdigh 2h& colirse &nd th8 | v S N&
feeling of achieving their personal goals for the course. The addition of gamification elements in
phase B L2A MOOC, like points and progress bar to provide feedback for content and activities
completion and boasmotivation, as suggested in Result R13 Evaluation and Recommendations
Phase A, seems to have achieved its goals.

f.vdzk tAGFGAGS Fylfteara 2F LINIAOALI yGaQ O02YYSy

Based onthev dz £t AGF G A @S | yI fnmmedsin réafion tdithsilildadiAglekpgriericd) O 2
as collected through the 2 option& LISy m Sy RS Rincljdiz§ @& h&gstéourse survey
guestionnaireof the Phase B and in comparison to Phase A, overall there is an increase of the
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positive comments ahat the course content and the assessment mechanism, while comments

about the challenging experiences of the course still relate toitfiermation overloadespecially

with regards to the 3 LMS, with no option to actughsactise using these toolsthe indructional

RSaA3ay FyR (KS NBI dzA NS Ronggpaghdoddmgd tiRee Thy pros ik Sond Jt | (1 F 2
comments about interaction remain at the same level. With regards to the gamification elements, it

is derived that such features were acceptable aadarted as very engaging by most participants,

though some of thdearners seem concerned about the increased number of quizzes and thus the

overall workload of the assessment tasks. Finally, there are 44 comments in total collected via the
postcourse swey as well as many more sent via email describingpteitive experiencef the

learnersout of their participation in thd.earn2Analyze MOOC

g. Comparison oengagementetween Phase A and PhasebBsed on system data

The comparison of L2A MOOC phasesndl B outcomes, based on system data indicates a
remarkable increasof the participation in collaborative activities (posts/replies in forum discussions
increased from 2970 in phase A to 13311 in phase B, although the discussion topics where the
same). Fuhermore, the average participation in quiz learning activities increased from 273 learners
participating on average to 387, although the comparison is difficult because L2A MOOC phase A
included only 17 quiz learning activities in 4 modules, while phadead 161 micrequizzes
distributed in 6 modules.

¢KS O2YLI NRAZ2Y 2F fSINYSNEQ LINRPINBaa (KNRdAAK2 dz
difference between the two phases of the MOOC.

Summary of main conclusions

During tte time framethe Phase B was ailable 1249 participants(females: 65.5%, males: 32.8%;
mean age: 42.82 years [SD=10.64@jm 69 countries answered the preourse survey and started
the MOOC. The majority came from Greece, Germany Italy. Most participants work in K12 and
Higher Education, with half of them being School Teacherspne-out-of-five being elLearning
Professionals, andne-out-of-ten beingHigher Education Students, witilOyears of experience in
their professional role, andround 7years of experience in online tedénly and learningOverall,
most participantsNB LJ2 NIl SR (i KRlaaning t BlBbw theSchliBse sthedule and complete all
activities to earn a certificate of completbr= ¢ KA f S linsicBeashids fai2akifig3He course

% S N¥o extend my curreritnowledge of the topic2 NJ PeRsbidal @evelopmeét Participants
reported a moderate GRIT score, ahggh selfefficacy and sel€onfidence in their ability to
complete the courseThe three targeted groups differ significantly {@&) reasons for enrlment, (b)
GRIT scoreand (c) SeHconfidence.With respect to their gamification profiles, most participants
were familiar with gamification in teaching and learning, but had never enrolled in a gamified MOOC
before, and all participants were in favorgdimification.

Out of the 249 participants who answered the pmourse survey and started the MOO@62

(22.90%) of them answered the pesburse survey to receive their certificate of achievemeéihie

Higher Education Studentsene the most committed grap, followed by School Teacheend by

eLearning Professionalwith tK S a0 GA &G A OF f compleersS NISgyeRpsE 0 8 54 §FIy 6
significant in all targeted group€ompleters had statistically different External motives compared to
droppers. Tie analysis showed a strong relationship between the hours per week the participant

was planning to spend in the course and the completion rake perceived initial EDL competence
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f SOSt FT2N) Fff RAYSyairzya 2F (KS 2)%bdthe feSpeciive & da! R
I OKAS@PSR 95[ O02YLISGSyOS fS@St gla a/2YLISGSydé 62
to onelevel advancement of competences for each EDL competence dimenHi@n.analysis

showed statistically significant differencestlveen Higher Education Students and the other two

groups in all dimensions, bdihe statistical differences in the achieved EDL competences between

School Teachers and eLearning Professionals were not significant

t F NGAOALI yiaQ LISNG Sas@eddred pSrimidild gha thréugHh_ts: NauSee
evaluation of the learning experience had three parts: (a) learning experience per module, (b) overall
learning experience of thecours& |y R 600 LI NGAOALI yGaQ O02YYSyi
experiece. The rating per module varied from 3.5 to 4.4 on average, \pilticipants being
satisfied withthe instructional design of the coursthe content the mmprehendbility of content,
appropriateness of theinstructional videos and the micrequizzes in all modules The
appropriateness of further readings was somewhat less satisfadRegarding the overall learning
experience participants valued the clarity of course objectives and learning goals, the well
structured course environment, and the topisubtopics arrangement, expressing their intention to
revisit the course material in the future, bugeem concerned abouthe appropriateness of
discussion forums to support collaboration with other learners and the overall quality of interaction
with peers. School Teachers appear the most satisfied group of professionals regarding the Platform
Ease of Use, the Satisfaction, and the Continuance Intention, whereas the Higher Education Students
are the least satisfied group in all dimensior@ompleters hada favorable attitude towards
gamification determining themselves as Multitype.

The statistical analysis showed significant correlations between external motivatiorsoafidence

in completing the course on timand expected time allocation on the coer® course completion,
while Confidence in learning the material dva&trong negative correlation to course completion
Examining the relation between motives and EDL competence advancetiengrrelation analysis
did not show any statistically signifitarelationship between the reasons for enrolment and EDL
competence advancement, whilthere is statistically strong negativeelationship between self
confidence and EDL competence advancemed a low positive relation between overall
gamification exprience and achieved EDL competence level

The comparison of the Learning Experience per Module between the two phases, indicates
significant improvement for Modules 6 and 7 in phase B. In addition, for each Module, there is an
improvement in the element2 ¥ G KS 4GLYyauNHzOGA2ylf @GARS2a¢zr (K
G! daSaaySiiilthe Résdt{RLZ Bvaluation and Recommendations Phase A, the rather
problematic comprehensiveness of the content in somedules(especially 6 and 7) was reported,

as wel as the qualityand the duration of some videos. Moreover, Learning Activities and
Assessment tasks scored relatively low across all modules. The comparison of the Learning
Experience per Module between the two phases of the L2ZA MOOC shows significemtaments

in these areasFurthermore, the comparison of the Overall Learning Experience between the two
phases, indicates improvement in the help and suppor participants received during their
interaction with thecourseplatform, as well as increae¥ (G KS  SFYSNERQ Y23GA QI GA
the course and the feeling of achieving their personal goals for the course.
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The comparison of L2A MOOC phases A and B outcomes, based on system data indicates a
remarkable increase on the participation in coblasitive activities and in quiz learning activities.
Based on thev dzt t AG I GA DS | yI t &a&Aa 3 ovexdl therdl ilNdn AnGdakdlof thes Q@ O2 Y
positive comments about the course content and the assessment mechanism, while comments
about the challengig experiences of the course still relate to timformation overloadespecially

with regards to the 3 LMSThe gamification elements were acceptable and reported as very
engaging by most participants, though some of tharners seem concerned about thecreased

number of quizzes, thus the overall workload of the assessment taskslly, there are 44
comments in total collected via the poesburse survey as well as many more sent via emalil
describing thepositive experienceof the learnersout of their participation in theLearn2Analyze

MOOC
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Appendix Ac Instruments

AppendixA.1 ¢ Preccourse Survey
Section I¢ Invitation
Learn2Analyze MOOC R@surse Survey

You ae invited to participate in the Learn2Analyze MOOC-C®uwarse 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 25 minutes to completewifloe 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
O2YLISGSyOS fS@St LISNI Gd9RdzOI GA2FA €S 50 /480 [ AWISH
for each competence dimension of the Learn2Analyze EDL Competence framework. Upon
completion of the Prd 2 dzZNBE S { dzNIB¥Seé @&2dz gAff NBOSAPS (K
/| 2RSé€d | FGSNI GKS O2dzNES 2 LISY Aty'tHe LéasndAnaly2eT a | NJ
MOOC (https://learn2analyze.irdearning.de) 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 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 thisysu
will prove invaluable.

1. How did you learn about the Learn2Analyze MOOC?
0 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 &rinted

A MOOC Aggregator or Course Catalogue Posting

A Physical Event

©O O O 0O 0O 0o o o o

100



o Other

2. Please define (name which one)

Secton 2- Consent form to Participate in Webased Survey
Title of Survey: Learn2Analyze MOOGdnarse survey Questionnaire

Purpose and Procedure:

The Learn2Analyze (L2A) is an Acaddndastry Knowledge Alliance for enhancing Online
Training Profession@lQ 6 L y a (0 NHzO G A 2Tyaindrs) Gofigeteribgs ! NERucatiofidl® S
Data Analytics. L2A is an action-fonded 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. 2733 / 001001, Project No
58806 7EPP1-2017-1-ELEPPKARA).

More information about the project is available atvw.learn2analyze.eu

Please note:

1. The survey will be caed out from 01/02/2021 to 01/05/2021.

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 approximatedp 2@inutes 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 ailalge
background.

7. The third section includes a set of questions about your background and attitude towards
Gamification

8. The fourth section includes a set of questions on your motives for enrolling in the
Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

9. The fifth sectionincludes a set of questions on your existing competence level per
G9RdzOlF GA2Yf 5FGF [AGSNIOeé 0695[0 [/ 2YLISGSyOS
dimension of the Learn2Analyze EDL Competence framework.

10. In the final section, you will be askéat your email address in order to receive the

[ SENYu!YylIEel S ahh/ a!yt201 /2RSéd  2dz oAt
MOOC content, after the 1st of March 2021, when the course starts.
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Legal basis for processing personal and sensitive data
Personal Data:
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):
blIYSE 9YIFAf ! RRNB&aa
9RdzOF GA2Y LYF2NXIGA2Y
Sensitive Data:
In annection 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):
DSYRSNJ

Potential Benefits:
There are no direct benefits for participating in the sy. 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 Dimrsn and stored in a secure GoogleDrive folder
under the email [2a.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 colledtwith 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
EUUS privacy shidlscheme.

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 clmshe 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
erasue of your information in accordance with all applicable laws, contacting the lead
Learn2Analyze researcher for this survey in [2a.r12.survey@gmail.com. The erasure of your
information shall be subject to the Learn2Analyze Consortium's need to retain rcertai
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 us 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 ay 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 na 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 rpject. 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 L2A MOOC. The results from the
survey may be used for research study, $cholarly 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 adatdate 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.

{ St SOGAY3 &L ! ANBSE 06St26 AYRAOFGSE GKIFGY
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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 outlitield 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 X Create your 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. Thefirst 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)
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. What is your gender?

o Female

o Male

o | prefer not to answer

. Please specify your country adsidence.
(Select from drogdown list)

. What is the highest level of education you have completed?

High School Diploma (or equivalent)

Associate degree / technical diplomaccupational / technical / vocational program

Associate degreeacademic prognan

. OKSf 2Nna RS3INBS o6Sod3adpr . {0 .1l 1 .32 . {=
al atSNRa 5S3aANBS 6SPIds a!zrz a{xX a{0X ag9y3ads
Professional School Degree (e.g., JD, MD, DDS, DVM, LLB)

Doctoral Degree (e.g., PhD, EdD)

Other

O O O O O 0 0o o©°

. What is your current job sector?
Seltemployed

Lage (>100 people) faprofit company
Small (>100 people) ferofit company
Large (>100 people) neprofit

Small (<100 people) negorofit

K-12 Education

College

University

Governmental Education Agency
Other Governmental Agency
Not-employed

Other

O O O OO0 O o o o o

. What isyour professional role? (select all that apply)
| AIKSNI 9RdzOF A2y {GdzRSy il a
t N2PFSaairzylf LyadNdHzOGAz2ylf 5SaA3aySNI 2F h
pThtor of Online and or Blended Courses
{ OK22f -e2FHuodichNI Ay Y
t NB¥Sa&aai 2 yuppbrting VegcRiig@3 Barnihg/in Higher Education and/or
Professional involved in supporting Professional Development
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t NEFSaaarzylt Ay@2ft @SR Ay &adzJR2NILAy3a 9Rd
Professional Development
al ylI 3SNJ Ay [IlinstitteI KS NI 9 RdzOI GA2Y

alyIraSNIAYy | tNRFSaarAz2ylt 5S@St2LISyid {S
a | y I 3 SINarding Selrvife Psovider
alylr3asSNIAYy | D2@SNYyYSyidlt 9RdzOFGAZ2Y t2fA

I O RSYAO Ay@2f @SR Ay (GSFOKAY3I 1 AITIKSNI 9Rc
Learning Technologies

Il OF RSYAO Ay@2t SR Ay GSFOKAYy3a | AIKSNI 9Rd
Designers and/or (¢ Tutors

Il OF RSYAO Ay @2t SR Ay GSIFOKAYy3 |1 AIKSNI 9Rc
Data Literacy

w S & S | DNgiteKL®axding ahd/or Learning Technologies

wSaSEkNOKSNI AY LyadadNdzOdAz2ylrt 5Sairday 2F hy

wWS&aSIFNOKSNJ AYy 9RdzOF GA2ylf 5FGF [AGSNY O

hdKSNJ

7. How many years are you involved in this role?
o 15

o 6-10

o 11-20

o 21+

8. How many years are yanvolved in the field of Digital Teaching and Learning?
o 15

0o 6-10

o 11-20

o 21+

9. On ascale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), please rate your English proficiency
10.0n a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), please rate your comfort with Technology

11.In how many MOOCs havewenrolled?
o None

1

2-4

5-10

>10

o O O O
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12.How many have you completed?
o None

1

2-4

5-10

>10

o O O

Section 5 Gamification

You will be asked to providenswers to a series of questions related to your background
and attitude towards Gamification, as well as, to rate your intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
that determines your player type.

Number of questions in current section: 6

1. Are you familiar with gmification in teaching and learning?
o Yes
o No

2. Have you experienced gamified learning experiences in the past?
o Yes
o No

3. In how many gamified MOOCs have you take part?
o None

1

2-4

5-10

>10

o O O

4. Have you used gamification in your educational design?
o Yes
o No

5. Attitude towards Gamification
Please select the number [1..5] that best describes what you think.

107



Not at 2 Somewhat 4 Very Not

all true true true : Applicable
My attitude towards
gamification IS
favorable.

6. Gamification User Types based on intrinsic artlinsic motivation
t £ SIFAS NIGS @2dzNJ F ANBSYSyd G2 GKS F2tf26Ay
T G{GNRBy3Ite ! ANBS¢Y

SOC1. Interacting with others is important
me.

PHIL1. It makes me happy if | am able to I
others.

FS1. It is important to me to follow my ow:
path.

SOC2. | like being part of a team.

DIS1. | like to provoke.

PR1. | like competitions where a prize can
won.

SOCa3. It is important to me to feel like | &
part of acommunity.

FS2. | often let my curiosity guide me.

DIS2. | like to question the status quo.

PR2. Rewards are a great way to motiv:
me.

FS3. | like to try new things.

ARL. | like defeating obstacles.

PHIL2. | like helping others to orien
themselves in new situations.

DIS3. | see myself as a rebel.

SOCA4. | enjoy group activities.

ARZ2. It is important to me to always carry ¢
my tasks completely.

DIS4. | dislike following ride

PHIL3. I like sharing my knowledge

AR3. It is difficult for me to let go of
problem before | have found a solution.

PR3. Return of investment is important
me.

FS4. Being independent is important to me
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ARA4. like mastering difficult tasks.

PHIL4. The webleing of others is importan
to me.

PRA4. If the reward is sufficient, | will put
the effort.

Section & 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 folloving best describes your goal in taking this course? Please select one
of the following

o

O O O O 0O O 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, bud 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

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 Somewhat Very Not
all true true True | Applicable

M1. Participating in this
course is relevant for m
personal development.

M2. Participating in this
course will extend my
current knowledge of the
topic.

M3. | will use this coursg
to obtain a job relevan
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gualification.

M4. | think the L2A
certificate is beneficia
for my CV and future jo
applications.

M5. The subject of the
course is relevant to m
acalemic field of study.

M6. The subject of the
course is relevant to m
college/university class

M7. | have been advise
or ordered to take part
in this course.

M8. | have enrolled ir
this course out of
general curiosity.

3. Howconfident are you in your ability to learn the material in this course?
o Not confident at all

A little confident

Moderately confident

Very confident

Extremely confident

o O O

4. How would you rate your possibility of finishing this course according to the arigdipa

time commitment as defined in the syllabus?
(On a scale from 1 (least likely) to 5 (most likely), please rate your opinion)

5. How many hours per week do you plan to spend studying on this course?
o0 less than 3 hours

3-4 hours

5-6 hours

7-8 hours

More than8 hours

o O O

6. What is the percentage of the course you intend to complete?
o0 0%20%

21%40%

41%60%

61%80%

81%100%

o O O
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7. Do you target Certificate Level A (core EDL competences), Certificate Level B (advanced
EDL competences) or both?
o Certificate Level A
o Certificake Level B
0 Both
o None

8. How would you describe yourself?
Please select the choice that best describes what you think.

Very much: Mostly like: Somewhat: Not much: Not like
like me me like me like me : me at all

GRITL. New ideas anc
projects sometimes
distract me from
previous ones.

GRIR. { SGol O]
discourage me

GRIT. | have been
obsessed with a certai
idea or project for &
short time but later lost
interest.

GRI®. | am a hard
worker.

GRIB. | often set a goa
but later choose tc
pursue a different one

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

GRIT7. | finish whatever
| begin.

GRIB. | am diligent.

Section 7- Existing Competence Level per L2A EIPLStatement
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Dimension 1: Data Collection

1.10Obtain, access and gather the appropriate data and/or data sources
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Campetent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

1.2 Apply data limitations and quality measures (e.g., validity, reliability, biases in the data,

difficulty in collection, accuracy, completeness)
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

Dimension 2: Data Management

2.1 Apply data processing and handling methods (i.e., methods for cleaning and changing

data to make it more organizegle.g., duplication, data structuring)
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

2.2 Apply data description (i.e., metadata)
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

O O O O

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 Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O
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2.4 Apply the technologies to preserve data (i.e., store, persist, maintain, backup data), e.qg.,

storage mediums/services, tools, mechanisms
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

Dimension 3: Data Analysis

3.1 Apply data analysisnd modelling methods (e.g. application of descriptive statistics,

exploratory data analysis, data mining)
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

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

Expert

o O O

Dimension 4: Data Comprehension & Interpretation

4.1 Interpret data properties (e.g., measurement error, outliers, discre@snwithin data,
key takeaway points, data dependencies)

Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

O O O O O

4.2 Interpret statistics commonly used with educational data (e.g., randomness, central

tendencies, mean, standard deviation, significance)
o Nowce
0 Advanced beginner
o Competent
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o Proficient
0 Expert

4.3 Interpret insights from data analysis (e.g., explanations of patterns, identification of
hypotheses, connection of multiple observations, underlying trends)
o Novice
Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient
Expert

O O O O

4.4 Elicit potential implications/links of the data analysis insights to instruction
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

Dimension 5: Data Application

5.1 Use data analysis results to make decisions to revise instruction
Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

O O O O O

5.2 Evaluate the datdriven revision of instruction
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

Dimension 6: Data Ethics

6.1 Use the informed consent
Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent

Proficient

Expert

O O O O O
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6.2 Protect individuals' data privacy, confidentiality, integrity and security
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

6.3 Apply authorship, ownership, data access (governanceggetiation and datasharing
o Novice

Advanced beginer

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

Section & Instructions to unlock the L2ZA MOOC content
Thank you for your participation.
Submit the formand get access to the Learn2Analyze MOOC.

Please provide your email address to receive an email with the Learn2Analyze MOOC Unlock
Code.

After the course opening (1st of March 2021), you can return to the Learn2Analyze MOOC
(https://learn2analyze.imdearning.de) and use this code as a key to unlock the
Learn2Analyze MOOC content.

What is your Emadddress?

Enter the email address you used when you made your OpenCourseWorld account.
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AppendixA.2 ¢ Postcourse Survey
Section I¢ 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 fuknsgons.

The PostCourse Survey is expected to take approximately 30 minutes to complete and it is a
requirement for the Certificate of Achievement.

In the PostCourse Survey you will be asked questions about your level of satisfaction and
learning experiace per module, as well as the overall learning experience of the
Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC. Furthermore, you will be requested to answer questions about
your overall gamification experience and the experience per gamification element. Finally,

you will re2 NIiT 2y @2dzNJ I OKASOSR O02YLISGSYyOS  S@St
/| 2YLISGSYOS tNRFAES o6/t0 {GF0SYSyidé F2N SI OK
EDL Competence framework, after attending the Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

Submit the form and gethe key to unlock the Level A and/or Level B Learn2Analyze
Certificate of Achievement. Return to the https://learn2analyze-igarning.de platform
and use this key to download your certificate.

We greatly appreciate your willingness to share your tingephrticipating. 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 Z; Consent form to participate in Webased Survey
Title of Survey: Learn2Analyze MOOC fositse Survey Questionnaire

Purpose and Procedure:

The Learn2Analyze (L2A) is an Acaddndasty Knowledge Alliance for enhancing Online
CNIAYAY3I t NBFSaaAz2yl f a-Drainers)yCanipbidats ik Bdyidationals S & A =
Data Analytics. L2A is an action-foonded by the European Commission through the
Erasmus+ Program of the European Un(iGonoperation for innovation and the exchange of

good practices- Knowledge Alliances, Agreement n. 2733 / 001001, Project No

58806 7EPP1-2017-1-E-EPPKAKA).

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

Please note:

1. The survey will be carried out from 01/03/2021 to 06/06/2021.

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, justby exiting your browser.
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4. The questionnaire consists of 8 sections and needs approximately 30 minutes to be
completed.

5. In the first section, you are invited to participate in the postirse survey.

6. The second section includes the consent fornphaticipating 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 sfesdion and
learning experience after attending the Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

9. The fifth section includes a set of questions on your overall gamification experience after
attending the Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

10. The sixth section includes a set oEgtions on your experience per every implemented
gamification element after attending the Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

10. The seventh section includes a set of questions on your competence level per
GORAzOF GAZ2Y T S5FGF [ AdSNI Gl HYOBY[ (0¢  / F22YNISTIFSGRO SO
dimension of the Learn2Analyze EDL Competence framework, after attending the
Learn2Analyze (L2A) MOOC.

11. In the final section, you will be asked for your name and email address in order to
receive a key to unlock the LearnZfyze Certificate of Achievement. Return to the
https://learn2analyze.imdearning.de platform and use this key to download your Level A
and/or Level B Certificate.

Legal basis for processing personal and sensitive data:

Personal Data:

In connection withthis research, the Learn2Analyze Consortium's collection and processing

of the following Personal Data is lawful based on consent (Article 6.1(a), GDPR):
blIYSS 9YIAf ! RRNBaa
9RdAzOF GA2Y LYF2NNIGAZ2Y

Sensitive Data:

In connection with this research, the d2Analyze Consortium's collection and processing

of the following Sensitive Data is lawful based on consent (Article 9.2(a), GDPR):
DSYRSNJ

Potential Benefits:
There are no direct benefits for participating in the survey. The survey results will selp u
evaluate the L2A MOOC and improve its future versions.

Potential Risk or Discomforts:
We do not perceive of 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 securteBaog folder
under the email 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:
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We may share some of the data collected with services located outsgdEuropean 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
EUUS privacy shield scheme.

Right to Withdraw:

You 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 caplgiexit 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 acadance 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 anyther identified lawful basis.

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 teceipt 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 gavey 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.

Canpensation:
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 argansit over the
Internet.

How will results be used:
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The results of the survey will be used for evaluating the L2A MOOC. The results from the
survey may be used for research study, for scholarly purposes only and might be presented
in conferences, publieed 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 @mhancement 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 likentcesely thank you for your
participation in our survey acknowledging that your insights on the questions in this survey
will prove invaluable.

{ St SOGAY3a aL ! ANBS¢ 0St26 AYRAOFIGSEA GKFGY

You have read the above information;

You voluntarily agree to participain 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.

Do you consent?

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 yo 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:
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Section 4 Learning experience per module
Number of questions in current section: 13

1. Learning objectives per module were clearly stated.

2. The content per module was presented in a comprehensible manner.

3. The educationanaterials and content per module were relevant and addressed the topic
identified in the title.

4. The educational materials and content per module were based on curret-date
information.

5. The instructional videos per module supported my learaing 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 weedevant 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 (quiz learning activities) used per module challengedkiggrand
supported my learning.

11. The assessment tasks (quiz learning activities) per module were relevant to the learning
objectives.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
for question 1to 11 Disagree Agree no Agree
Disagree

Module 2 Online and Blended
Teaching and_earningsupported
by Educational Data

Module 3 LearningAnalytics

Module 4 TeachingAnalytics

Module 5 Applying Teaching &
Learning Analytics with Moodle
Module 6 Applying Teaching &
Learning Analytics with exaSuite

Module 7 Applying Teaching &
Learning Analytics with IMC
Learning Suite

12. How many hours per week did you spend on each module?
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<3h 3c¢4h

5¢6h 7¢8h >8h

Module 2 Online and Blended Teaching an
Learningsupported by Edicational Data

Module 3 LearningAnalytics

Module 4 TeachingAnalytics

Module 5 Applying Teaching & Learning

Analytics with Moodle

Module 6 Applying Teaching & Learning

Analytics with eXact Suite

Module 7 Applying Teaching & hening

Analytics with IMC Learning Suite

13. How many posts did you contribute to discussion forums per module?

None

1-2 posts

3¢ 4 posts

> 5 posts

Module 2 Online and Blended
Teaching and_earningsupported by
Educational Data

Module 3 Leaning Analytics

Module 4 TeachingAnalytics

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 Learnin
lite

Section & Overall learning experience

Number of questions in current section: 25

Please rate [1..5] your agreement to thelfaling 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.
3. The course environment was well structured, topics and subsopiere logically

arranged in a predictable pattern.

ok

The learning path was easy to navigate.
Course objectives and learning goals were clearly stated.

121



The workload was reasonably spread.

The workload was in line with my expectations.

The course difficultyvas in line with my expectations at the start of the course.

The difficulty level of assessment tasks (quiz learning activities) was appropriate for the

course.

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

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

12.Final Assessment for the Level A Certificate required the learner to have acquired a basic
set of competences for EDL.

13.The difficulty level of assessments was appropriate for the Level A Certificate.

14.Assessrant for the Level B Certificate required demonstration of a higher expertise in
EDL.

15.Assessment for the Level B Certificate included hamdsassignments based on
simulated practice scenarios.

16. The difficulty level of assessments was appropriate for thellB\Certificate.

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

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

19.1 was motivated to work through the course.

20.1 feel like I achieved my personal gofalsthis course.

21.1 enjoyed the course.

22.1t is very likely to revisit the course materials in the future.

23.1t is very likely to recommend this course e.g. to a colleague or friend.

© N

24.What did you enjoy most about your course experience?

25.What did you like least about taking part in the course?

Section & Overall Gamification Experience
Numberof questions in current section: 4

Please rate [1..5] your agreement to the following statements:
Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree

1. Satisfaction, Enjoyment and Motivation of Gamification Experience
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree no
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1.11 found the experience of the
course enjoyable.

1.21 found the course stimulating.

1.31 enjoyed the gamified element:
in the course so much that | was
motivated to be retaied.

1.41 found the experience of the
course interesting.

1.5My interest on EDL has increas
during the course.

1.61t was a pleasure to work throug
such welldesigned gamified course

1.7 Gamification elements
encouraged me t@articipate in the
course.

1.81 feel competent on EDL after
completing the course.

1.9The course provided me with
interesting options and choices.

1.10I feel very capable and effecti\
on EDL after completing the course

1.111 experienced a high level of
freedom in the course.

1.12My ability to be retain in the
course is well matched with the
course's challenges.

1.13The course allows me to do
useful activities related to EDL

practice.

2. During the course, thgamification elements:

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree no
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2.1 Made me feel that success con
through accomplishments.

2.2Made me feel like someone is
keeping me on track.

2.3 Gave me the feeling thdtwas
not on my own.

2.4Made me feel guided.
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2.5 Gave me a sense of knowing
what | needed to do to do better.
2.6 Gave me a sense of having
someone to share my endeavors
with.

2.7 Gave me the feeling that | neeq
to reach goals.
2.8 Gave me a sense of being notic
for what | have achieved.
2.9 Felt like participating in a
competition.

2.10Pressured me in a positive wa
by its high demands.

2.11Made me want to be in first
place.

2.12Challenged me.

2.13Made me feel that | needed to
be on top to succeed.
2.14Motivated me to do things that
felt highly demanding.

3. During the course | felt that:

Strongly Disagree Neither . Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree no Agree
Disagree

3.1 Using gamitation elements helpeq
me to improve my performance.

3.2Using gamification elements helpe
me to increase my productivity.

3.3 Using gamification elements made
me feel more effective reaching learn
goals.

3.4 Having gamification eleents was
useful.

4. My attitude towards gamification is favorable.
On a scale from 16t at all true to 5 (very true)

Section 7¢ Gamification Experience per Element

Number of questions in current section: 5
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Please rate [1..5] your agreement to the following statements:
Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree

How would you describe your experienwith the gamification element "Points"?

How would you describe your experience with the gamification element "Badges"?

How would you describe your experience with the gamification element "Levels"?

How would you describe your experience with the gamifccaelement "Progress Bar"?
How would you describe your experience with the gamification element "Leaderboard"?
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
for question 1to 5 Disagree Agree no Agree
Disagree

aorwbhE

| found it enjoyable.
| found it motivatng.
It made me feel competent on ED

It made me to participate and work
in the course.
It made me feel that my ability to b
retain in the course was well
matched with the course's
challenges.

It helped me feel very capable anc
effective on EDL.
It made it easier for me to set clea
goals.

It made me feel guided.

It helped me to improve my
performance.

Having it in the course was useful

Section & Achieved Competence Level per L2AEIPLStatement

Please rate your achieved competence level for each statement of the L2A Educational Data
Literacy Competence Dimensions addressed indhisse

You can find additional information about L2A ETR_inmttp://www.learn2analyze.eu/

Dimension 1: Data Collection
1.10Obtain, access and gather the appropriate data and/or data sources
o Novice
0 Advanced beginer
o Competent
o Proficient
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0 Expert

1.2 Apply data limitations and quality measures (e.g., validity, reliability, biases in the data,

difficulty in collection, accuracy, completeness)

o Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

Expert

o O O

Dimension 2: Data Manageme

2.1 Apply data processing and handling methods (i.e., methods for cleaning and changing

data to make it more organizegle.g., duplication, data structuring)

Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient

Expert

O O O O O

2.2 Apply data description (i.e., metadata)
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

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)

Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent
Prdicient

Expert

O O O

2.4 Apply the technologies to preserve data (i.e., store, persist, maintain, backup data), e.qg.,

storage mediums/services, tools, mechanisms

o Novice
0 Advanced beginner
o Competent
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o Proficient
0 Expert

Dimension 3: Data Analysis

3.1 Apply data arlgsis and modelling methods (e.g. application of descriptive statistics,
exploratory data analysis, data mining)
o Novice
Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient
Expert

o O O

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
Expert

o O O

Dimension 4: Data Comprehension & Interpretation

4.1 Interpret data properties (e.g., measurement error, outliers, réigancies within data,
key takeaway points, data dependencies)

Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

O O O O O

4.2 Interpret statistics commonly used with educational data (e.g., randomness, central
tendencies, mean, standard deviation, significgnce
o Novice
Advanced beginner
Competent
Proficient
Expert

o O O

4.3 Interpret insights from data analysis (e.g., explanations of patterns, identification of
hypotheses, connection of multiple observations, underlying trends)
o Novice
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Advanced beginner
Competent
Prdicient

Expert

o O O O

4.4 Elicit potential implications/links of the data analysis insights to instruction
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

Dimension 5: Data Application

5.1 Use data analysis results to make decisions to revise instruction
Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

O O O O O

5.2 Evaluate the datdriven revision of instruction
o Novice

Advanced beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

Dimension 6: Data Ethics

6.1 Use the informed consent
Novice

Advanced beginner
Competent

Prdicient

Expert

O O O O O

6.2 Protect individuals' data privacy, confidentiality, integrity and security
o Novice
0 Advanced beginner
o Competent
o Proficient
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0 Expert

6.3 Apply authorship, ownership, data access (governanceggetiation and datasharing
o Novice

Advanced bginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

o O O

Section & Certificate

Congratulations, you have reached the end of our trip. You have successiulpfeted the
L2A MOOC and submitted the Prand PostCourse Surveys. Thank you for your
participation.

Please provide your name, surname and email address in order to receive a personalized
Certificate of Achievement of the Learn2Analyze MOOC. Subeiotm and get the key to
unlocking the Learn2Analyze Certificate of Achievement. Return to the
https://learn2analyze.imdearning.de platform and use this key to download your Level A
and/or Level B Certificate.

What is your email address?

Name

Surname

129



Appendix A3 ¢ Coding / Groups of professional roles

A. eLearning Professionals (IDs, eTutors)

1. Professional Instructional Designer and/of)(€utor of Online and/oBlended 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 Teachs

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. Professioal 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 anleearning 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 Digitalngeand/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 B.1g Profiles of partcipants who enrolled in the course

B1.1.General
a. Gender
Table24: Distribution of participants per gender
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Female 820 65.7 65.7 65.7

Male 410 32.8 32.8 98.5

Gay 1 0.1 0.1 98.6

| prefer not to answer 18 1.4 1.4 100.0

Total 1249 100.0 100.0
b. Country of residence
Table25: Country of residence
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid  Algeria 1 1 A 1
Armenia 1 1 A 2
Australia 5 A4 A4 .6
Austria 7 .6 .6 1.1
Belgium 4 .3 & 1.4
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2 2 2 1.6
Brazil 3 .2 2 1.8
Bulgaria 1 1 A 1.9
Cabo Verde 1 A1 A 2.0
Canada 7 .6 .6 2.6
China 3 2 2 2.8
Colombia 2 2 2 3.0
Croatia 8 .6 .6 3.6
Cyprus 3 .2 2 3.8
Czechia (Czech Repuabli 1 1 A 3.9
Denmark 2 .2 2 4.1
Egypt 2 .2 2 4.2
Estonia 1 1 A 4.3
Eswatini (fmr. "Swazihd) 1 A1 A 4.4
Fiji 2 2 2 4.6
Finland 3 .2 2 4.8
France 20 1.6 1.6 6.4
Germany 164 13.1 13.1 195
Greece 750 60.0 60.0 79.6
Grenada 1 A1 A 79.7
Hungary 2 .2 2 79.8
India 10 .8 .8 80.6
Indonesia 1 1 A 80.7
Iran 1 1 A 80.8
Ireland 27 2.2 2.2 82.9
Italy 91 7.3 7.3 90.2
Jamaica 1 1 A 90.3
Jordan 1 A1 A 90.4
Kazakhstan 1 1 A 90.5
Kenya 1 1 A 90.6
Kuwait 4 .3 3 90.9
Lebanon 1 1 A 91.0
Mexico 1 1 A 91.0
Morocco 3 .2 2 91.3
Netherlands 6 .5 15 91.8
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New Zealand
Nigeria

Norway
Pakistan
Palestine Stte
Poland

Portugal

Qatar

Romania
Russia

Rwanda

Saudi Arabia
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia

Sauth Africa
Spain

Sudan
Switzerland
Syria

Tunisia

Turkey

Ukraine

United Arab Emirates
United Kingdom
United States of Amesa
Vietnam

Yemen

Total

[EEY

N
N woRNRPWR R AR NP RPRNBARRNARNRRRORW

[EnY

1249

[EEY

P e

[EEY

(RS

NwlNIN RN RR R RO R RN W R R N LR N R R R R

2
100.0

NN w NN R N R R Rk o Rk N Wk R N w R Nk R R RN

100.0

92.0
92.1
92.5
92.6
92.6
92.7
92.9
93.0
93.3
93.4
93.5
93.6
93.9
94.1
94.2
94.2
94.8
94.9
96.0
96.1
96.2
96.4
96.5
96.6
98.3
99.6
99.8
100.0

c. Background knowledge

Table26: Educational background

Education level

Frequency| Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Parent
al atdSNRa 5S3INBS o6So3 705 56.4 56.4 56.4
MEd, MSW, MBA)
. I OKSt 2NDa RS3INBS oS 234 18.7 18.7 75.2
Doctoral Degree (e.g., PhD, EdD) 145 11.6 11.6 86.8
High School Diploma (or equivalent) 94 7.5 7.5 94.3
Associate degreeacademic program 29 2.3 2.3 96.6
Professional School Degree (e.g., JD, MD, L 13 1.0 1.0 97.7
DVM, LLB)
Associate degree / technical diplorma 12 1.0 1.0 98.6
occupational / technical / vocational progranm
Other 17 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0

Table27: English ProficiendOn a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), Mean=3.99, St.Dev=p.915

English Proficiency

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 10 .8 .8 .8
2 53 4.2 4.2 5.0
3 312 25.0 25.0 30.0
4 442 35.4 35.4 65.4
5 432 34.6 34.6 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0

132



Table28: Comfort with technologyOn a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), Mean=4.18, St.Dev=p.799

MOOQOCs
enrolled

Total

Comfort with Technology

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 1 1 A 1
2 28 2.2 2.2 2.3
g 215 17.2 17.2 19.5
4 502 40.2 40.2 59.7
5 503 40.3 40.3 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
Table29: Enrolment in MOO§(Mean=3.53
MOOCs enrolled
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid None 369 29.5 29.5 29.5
1 192 15.4 15.4 44.9
2-4 361 28.9 28.9 73.8
5-10 186 14.9 14.9 88.7
>10 141 11.3 11.3 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
Table30: MOOC Complatins(Mean=2.98
MOOCs completed
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid None 478 38.3 38.3 38.3
1 164 13.1 131 51.4
2-4 331 26.5 26.5 77.9
5-10 170 13.6 13.6 91.5
>10 106 8.5 8.5 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
Table31: MOOCs enrolled * MOOCs completed Crosstabulation
MOOCs completed
‘ None ‘ 1 2-4 ‘ 5-10 ‘ >10
None Count 364 0 2 3 0
% within MOOCs enrolled 98.6% 0.0% 0.5% 0.8% 0.0%
% within MOOCs completed 76.2% 0.0% 0.6% 1.8% 0.0%
% of Total 29.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%
1 Count 80 106 6 0 0
% within MOOCs enrolled 41.7% 55.2% 3.1% 0.0% 0.0%
% within MOOCs completed 16.7%| 64.6% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0%
% of Total 6.4% 8.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0%
2-4 Count 30 48 278 4 1
% within MOOCs enrolled 8.3%| 13.3%| 77.0% 1.1% 0.3%
% within MOOCs completed 6.3% 29.3%| 84.0% 2.4% 0.9%
% of Total 2.4% 3.8%| 22.3% 0.3% 0.1%
5-10 Count 3 9 41 133 0
% withinMOOCs enrolled 1.6% 4.8% 22.0% 71.5% 0.0%
% within MOOCs completed 0.6% 5.5% 12.4%| 78.2% 0.0%
% of Total 0.2% 0.7% 3.3% 10.6% 0.0%
>10 Count 1 1 4 30 105
% within MOOCs enrolled 0.7% 0.7% 2.8% 21.3%| 74.5%
%within MOOCs completed 0.2% 0.6% 1.2% 17.6%| 99.1%
% of Total 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 2.4% 8.4%
Count 478 164 331 170 106
% within MOOCs enrolled 38.3%| 13.1%| 26.5%| 13.6%| 8.5%
% within MOOCs completed 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% | 100.0%| 100.0%
% of Total 38.3%| 13.1%| 26.5%| 13.6% 8.5%

Total
369
100.0%
29.5%
29.5%
192
100.0%
15.4%
15.4%
361
100.0%
28.9%
28.9%
186
100.0%
14.9%
14.9%
141
100.0%
11.3%
11.3%
1249
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%
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d. Professional experience

Table32: Job Sector

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid K-12 Education 578 46.3 46.3 46.3
University 227 18.2 18.2 64.5
Governmental Education Agency 95 7.6 7.6 72.1
Selfemployed 66 5.3 5.3 77.3
Large (>100 people) fgrofit company 59 4.7 4.7 82.1
Not-employed 56 4.5 4.5 86.5
Small (<100 people) feprofit company a7 3.8 3.8 90.3
College 40 3.2 3.2 93.5
Small (<100 people) neprofit 19 15 15 95.0
Large (>100 people) neprofit 16 1.3 1.3 96.3
Other Governmental Agency 14 1.1 11 97.4
Other 32 2.6 2.6 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0

*Job Sector Group845 (67.7%) H2, University, oCollege; 141 (11.3%) Industry (Small/Lagge

for/non-profit); 122 (9.8%) Self/Netmployed; 141 (11.3%) Other

Table33: Job role: (After coding the responseSeeAppendixA.3)

ProfessionalRole

Frequency  Percent Valid Percent Qumulative Percent
Valid School Teacher 622 49.8 49.8 49.8
eLearning Professional 212 17.0 17.0 66.8
Higher Education Student 146 11.7 11.7 78.5
Academic/Researcher in ID and/or
Online Education/Training 4 59 59 84.4
Other 70 5.6 5.6 90
Expertwith Experience in EDL 69 5.5 5.5 95.5
Manager in (Online) Education/Trainin 56 4.5 4.5 100
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
Table34: Years in job roléMean=12.2%
Years in role
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-5 420 33.6 33.6 33.6
6-10 143 11.4 11.4 45.1
11-20 459 36.7 36.7 81.8
21+ 227 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
Table35: Years in Digital Teaching and Learr{Mgan=6.96
Years in Digital Educ.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-5 731 58.5 58.5 58.5
6-10 266 21.3 21.3 79.8
11-20 206 16.5 16.5 96.3
21+ 46 3.7 3.7 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
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Table36: Years in role per professional roles (groups)

Experience

ProfRolesGroups Mean N Std. Deviation
eLearning Professional 8.1179 212 6.71334
Higher Education Student 4.9863 146 5.04222
Other 8.8736 269 6.86890
School Teacher 16.8344 622 6.94091

Total 12.2554 1249 8.16595

Table37:t | NOIAOALI yiaQ LINPFSaarz2ylt NRtSa Ay NBEI {4

Professional Role
Acaemic/
Researche
inID
and/or Manager in
Higher Online Expert with (Online)
elLearning | Education| School | Education/| Experience | Education/
Professional| Student | Teacher| Training in EDL Training Other Total
Year 15 Count 110 119 64 30 37 25 35 420
o % of Total 8.8% 95%|  5.1% 2.4% 3.0% 20%| 2.8%| 33.6%
6-10 Couwnt 44 13 36 16 11 14 9 143
% of Total 3.5% 1.0% 2.9% 1.3% 0.9% 1.1% 0.7%| 11.4%
11-20 Count 44 9 332 22 16 15 21 459
% of Total 3.5% 0.7% 26.6% 1.8% 1.3% 1.2% 1.7%| 36.7%
Count 14 5 190 6 5 2 5 227
% of Total 1.1% 0.4% 15.2% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2%| 0.4%| 18.2%
Total Count 212 146 622 74 69 56 70 1249
% of Total 17.0% 11.7%| 49.8% 5.9% 5.5% 45%| 5.6%| 100.0%
B1.2.Motivation: Goals, Reasons for enrolment, Smlhfidence, Time commitment, Time allocation, GRIT
a. Goals
Table38: God in taking this course
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Planning to follow the course schedule and complete ¢ 841 67.3 67.3 67.3
activities to earn a certificate of completion
Auditing, but intend to follow the course scheddu 98 7.8 7.8 75.2
General curiosity 90 7.2 7.2 82.4
Bookmaking it as a learning resource 58 4.6 4.6 87.0
Just checking what this course is about 58 4.6 4.6 91.7
Interested in a small subset of course topics 44 3.5 3.5 95.2
Auditing, but do notntend to follow the course schedule 37 3.0 3.0 98.2
Other 23 1.8 1.8 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
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b. Enrolment reasons

Table39: Reasons for enrolment

Average| Not At 2 Somewhat| 4 Very Not
All True True True Applicable
Paticipating in this course is relevant for my persor 4.25 9 47 210 | 222 737 24
development.
I will use this course to obtain a jeblevant qualification. 3.14 163 | 214 278 | 205 335 54
Participating in this course will extend my curre 4.38 1 18 104 | 185 876 65
knowledge of the tpic.
I think the L2A certificate is beneficial for my CV and fut 3.45 95 | 157 274 | 227 434 62
job applications.
The subject of the course is relevant to my academic f 3.42 96 | 112 238 | 247 450 106
of study.
The subject of theourse is relevant to my 2.67 205 | 142 232 | 197 272 201
college/university class
I have enrolled in this course out of general curios| 2.96 160 | 183 280 | 231 282 113
| have been advised or ordered to take part in this cout 1.84 676 | 143 130 81 125 94
c. GRIT
Table40: GRITDescriptive Statisticdlean=3.19,
St. DeV.:0.46B o S ber ~asa
Std N=1 249
N Minimum  Maximum Mean Deviation
GRIT1 1249 1.00 5.00 2.8247 1.10383 =
GRIT2 1249 1.00 5.00 3.4684 1.02101
GRIT3 1249 1.00 5.00 2.4948 1.00807 g
GRIT4 1249 1.00 5.00 4.1361 .97930 %*“U
GRITS 1249 1.00 500 2.4163 1.02200
GRIT6 1249 1.00 5.00 2.3627 1.09219
GRIT7 1249 1.00 5.00 3.8551 1.02874 s
GRIT8 1249 1.00 5.00 3.9840 .99746

Valid N) 1249

d. SelfConfidence

00

Table41: Confidene to learn materia(Mean=3.53)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Not confident at all 25 2.0 2.0 2.0
A little confident 103 8.2 8.2 10.2
Moderately confident 440 35.2 35.2 45.5
Very confident 542 43.4 43.4 88.9
Extremelyconfident 139 111 111 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0

e. Time commitment

Table42: Time commitment in coursfMean=3.76, St.Dev.=0.8y3

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 17 1.4 1.4 1.4
2 60 4.8 4.8 6.2
3 377 30.2 30.2 36.3
4 544 43.6 43.6 79.9
5 251 20.1 20.1 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
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Time allocation

Table43: Time allocatior{Mean=4.23)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid less than 3 hours 256 20.5 20.5 20.5
3-4 hours 488 39.1 39.1 59.6
5-6 hours 293 23.5 23.5 83.0
7-8 hours 133 10.6 10.6 93.7
more than 8 hours 79 6.3 6.3 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0
B1.3.EDL Intro Competence
Table44: Initial EDL Compences level per dimension
Statistics
D4 Data
D1 Data D2 Data D3 Data Comprehension D5 Data
collection Management  Analysis and Interpretation Application D6 Data Ethics
N Valid 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 2.19 2.00 2.05 1.90 1.88 2.05
Std. Deviation 1.01 0.93 0.96 0.93 0.91 0.99
Percentiles 25 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
50 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.75 2.00 2.00
75 3.00 2.75 3.00 2.50 2.50 2.66
Table45; Statisticsfor EDL Statement
D1S1 D1S2 D2S1 D2S2 D2S3 D254
N Valid 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 2.3066 2.0809 2.0464 1.9215 1.8847 2.1465
Std. Deviation 1.09103 1.01938 1.02348 0.99289 0.96385 1.05543
D3S1 D3S2 D4S1 D4S2 D4S3 D4s4
N Valid 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 1.8959 2.2066 1.8775 1.9736 1.9287 1.8375
Std. Deviation 0.97668 1.06920 0.98313 1.05160 0.99786 0.94987
D5S1 D5S2 D6S1 D6S2 D6S3
N Valid 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Missing 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 1.9239 1.8303 2.0833 2.1689 1.9015
Std. Deviation 0.94130 0.94395 1.06343 1.08728 1.01309

B1.4.Gamification ExperienceGamification attitude, gamification type

Table46: Gamification attitudgMean=3.99A True Favorable

My attitude towards gamifi@tion is favorable

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Not at all true 26 2.1 2.1 2.1
2 44 3.5 3.5 5.6
Somewhat true 295 23.6 23.6 29.2
4 285 22.8 22.8 52.0
Very true 569 45.6 45.6 97.6
Not Applicable 30 2.4 2.4 100.0
Tatal 1249 100.0 100.0

Table47: Gamification User Type (personality)
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Descriptive Statisticef gamification user types

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Achiever 1249 4.00 28.00 22.5204 4.11549
Philanthropist 1249 4.00 2800 23.5460 3.93228
Socializer 1249 4.00 28.00 21.7102 4.75599
FreeSpirit 1249 4.00 28.00 22.3891 3.83482
Player 1249 4.00 28.00 18.8719 4.80930
Disruptor 1249 4.00 28.00 14.9680 4.90067
Valid N (listwise) 1249

Statisticsper statement of gamifiation user type

Itis It is mportant
Interacting | It makes me| important I like to me to feel | | often let
with others happy if | to me to | like being competitions | like I am part my
is important | am ableto | follow my part of a I like to | where a prize of a curiosity
to me. help others. | own path. team. provoke. | canbewon. | community. | guide me.
N Valid 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 5.54 6.03 5.36 5.54 3.48 4.35 5,51 5.42
Std. 1.400 1.160 1.339 1.282 1.851 1.628 1.324 1.338
Deviation
I like Itis
helping important
others to to me to
orient always
| like to Rewards are themselv carry out
question a great way | | like to try | like es in new my tasks
the status | to motivate new defeating | situations | | see myselfag | enjoy group | completel
quo. me. things. obstacles. . a rebel. activities. y.
N Valid 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 4.89 4.72 5.97 5.71 5.77 3.62 5.12 5.79
Std. 1.470 1.528 1.130 1.261 1.163 1.702 1.477 1.218
Deviation
Itis
difficult for
me to let
goof a Return of Being The well If the
problem | investment | independ being of reward is
| dislike | like sharing| before | is entis I like others is sufficient |
following my have found| important | importan mastering importantto | will putin
rules. knowledge | a solution. to me. tto me. | difficult tasks. me. the effort.
N Valid 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 2.98 5.95 5.43 5.06 5.63 5.59 5.80 4.74
Std. 1.551 1.122 1.344 1.360 121 1.225 1.164 1.541
Deviation

B1.5.Target completion

Table48: What is the percentage of the course you intend to complete?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0%20% 8 .6 .6 .6
21%40% 21 1.7 1.7 2.3
41%60% 90 7.2 7.2 9.5
61%80% 239 19.1 19.1 28.7
81%100% 891 71.3 71.3 100.0
Total 1249 100.0 100.0

B1.6.Target certificate
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Table49: Do you target Certificate Level A (core EDL competences), Certificate Lev
(advanced EDL corafences) or both?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Both 855 68.5 68.5 68.5
Certificate Level A 253 20.3 20.3 88.7
Certificate Level B 46 3.7 3.7 92.4
None 95 7.6 7.6 100.0

Total 1249 100.0 100.0

Appendix B.Z; Profilesof participants who enrolled in the course
per targeted group

B2.1.Professional experience
Difference in meafrofessional Experiendeetween the targeted groups (in years)
a. Statistical significance @ifference in Professional experiendetween the graips

Table50: ANOVA: Difference in Professional experience between targeted groups

Experience

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 27461.855 3 9153.952 204.395 .000
Within Groups 55758.171 1245 44.786
Total 83220.026 1248

b. Differencein professional experiendeetweenpairs of targeted groups

Table51: Professional experiencelndependent Samples TeslLearning Professionals and Higher Education Stude
Levene's Test for

Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference

F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Experience Equal variance: 24.863 .000 4.783 356 .000 3.13162 .65478 1.84391 4.41934

assumed

Equal variance: 5.036 353.296 .000 3.13162 .62187 1.90858 4.35466

not assumed

Table52: Professional experiencelndependent Samples Tesfigher Education Students and School Teachers
Levene's Test for

Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve
Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Experience Equal variance: 26.156 .000 -19.452 766 .000 -11.84810 .60910 -13.04381 -10.6524
assumed
Equal variance: -23.621 289.310 .000 -11.84810 .50159 -12.83533 -10.8608

not assumed
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Table53: Professional experiencelndependent Samples Tesl earning Professionals and School Teachers

Levene'sTest for

Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Std. Error Interval of the
Sig. (2 Mean Differenc Difference
F Sig. t df tailed)  Difference e Lower Upper
Experience Equal variance: .036 .850 -15.922 832 .000 -8.71648  .54746 -9.79105 -7.64191
assumed
Equal variance: -16.185 375.808 .000 -8.71648  .53856 -9.77544 -7.65752

not assumed

Difference in meafxperience in Ed Tech (Ed Tech Background in ybats)een the targeted

groups

c. Statistical significance @ifference in experiencen Ed Tectbetween the groups

Table54: ANOVA Difference inDifference in experience in Ed Tdudtween targeted

groups
Experience Ed Tech
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1645.440 3 548.40 16.679 .000
Within Groups 40941.050 1245 32.884
Total 42586.489 1248

d. Difference in experience in Ed Tdmtweenpairs of targeted groups

Table55: Experience in Ed Teclindependent Samples Teslearning Professiorsahnd Higher Education Students

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance:

t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Experience Equal variances 95.510 .000 7.308 356 .000 4.14077 .56661 3.02644 5.25509
Ed Tech  assumed
Equal variances 8.341 300.786 .000 4.14077 49644 3.16383 5.11770

not assumed

Table56: Experience in Ed Techindependent Samples Tegtigher Bucation Students and School Teachers

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Experience Equal variances 93.107 .000 -6.282 766 .000 -3.19005 50782 -4.18694 -2.19316
Ed Ech assumed
Equal variances -9.784 523.150 .000  -3.19005 .32606 -3.83060 -2.54951

not assumed

Table57: Experience in Ed TeclHndependent Samplebest eLearning Professionals and School Teachers

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference  Lower Upper
Experience Equal variances 1.933 .165 1.953 832 .050 .95071 48690 -.00498 1.90641
Ed Tech  assumed
Equal variances 1.880 342.325 .061 .95071 .50573  -.04402 1.94545

not assumed
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B2.2. Motivation

a. Difference inGoals in taking the coursketween the taigeted groups

Table58: Frequencies oGoal in taking this courgeer targeted group

eLearning
Professionals

Higher

Education

Students

School Teacher:

Total

Frequency (%) Frequency (%)

Frequency (%)

Frequency (%)

Valid

Planningo follow the course schedule and complete al

activities to earn a certificate of completion
Auditing, but intend to follow the course schedule
General curiosity
Bookmaking it as a learning resource
Just checking what this course is about
Interested in a small subset of course topics

Auditing, but do not intend to follow the course schedu

Other
Total

120(56.6%)

18 (8.5%
21 (9.9%)
10 (4.7%)
13(6.1%)
12(5.7%)
14 (6.6%

4 (1.9%)

212 (100.0%

104(71.2%)

9 (6.2%)
7 (4.8%)
4(2.7%)
10(6.8%)
6 (4.1%)
2 (1.4%)
4 (2.7%)

146 (100.0%

450(72.3%)

44.(7.1%)
41 (6.6%)
36 (5.8%)
23(3.7%)
11(1.8%)

5 (0.8%)

12 (1.

9%

622 (100.0%

674 (68.8%

71 (7.2%
69 (7.0%
50 (5.1%
46 (4.7%
29 (3.0%
21 (2.1%
20 (2.0%
980 (100.0%

b. Difference inEnrdment Reasons (MAM8) between the targeted groups

Table59: Mean per reason for enrolment per targeted group

ProfRolesGroups M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8
SlLeaiing Mean 4.24 4.36 3.14 3.28 3.17 2.33 1.75 3.08
Professional N - 212 212 212 212 212 212 212 212
Std. Deviation 1.06 1.22 1.50 1.55 1.75 1.83 1.48 1.66
Higher Mean 3.82 4.08 3.51 3.75 3.83 3.25 2.71 2.73
Education N 146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146
Student Std. Deviation 1.25 1.21 1.43 1.41 1.52 1.93 1.71 1.56
Mean 4.33 4.47 3.06 3.43 3.33 2.64 1.69 291
School Tedwer N 622 622 622 622 622 622 622 622
Std. Deviation 1.07 1.28 1.53 1.48 1.56 1.65 1.28 1.56
Mean 4.29 4.45 3.11 3.47 3.60 2.68 1.78 3.11
Other N 269 269 269 269 269 269 269 269
Std. Deviation 1.09 1.17 1.54 1.54 1.65 1.84 1.46 1.66
Mean 4.25 4.38 3.14 3.45 3.42 2.67 1.84 2.96
Total N 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Std. Deviation 1.10 1.24 1.52 1.50 1.62 1.77 1.44 1.60
i. Statistical significance @fifference inmeans of reasons for entment between the groups
.  Table60: ANOVA Difference inreasons for enrolmenbetween targeted groups
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
M1 Between Groups 31.056 2 15.528 12.944 .000
Within Groups 1172.021 977 1.200
Total 1203.078 979
M2 Between Groups 14.543 2 7.272 4.616 .010
Within Groups 1539.024 977 1.575
Total 1553.567 979
M3 Between Groups 24.228 2 12.114 5.341 .005
Within Groups 2215.906 977 2.268
Total 2240.134 979
M4 Between Groups 19.965 2 9.983 4.532 .011
Within Groups 2151.948 977 2.203
Total 2171.913 979
M5 Between Groups 39.845 2 19.922 7.808 .000
Within Groups 2492.697 977 2.551
Total 2532.542 979
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M6 Between Groups 74.096 2 37.048 1
Within Groups 2932.54 977 3.001
Total 3006.550 979

M7 Between Groups 127.370 2 63.685 3
Within Groups 1901.198 977 1.946
Total 2028.567 979

M8 Between Groups 11.321 2 5.660
Within Groups 2440.471 977 2.498
Total 2451.792 979

2.343 .000
2.727 .000
2.266 .104

ii. Differencein means of reasons for enrolmerietweenpairs of targeted groups

Table61: Reasons for enrolmentindependent Samples Test: eLearning Professian@thool Teachers

Levene's Test for

Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interval

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
M1 Equal variances .532 466 -1.163 832 .245 -.09856 .08474 -.26489 .06778
assumed
Equal variances -1.165 366.148  .245 -.09856 .08458 -.26488 .06777
not assumed
M2 Equal variances .199 .656  -.673 832 .501 -.06755 .10043 -.26468 .12957
assumed
Equal variances -.687 379.522 492 -.06755 .09827 -.26077 .12566
not assumed
M3 Equal variances 129 719 .665 832 .506 .08042 .12086 -.15680 .31764
assumed
Equal variances .672 371896  .502 .08042 .11958 -15472 .31555
not assumed
M4 Equal variances .697 404 -1.255 832 .210 -.14935 .11900 -.38292 .08422
assumed
Equal variances -1.226  350.669 221 -.14935 .12180 -.38891 .09021
not assumed
M5 Equal variances 4.325 .038 -1.211 832 .226 -.15505 .12808 -.40645 .09634
assumed
Equal variances -1.144  332.432 .253 -.15505 .13552 -.42165 11154
not assumed
M6 Equal variances 9.581 .002 -2.249 832 .025 -.30336 .13487 -.56808 -.03863
assumed
Equal variances -2.134 334.374  .034 -.30336 14217 -.58303 -.02369
not assumed
M7 Equal variances  11.090 .001 .524 832 .601 .05547 .10592 -15243 .26336
assumed
Equal variances 487 324.085  .627 .05547 .11396 -.16873 .27966
not assumed
M8 Equal variances .649 421 1.388 832 .165 17494 .12603 -.07244 42231
assumed
Equal variances 1.348 347.163 179 17494 .12978 -.08032 43020
not assumed
Table62: Reasons for enrolmentindependent Samples Test: eLearning Professiogélggher Education Students
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve
Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
M1 Equal variances 5.638 .018 3.366 356 .001 41393 12299 17205 .65581
assumed
Equal variances 3.266 277.546 .001 141393 12675 .16442 .66344
not assumed
M2 Equal variances  .031 .860 2.164 356 .031 .28315 .13084 .02583 .54047
assumed
Equal variances 2.168 313.786 .031 .28315 .13061 .02617 .54013
not assumed
M3 Equal variances  .934 334 -2.359 356 .019 -.37219 15778 -.68249 -.06189

assumed
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Equal variances -2.380 321.301 .018 -.37219 .15638 -.67986 -.06452
not assumed

Equal variances 4.876 .028 -2.955 356 .003 -.47512 .16079 -. 79133 -.15891
assumed

Equal variances -3.006 329.486 .003 -47512 .15806 -.78605 -.16419
not assumed

Equal variances 8.305 .004 -3.664 356 .000 -.65424 .17855 -1.00539 -.30309
assumed

Equal variances -3.761 337.473 .000 -.65424 17397 -.99644 -.31204
not assumed

Equal variances .043 .835 -4.560 356 .000 -.91852 .20143 -1.31466 -.52237
assumed

Equal variances -4517 301.358 .000 -.91852 .20333  -1.31865 -.51838
not assumed

Equd variances 12.338 .001 -5.702 356 .000 -.96918 .16997 -1.30346 -.63490
assumed

Equal variances -5.553 281.667 .000 -.96918 17454 -1.31276 -.62560
not assumed

Equal variances .748 .388 2.065 356 .040 .35888 .17378 .01711 .70064
assumed

Equal vaiances 2.089 323.954 .037 .35888 .17180 .02090 .69686

not assumed

Table63: Reasons for enrolmentindependent Samples Test: School Teachetigher Education Students
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance t-test for Equaty of Means
95% Confidence Interve
Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference

F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

M1 Equal variances 10.748 .001 5.047 766 .000 .51249 .10154 .31316 .71181
assumed
Equal variances 4571 197.253 .000 .51249 11211 .29140 .73358
not assumed

M2 Equal variances .325 569 3.017 766 .003 .35070 11626 12248 .57893
assumed
Equal variances 3.119 227.105 .002 .35070 11244 .12915 57226
not assumed

M3 Equal variances 1.987 159 -3.262 766 .001 -.45261 .13877 -.72501 -.18020
assumed
Equal variances -3.406 229.894 .001 -.45261 .13290 - 71447 -.19074
not assumed

M4 Equal variances 4.091 .043  -2.417 766 .016 -.32577 .13478 -.59035 -.06119
assumed
Equal variances -2.486 225.659 .014 -.32577 .13103 -.58397 -.06758
not assumed

M5 Equal variances 3.896 .049 -3.496 766 .000 -.49919 14277 -. 77945 -.21892
assumed
Equal variances -3.554 222.470 .000 -.49919 .14044 -. 77595 -.22242
not assumed

M6 Equal variances 8.025 .005 -3.926 766 .000 -.61516 .15667 -.92272 -.30761
assumed
Equal variances -3.561 197.481 .000 -.61516 17277 -.95587 -.27445
not assumed

M7 Equal variances 52.217 .000 -8.134 766 .000 -1.02464 12598  -1.27195 - 77734
assumed
Equal variances -6.798 184.534 .000 -1.02464 15073  -1.32201 - 72728
not assumed

M8 Equal variances 137 712 1.283 766 .200 .18394 .14338 -.09752 46540
assumed
Equal variances 1.285 218.640 .200 .18394 .14316 -.09820 .46608

not assumed

iii. Mean values ointrinsidextrinsic/total motivation per targeted group

Table64: Mean perlintrinsic/Extrinsic/Total motivatioper targeted group

ProfRolesGroups IntMotivation ExtMotivation = Motivation
eLearning Professional Mean 3.4377 2.7233 3.1698
N 212 212 212
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Higher Education Student

School Teacher

Other

Total

Std. Deviabn
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation

.86976 1.10861
3.5411 3.3288
146 146
.95590 .99191
3.5277 2.7278
622 622
.84027 1.05113
3.6283 2.7881
269 269
.88677 1.15080
3.5356 2.8102
1249 1249
.87050 1.09202

.75858
3.4615
146
.82532
3.2277
622
.79017
3.3132
269
.83822
3.2636
1249
.80327

iv. Statistical significance aitrinsidextrinsic/total motivation between the groups

Table65: ANOVA Difference inintrinsic/Extrinsic/Total motivatiobetween targeted groups

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
IntMotivation Between Groups 4.383 3 1.461 1.932 122
Within Groups 941.321 1245 .756
Total 945.705 1248
ExtMotivation  Between Groups 45.222 3 15.074 13.005 .000
Within Groups 1443.029 1245 1.159
Total 1488.251 1248
Motivation Between Groups 9.045 3 3.015 4.714 .003
Within Groups 796.224 1245 .640
Total 805.269 1248
c. Difference inGRT Scordetween the targeted groups
Table66: Mean perGRIT dimensioper targeted group
ProfRolesGroups GRIT1 GRIT2 GRIT3 GRIT4 GRIT5 GRIT6 GRIT7 GRIT8 GRIT
eLearning Mean 3.01 3.44 2.61 4.07 2.63 2.54 3.66 3.86 3.3
Professional N 212 212 212 212 212 212 212 212 212
Std. Deviation 1.044 .9 .945 929 1.019 1.09 .94 .983 463
Higher Mean 3.07 3.32 2.78 3.90 2.66 2.71 3.71 3.73 3.24
Education N 146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146
Student Std. Deviation .930 .946 .979 .978 979 1.011 1.030 992 481
School Teachel Mean 2.60 3.54 2.32 4.19 2.2 2.20 4.01 411 3.15
N 622 622 622 622 622 622 622 622 622
Std. Deviation 1.10r 1.039 .988 1.003 997 1.066 1.043 .966 .449
Other Mean 3.06 3.40 2.64 4.18 2.58 2.42 3.74 3.92 3.24
N 269 269 269 269 269 269 269 269 269
Std. Deviation 1.131 1.038 1.0 946 1.018 1.1 1.012 1.044 499
Total Mean 2.82 3.47 2.49 4.14 2.42 2.36 3.86 3.98 3.19
N 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249
Std. Deviation 1.104 1.021 1.008 979 1.022 1.092 1.029 .997 .468
Statistical significance @ifference in GRIT Scorbstween the groups
Table67: ANOVA Difference inGRIT Score per dimensibatween targeted groups
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
GRIT Between Groups 61.341 3 20.447 17.445 .000
Within Groups 1459.259 1245 1.172
Total 1520.600 1248
GRIT2 Between Groups 7.876 3 2.625 2.527 .056
Within Groups 1293.125 1245 1.039
Total 1301.001 1248
GRIT3  Between Groups 38.526 3 12.842 13.002 .000
Within Groups 1229.690 1245 .988
Total 1268.216 1248
GRIT4  Between Groups 11.342 3 3.781 3.970 .008
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D1S1

Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups

Total

Between Groups
Within Groups

Total

Between Groups
Within Groups

Total

Between Groups
Within Groups

Total

Between Groups
Within Groups

Total

GRIT5

GRIT6

GRIT7

GRIT8

GRIT

1185.519
1196.861

49.941
1253.%6

1303.507

41.909
1446.792

1488.701

29.769
1291.001

1320.770

24.247
1217.433

1241.680

2.322
270.585

272.907

1245
1248

1245
1248

1245
1248

1245
1248

1245
1248

1245
1248

.952
16.647 16.533 .000
1.007
13.970 12.021 .000
1.162
9.923 9.569 .000
1.037
8.082 8.265 .000
.978
774 3.561 .014
217

d. Difference inConfidence,Time commitment and Time allocatiobetween the targeted groups

Table68: Mean perselfconfidence factoper targeted group

ProfRolesGroups

Confidence to

learn material

Time commitment in

eLearning Professnal

Higher Education Student

School Teacher

Total

Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviatia
Mean

N

Std. Deviation

3.6274
212
.89644
3.3014
146
.89727
3.4405
622
.84680
3.4602
980
.87026

course Time allocation
3.56 4.2736
212 212
.939 2.26359
3.60 4.2808
146 146
.936 2.18298
3.88 4.4550
622 622
.813 2.15530
3.77 4.3898
980 980
872 2.18269

Statistical significance &onfidence, Time commitment and Time allocatibetween the groups

Table69: ANOVA Differencein Selfconfidence factorbetween targeted groups

Sum of Squares _ df Mean Square F Sig.
Confidence to learn material  Between Groups 9.848 2 4924 6.576 .001
Within Groups 731.600 977 .749
Total 741.448 979
Time commitment in course  Between Goups 20.544 2 10.272 13.864 .000
Within Groups 723.876 977 741
Total 744.419 979
Time allocation Between Groups 7.240 2 3.620 .759 .468
Within Groups 4656.858 977 4.766
Total 4664.098 979
B2.3 Initial EDL Competence level
Differencein Initial EDL competence leveker targeted group
Table70: Mean perEDL Statement and EDL Dimengentargeted group
eLearning Professional  Higher Education Student School Teacher Other Total
Mean N Std. Mean N Std Mean N Std. Mean N Std. Mean N
Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation
227 212 | 1.131| 2.10] 146 | 0.999| 2.23]| 622 | 1.061| 2.62] 269 | 1.119 |
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D1S2 1.96
D2S1 2.00
D2S2 1.91
D2S3 1.80
D2S4 2.05
D3S1 1.84
D3S2 2.22
D4S1 1.87
D4S2 1.92
D4S3 1.95
D4S4 1.80
D5S1 1.98
D5S2 1.83
D6S1 2.14
D6S2 2.17
D6S3 1.83

D1 2.11

D2 1.94

D3 2.03

D4 1.89

D5 1.90

D6 2.05

212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212
212

0.994 1.96
1.014 1.91
1.024 1.80
0.938 1.73
1.057 1.9
0.975 1.82
1.153| 2.08
0.977 1.82
1.057 1.95
1.027 1.88
0.938 1.74
0.934 1.81
0.910 1.73
1.122 1.93
1.107 1.96
0.978 1.77
1.002| 2.03
0.922 1.85
0.994 1.95
0.918 1.84
0.878 1.77
0.998 1.89

146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146
146

0.916
0.924
0.944
0.859
0.967
0.868
0.940
0.863
0.967
0.901
0.847
0.866
0.835
0.973
0.989
0.932
0.900
0.833
0.846
0.824
0.822
0.897

2.04
1.99
1.84
1.86
2.17
1.80
2.11
1.76
1.88
1.81
1.73
1.81
1.75
1.95
2.08
1.85
2.14
1.97
1.96
1.79
1.78
1.96

622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622
622

0.980
1.014
0.955
0.962
1.052
0.923
1.031
0.926
1.016
0.952
0.894
0.885
0.911
0.987
1.046
0.991
0.991
0.921
0.912
0.884
0.875
0.947

2.35
2.28
2.17
2.09
2.28
2.20
2.48
2.20
2.25
2.21
2.16
2.21
2.07

2.49
2.14
2.48
2.21
2.34
2.21
2.14
2.35

269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269
269

1.134
1.073
1.042
1.015
1.090
1.094
1.108
1.104
1.128
1.074
1.063
1.048
1.059
1.152
1.154
1.095
1.058
0.968
1.040
1.021
1.025
1.061

2.08
2.05
1.92
1.88
2.15
1.90
221
1.88
1.97
1.93
1.84
1.92
1.83
2.08
2.17
1.90
2.19
2.00
2.05
1.90
1.88
2.05

1249 1.019
1249 1.023
1249 0.993
1249 0.964
1249 1.055
1249 0.977
1249 1.069
1249 0.983
1249 1.052
1249 0.998
1249 0.950
1249 0.941
1249 0.944
1249 1.063
1249 1.087
1249 1.013
1249 1.008
1249 0.928
1249 0.959
1249 0.928
1249 0.915
1249 0.988

a. Statistical significance differences innitial EDL Competence level per EDL Dimensietween

the groups
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

D1 Between Groups 1.371 2 .685 .713 490
Within Groups 938.829 977 .961
Total 940.200 979

D2 Between Groups 1.740 2 .870 1.054 .349
Within Groups 806.310 977 .825
Total 808.050 979

D3 Between Groups .942 2 471 .555 574
Within Groups 828.536 977 .848
Total 829.478 979

D4 Between Groups 1.410 2 .705 .904 405
Within Groups 761.965 977 .780
Total 763.375 979

D5 Between Groups 2.606 2 1.303 1.728 .178
Within Groups 736.614 977 .754
Total 739.219 979

D6 Between Groups 2.404 2 1.202 1.329 .265
Within Groups 883.616 977 .904
Total 886.019 979

b. Differencein Initial EDL Competence levtweenpairs of targeted groups

Table71: Initial EDL Competencéndependent Samples Test: eLearning Professionals and Higher Education St

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Differene Lower Upper
D1 Equal variances  1.173 .280 .830 356 407 .08581 .10342 -11757 .28919

assumed
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Equal variances .846 331.99 .398 .08581 .10139 -.11363 .28526
not assumed
D2 Equal variances .901 .343 973 356 331 .09279 .09538 -.09478 .28036
assumed
Equal variances 991 331.09 322 .09279 .09360 -.09133 .27691
not assumed
D3 Equal variances  3.935 .048 .814 356 416 .08203 .10075 -11611 .28017
assumed
Equal variances .839 340.38 .402 .08203 .09782 -.11037 27444
not assumed
D4 Equal variances .583 445 437 356 .662 .04144 .09473 -.14486 22773
assumed
Equal variances 446 331.% .656 .04144 .09287 -.14126 .22413
not assumed
D5 Equal variances .007 935 1.479 356 .140 .13618 .092®% -.04487 31723
assumed
Equal variances 1.497 324.6 135 .13618 .09095 -.04275 .31510
not assumed
D6 Equal variances  1.412 .236  1.581 356 115 .16290 .10304 -.03975 .36555
assumed
Equal variances 1.612 332.00 .108 .16290 .10102 -.03583 .361&
not assumed
Table72: Initial EDL Competenedndependent Samples Tesgttearning Professionals and School Teachers
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve
Sig. (2 Mean Std. Eror of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
D1 Equal variances .293 589  -.276 832 .782 -.02184 .07902 -.17695 .13326
assumed
Equal variances -.275 361.48 .784 -.02184 .07945 -17809 13441
not assumed
D2 Equal vaances .891 346 -.387 832 .699 -.02836 .07325 -.17213 .11541
assumed
Equal variances -.387 364.39 .699 -.02836 .07331 -17253 .11580
not assumed
D3 Equal variances 1.183 277 .987 832 .324 .07326 07422 -.07242 .21895
assumed
Equal variances .946 339.79 .345 .07326 .07745 -.07908 .22561
not assimed
D4 Equal variances .251 .616  1.287 832 .198 .09140 .07102 -.04799 .23079
assumed
Equal variances 1.264 353.73 .207 .09140 .07231 -.05082 .23362
not assumed
D5 Equal variances 1.384 240 1.750 832 .080 12195 .06967 -.01480 .25870
assumed
Equal variances 1.747 363.86 .081 12195 .06979 -.01529 .25919
not assumed
D6 Equal variances 794 373 1.158 832 247 .08840 .07636 -.06149 .23828
assumed
Equal variances 1.128 349.10 .260 .08340 .07837 -.06574 .24254
not assumed
Table73: Initial EDL Competencéndependent Samples Testigher Education StudentsSchool Teacher
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve
Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
D1 Equal variances  3.298 .070 -1.202 766 .230 -.10765 .08959 -.28353 .06823
assumed
Equal variances -1.275 234.85 .203 -.10765 .08440 -.27393 .05863

not assumed
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Equal variances 4114 .043 -1.456 766 .146 -.12115 .08319 -.28446 .04216
assumed

Equal variances -1.550 235.62 .123 -.12115 .07818 -.27516 .03286
not assumed

Equal variances  2.365 124 -.106 766 .916 -.00877 .08273 -.17118 .15365
assumed

Equal variances -111 230.74 912 -.00877 .07901 -.16444 .14691
not assumed

Equal variances  2.077 .150 .622 766 .534 .04997 .08032 -.10770 .20764
assumed

Equal variances .650 230.04 516 .04997 .07688 -.10152 .20145
not assumed

Equal ariances 1.375 241 -.179 766 .858 -.01423 .07960 -.17048 .14203
assumed

Equal variances -.186 228.57 .853 -.01423 .07658 -.16512 .13667
not assumed

Equal variances .383 .536 -.864 766 .388 -.07450 .08622 -.24376 .09476
assumed

Equal variances -.894 227.24 .372 -.07450 .08335 -.23873 .08973

not assumed

B2.4 Gamification profiles
a. Difference inGamification Attitudeper targeted group

Table74: Mean of Attitude towards Gamificatioper targeted group

GamificationAttiude

ProfRolesGroups Mean N Std. Deviation
eLearning Professional 4.2129 202 .89177
Higher Education Student 3.7174 138 .94358
Other 4.1373 255 .93530
School Teacher 4.2458 598 .89186
Total 4.1559 1193 .92095

Statistical significance differences inGamification Attitudebetween the groups

Table75: ANOVA Difference inAttitude towards Gamificatiotvetween targeted groups
GamificationAttitude

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 32.003 2 16.001 19.772 .000
Within Groups 756.689 935 .809
Total 788.692 937

b. Gamification User Types

Table76: GamificationUserType: School Teachers

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Achiever 78 12.5 12.5 12.5
Disruptor 3 5 5 13.0
FreeSpirit 61 9.8 9.8 22.8
multitype 242 38.9 38.9 61.7
Philanthropist 157 25.2 25.2 87.0
Player 14 2.3 2.3 89.2
Socializer 67 10.8 10.8 100.0

Total 622 100.0 100.0

Table77: GamificationUserType: eLearning Professionals
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Cumulative

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Achiever 25 11.8 11.8 11.8
Disruptor 1 15 5 12.3
FreeSpirit 40 18.9 18.9 311
multitype 83 39.2 39.2 70.3
Philanthropist 45 21.2 21.2 91.5
Player 3 1.4 1.4 92.9
Socializer 15 7.1 7.1 100.0
Total 212 100.0 100.0

Table78: GamificationUserType: Higher Education Students

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Achiever 8 5.5 5.5 5.5
Disruptor 4 2.7 2.7 8.2
FreeSpirit 10 6.8 6.8 15.1
multitype 46 315 315 46.6
Philanthropist 42 28.8 28.8 75.3
Player 7 4.8 4.8 80.1
Socializer 29 19.9 19.9 100.0

Total 146 100.0 100.0

Appendix B.3 Profiles of participants whaompletedthe course
and per targeted goup

B3.1. General
a) Age
Statistical difference in mean age betwe@ompleterg and édroppers

Table79: Group StatisticsAge

Completon N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
age No 963 43.37 10.223 .330
Yes 286 40.99 11.794 .695

Table80: Independent Samples Testompleters Droppers
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve
Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference

F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
age Equal variance! 13.625 .000 3.316 1247 .001 2.363 713 .965 3.762
assumed
Equal variance 3.073 422.816 .002 2.363 .769 .852 3.875

not assumed
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b) Gender:(Completion rates) Female: 23.78%; Male: 21.95%¢ePn®t to answer: 5.56%

Table81: Genderof participants who completed the course

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Female 195 68.2 68.2 68.2
Male 90 315 315 99.7
| prefer not to 1 0.3 0.3 100.0
answer
Total 286 100.0 100.0

c¢) Country of residence

Gender
Frequency

Values

Valid Female

Valid Male

Valid | prefer not to answer

Table82: Countryof residencgGeographical distribution)f participants who completed the course

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Algeria 1 .3 & .3
Australia 1 .3 3 7
Austria 2 7 7 1.4
Colombia 1 .3 3 1.7
Croatia 3 1.0 1.0 2.8
Denmark 1 .3 3 3.1
France 1 3 .3 3.5
Germany 67 23.4 23.4 26.9
Greece 185 64.7 64.7 91.6
India 1 .3 3 92.0
Indonesia 1 .3 3 92.3
Iran 1 .3 3 927
Ireland 6 2.1 2.1 94.8
Italy 5 1.7 1.7 96.5
Kuwait 1 3 .3 96.9
Qatar 1 3 .3 97.2
Singapore 1 .3 3 97.6
Switzerland 3 1.0 1.0 98.6
United Kingdom 2 7 v 99.3
United States of Ameri 2 7 7 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0

d) Age, Gendg Geographical Distribution, and Experience (in professional role and in digital

teaching and learning) per targeted group

a) School Teacle

Table83: Descriptive statistics dbenderfor School Teachers

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Perent Percent
Valid Female 116 70.7 70.7 70.7
Male 48 29.3 29.3 100.0
Total 164 100.0 100.0

Table84: Descriptive statistics d€ountry of residencéor School Teachers

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative Brcent
Valid Croatia 3 1.8 1.8 1.8
Denmark 1 .6 .6 2.4
Germany 2 1.2 1.2 3.7
Greece 156 95.1 95.1 98.8
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India 1 .6 .6 99.4
Italy 1 .6 .6 100.0
Total 164 100.0 100.0

Table85: Descriptive statistics afge, experiencen prof. role, experience in digital efbr School Teachers

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
age 164 26 61 45,99 7.478
Experiencen prof. role 164 3.00 25.50 17.1006 6.95564
Experience Ed Tech 164 3.00 25.50 7.6341 6.58384
Valid N (listwise) 164

b) eLearning Professionals

Table86: Descriptive statistics dbenderfor eLearning Professionals
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid Female 13 50.0 50.0 50.0
Male 13 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 26 100.0 100.0

Table87: Descriptive statistics dfountry of residencéor eLearning Professionals
Frequency Percent Valid Percent =~ Cumulative Percent

Valid France 1 3.8 3.8 3.8
Germany 7 26.9 26.9 30.8
Greece 7 26.9 26.9 57.7
Indonesia 1 3.8 3.8 61.5
Ireland 4 15.4 15.4 76.9
Italy 2 7.7 7.7 84.6
Singapore 1 3.8 3.8 88.5
Switzerland 1 3.8 3.8 92.3
United Kingdom 1 3.8 3.8 96.2
United States of Ameri 1 3.8 3.8 100.0
Total 26 100.0 100.0

Table88: Descriptive statistics afge, experience in prof. role, experience in digitalfedeLearning Professionals

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
age 26 25 74 43.73 12.151
Experiencen prof. role 26 3.0 25.5 7.327 6.7660
ExperienceEDTech 26 3.0 25.5 7.519 6.7089
Valid N (listwise) 26

c) Higher Education Students

Table89: Descriptive statistics dbenderfor Higher Education Students
Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative Percent

Valid Female 42 73.7 73.7 73.7
Male 15 26.3 26.3 100.0
Total 57 100.0 100.0

Table90: Descriptive statistics d€ountry of residencéor Higher Education Student
Frequency Percent Valid Percent = Cumulative Percent

Valid Germany 50 87.7 87.7 87.7
Greece 7 12.3 12.3 100.0
Total 57 100.0 100.0
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Table91: Descriptive statistics afge, experience in prof. role, experience in digitalfedelLearning Professionals

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
age 57 20 47 24.16 4.836
Experienceén prof. role 57 3.00 15.50 3.3070 1.77219
Experience Ed Tech 57 3.00 8.00 3.1754 .92819
Valid N (listwise) 57
Educational background: / 2 YLX SGA 2y NI} 6Sa0 al adiSNRa 5S3IN

19.23%; Doctoral Degree: 17.93%gh School Diploma: 54.25%

Table92: Education levedf Participants who completed the course

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent| Cumulative Percent
aladSNna 5S3INBS 150 52.4 52.4 52.4
MEng, MEd, MSW, MBA)
HighSchool Diploma (or equivalent) 51 17.8 17.8 70.3
. OKSt 2NRa RSIND 45 15.7 15.7 86.0
BS, BPS)
Doctoral Degree (e.g., PhD, EdD) 26 9.1 9.1 95.1
Associate degreeacademic program 2.1 2.1 97.2
Associate degree / technical diplom: 1.0 1.0 98.3
- occupational / technical / vocationa
program
Other 5 1.7 1.7 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0
Table93: MOOCs enrolled * MOOCs completed Crosstabulation
MOOCs completed Total
>10 1 2-4 5-10 None
MOOCs >10 Count 25 0 0 4 0 29
enrolled % within MOOCs  100.0%  0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 10.1%
completed
1 Count 0 28 0 0 20 48
% within MOOCs 0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.9% 16.7%
completed
2-4 Count 0 5 68 2 4 79
% within MOOCs 0.0% 143%  93.2% 5.6% 3.4% 27.5%
completed
5-10 Count 0 2 5 30 0 37
% within MOOCs 0.0% 5.7% 6.8% 83.3% 0.0% 12.9%
completed
None Count 0 0 0 0 94 94
% within MOOCs 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 79.7% 32.8%
completed
Total Count 25 35 73 36 118 287
% within MOOCs  100.0% 100.0% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
completed
Table94: Job Sector
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid K-12 Education 148 51.7 51.7 51.7
University 63 22.0 22.0 73.8
Governmental Education Agency 20 7.0 7.0 80.8
Not-employed 14 4.9 4.9 85.7
Large (>100 people) fgrofit company 8 2.8 2.8 88.5
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Selfemployed
College

Small (<100 people) feprofit company

Large (>100 people) neprofit
Other Governmentafgency
Small (<100 people) neprofit
Other

Total

NP NN N

286

2.8
2.4
2.1
0.7
0.7
0.3
2.4

100.0

2.8
2.4
2.1
0.7
0.7
0.3
2.4
100.0

91.3
93.7
95.8
96.5
97.2
97.6
100.0

Job Sector Group818(76.26) K12, University, or Colleg&? (5.9%) Industry (Small/Large
for/non-profit); 22 (7.7%) Self/Notemployed;29 (10.1%) Other

Completion rate per job sector

90.00%
80.00% 76.20%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%

0.00%
K-12. Universitv. Collece

Job role:

Table95: Distribution of participants who completed the course peofessionakole

5.90%

Industrv

7.70%

Self/Not-Emnloved

10.10%

Other

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid School Teacher 164 57.3 57.3 57.3
Higher Educabn Student 57 19.9 19.9 77.3
eLearning Professional 26 9.1 9.1 86.4
Expert with Experience in EDL 11 3.8 3.8 90.2
Manager in (Online) 8 2.8 2.8 93.0
Education/Training
Academic/Researcher in ID 7 2.4 2.4 95.5
and/or Online
Education/Training
Other 13 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0
Experience in professional role
Table96: Years in job rolgM=12.08, SD=8.466)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-5 109 38.1 38.1 38.1
6-10 22 7.7 7.7 45.8
11-20 100 35.0 35.0 80.8
21+ 55 19.2 19.2 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0
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Table97:Years in Digital Teaching and Learr{iMg6.55, SD=5.829)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 1-5 178 62.2 62.2 62.2
6-10 62 21.7 21.7 83.9
11-20 33 11.5 11.5 95.5
21+ 13 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0

Table98: Course completion within each targeted group

Completion
NumGroup Completed  Started Mean Std. Deviation
eLearning’rofessionals 26 212 12 .334
Higher Education Students 57 146 .39 490
School Teachers 164 622 .26 441
Others 39 269 .14 .353
Total 286 1249 .23 421

a. Completion rate within each professional role
Completion rate within the Professional Roles

Other

14.50%

Higher Education Student 39.04%

elearning Professional 12.26%

0.00% 5.00% 10.00%  15.00% 20.00% 25.00% 30.00% 35.00% 40.00%  45.00%

b. Comparisorof starters to completers with reggt to their professional roles

Completion within each Professional Role

o -
o _

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400

B School Teacher @ eLearning Professio nal ® Higher Education Student Other

Statistical difference in completion between the targeted groups

Table99: ANOVA completion between the targeted groups

Completion

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 8.640 3 2.880 16.880 .000
Within Groups 212.412 1245 A71
Total 221.052 1248
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Statistical difference isompletionbetweenii K S

LJ- A N&A

2F LI NIAOALI YyGaQ

Table10C: Independent Samples TegLearning professional$&chool Teachers

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Completon Equal variance: 90490 .000 -4.115 832 .000 -.136 .033 -.201 -.071
assumed
Equal variance: -4.705 478.531 .000 -.136 .029 -.193 -.079

not assumed

Table101 Independent Samples TestLearning professionaldligher Education Students

Levene's Test fo
Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Completion Equal variance: 134.256 .000 -6.044 356 .000 -.263 .044 -.349 =177
assumed
Equal variance: -5.649 236.276 .000 -.263 .047 -.355 -171

not assumed

Table102 Independent Samples Testigher Education Students and School Teachers

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance

t-test for Eqality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Completon Equal variance: 24.310 .000 3.059 766 .002 127 .041 .045 .208
assumed
Equal variance: 2.867 203.773  .005 127 .044 .040 214
not assuned

Distribution of participants who completed the course per professional role with respect to their

experience (in years)

Table103 Years in role * Professional Role Crosstabulation

Prdfessional Role
Academic/

Researcher in 1] Manager

Higher and/or Online | Expert with | in (Online)

eLearning | Education| School Education/ Experience | Education

Professional| Student | Teacher Training in EDL [Training | Other Total

Yearsin 15 Count 15 55 16 4 4 5 10 109
role % of Total 5.2% 19.2% 5.6% 1.4% 1.4% 1.7%| 3.5% 38.1%
6-10 Count 6 1 9 3 3 0 0 22
% of Total 2.1% 0.3% 3.1% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%| 0.0% 7.7%
11-  Count 3 1 87 0 4 2 3 100
20 % of Total 1.0% 0.3% 30.4% 0.0% 1.4% 0.7%| 1.0% 35.0%
21+ Count 2 0 52 0 0 1 0 55
% of Total 0.7% 0.0% 18.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%| 0.0% 19.2%
Total Count 26 57 164 7 11 8 13 286
% of Total 9.1% 19.9% 57.3% 2.4% 3.8% 2.8%| 4.5%| 100.0%
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b) Motivational profiles

Table104: Distribution ofGoalsfor patrticipants who completed the course

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Auditing, but do not intend to follow the course schedu 3 1.0 1.0 1.0
Auditing, but intend to follow the course schedule 12 4.2 4.2 5.2
Bookmaking it as Earning resource 11 3.8 3.8 9.1
Expertising to Educational Data Analyze for my career 1 & &) 9.4
General curiosity 17 5.9 5.9 15.4
I am fully interested in the learning outcomes of the 1 & & 15.7
course
| think the skills and knowledge this asa provides will 1 3 3 16.1
aid me in current and future career
integrate and professionalize digital competences in 1 3 3 16.4
teacher education
Interested in a small subset of course topics 6 2.1 2.1 18.5
Just checking what this course is abou 11 3.8 3.8 22.4
NEW KNOWLEDGE 1 3 3 22.7
Planning to follow the course schedule and complete ¢ 220 76.9 76.9 99.7
activities to earn a certificate of completion
University Credits 1 3 53 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0
Tablel105: Descriptive Statistics: reasons for enrolment
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

M1 286 0 5 4.26 1.113

M2 286 0 5 4.37 1.192

M3 286 0 5 3.31 1.507

M4 286 0 5 3.70 1.483

M5 286 0 5 3.52 1.593

M6 286 0 5 2.83 1.806

M7 286 0 5 2.06 1.540

M8 286 0 5 2.80 1.484

Valid N (listwise) 286

Statistical difference in Reasons for enrolment betw&ampleters- Droppers

Table106: Independent Samples Test: Completers vs. Droppers

Levene's Test for
Equality of VEances

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference

F Sig. t df  tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
M1 Equal variances assumed .010 921  -229 1247 .819 -.01704 .07433 -.16287 .12879
Equal variances not assumed -.228 4668 .819 -.01704 .07464 -.16371 .12962
M2 Equal variances assumed .394 530 -.017 1247 .987 -.00141 .08350 -.16523 .16240
Equal variances not assumed -.017 4926 .986 -.00141 .08099 -.16054 15772
M3 Equal varianceassumed .005 945 -2.320 1247 .020 -.23636 .10187 -.43622 -.03650
Equal variances not assumed -2.332 4734 .020 -.23636 .10135 -.43551 -.03721
M4 Equal variances assumed 1.041 308 -3.145 1247 .002 -.31604 .10048 -.51317 -.11891
Equal variances n@ssumed -3.158 472.5 .002 -.31604 .10008 -.51269 -.11939
M5 Equal variances assumed 1.023 312 -1.344 1247 179 -.14641 .10894 -.36014 .06732
Equal variances not assumed -1.364 4804 173 -.14641 .10736  -.35735 .06454
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M6

M7

M8

Equal variances assumed .000 992  -1.943 1247 .052 -.23131 .11905 -.46487 .00226
Equal variances not assumed -1.917 4603 .056 -.23131 .12068 -.46846 .00585
Equal variances assumed 9.256 .002 -3.099 1247 .002 -.29978 .09675 -.48959 -.10998
Equal variances not assumed -2.943 436.4 .003 -.29978 .10187 -.50000 -.09956
Equal variances assumed 2.894 .089 1.901 1247 .057 .20448 10754  -.00651 41546
Equal variances not assumed 1.998 5083 .046 .20448 .10235 .00339 40557
Reasons for enrolmer{Per professional role)
Table107: Reasons for enrolment (Per professional role)
ProfRolesGroups M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8
elearning Mean 4.69 492 3.38 3.69 3.38 2.50 1.92 3.08
Professional N - 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
Std. Deviation 0.679 0.392 1.722 1.806 1.722 1.860 1.623 1.440
Higher Mean 3.49 3.75 3.35 3.72 3.93 3.12 3.18 2.56
Education N 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57
Student Std. Deviation 1.182 1.199 1.445 1.346 1.534 2.130 1.692 1.389
Mean 4.40 4.48 3.23 3.61 3.36 2.79 1.74 2.82
School Teacher N 164 164 164 164 164 164 164 164
Std. Deviation 1.100 1.195 1.512 1.529 1.582 1.648 1.314 1.516
Mean 4.55 4.56 3.66 4.03 3.81 291 1.77 2.93
Other N 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39
Std. Deviation 0.704 0.780 1.344 1.265 1.257 1.879 1.341 1.529
Mean 4.26 4.37 3.31 3.70 3.52 2.83 2.06 2.80
Total N 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation 1.113 1.192 1.507 1.483 1.593 1.806 1.540 1.484

Statistical dferencein Reasons for enrolmenbetweenthe different Professional roles

Table108 ANOVA Reasons for enrolment between the different Professional roles

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

M1 Between Groups 44.618 3 14.873 13.586 .000
Within Groups 308.714 282 1.095
Total 353.332 285

M2 Between Groups 31.915 3 10.638 8.042 .000
Within Groups 373.054 282 1.323
Total 404.969 285

M3 Between Groups 3.926 3 1.309 574 .633
Within Groups 643.378 282 2.281
Total 647.304 285

M4 Between Groups 5.489 3 1.830 .831 478
Within Groups 621.046 282 2.202
Total 626.535 285

M5 Between Groups 15.419 3 5.140 2.047 .107
Within Groups 707.955 282 2.510
Total 723.374 285

M6 Between Groups 7.994 3 2.665 .815 .486
Within Groups 921.951 282 3.269
Total 929.944 285

M7 Between Groups 89.577 3 29.859 14.359 .000
Within Groups 586.413 282 2.079
Total 675.990 285

M8 Between Groups 5.657 3 1.886 .855 465
Within Groups 621.983 282 2.206
Total 627.640 285
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GRIT Score

Table109 Descriptive Statisticg GRIT Score

50

40

Std.

N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation
GRIT1 286 1 5 2.68 1.121
GRIT2 286 1 5 3.53 1.052
GRIT3 286 1 5 2.43 .995
GRIT4 286 1 5 4.23 .964
GRIT5 286 1 5 2.26 .967
GRIT6 286 1 5 2.24 1.060
GRIT7 286 1 5 4.04 1.030
GRIT8 286 1 5 4.15 934
GRIT 286 2.00 4.3 3.20 414
ValidN 286

30

Frequency

20

0
1.500

Mean = 3.
Stel.

195

Dev. = 414

N =286

2.000 2.500

Statisticaldifferencein GRIT scoréetweencompleters and droppers

3.000

GRIT

3.500 4.000

Tablel11Q Group Statistics GRIT score between completers and droppers

Completon N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Eror Mean
GRIT1 No 962 2.8669 1.09534 .03532
Yes 287 2.6829 1.12216 .06624
GRIT2 No 962 3.4480 1.01082 .03259
Yes 287 3.5366 1.05341 .06218
GRIT3 No 962 2.5104 1.01107 .03260
Yes 287 2.4425 .99790 .05890
GRIT4 No 962 4.1112 .98220 .03167
Yes 287 4.2195 .96652 .05705
GRIT5 No 962 2.4615 1.03280 .03330
Yes 287 2.2648 .97140 .05734
GRIT6 No 962 2.3971 1.09976 .03546
Yes 287 2.2474 1.06014 .06258
GRIT7 No 962 3.8015 1.02268 .03297
Yes 287 4.0348 1.03040 .06082
GRIT8 No 962 3.9366 1.01145 .03261
Yes 287 4.1429 .93334 .05509
GRIT No 962 3.1917 48241 .01555
Yes 287 3.1964 41499 .02450

Tablel1l Independent Samples Test: CompleteBroppers
Levene's Test for

Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Mans

4.500

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference

F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
GRIT1 Equal variances assumed 2.280 131 2484 1247 .013 .18402 .07409  .03866 .32937
Equal variances not assumed 2451 460.@ .015 .18402 .07507  .03650 .33153
GRITZ Equal variances assumed 1.199 274 -1.290 1247 197 -.08856 .06865 -.22325 .04613
Equal variances not assumed -1.261 454.50 .208 -.08856 .07020 -.22652 .04940
GRIT2 Equal variances assumed 141 .708 1.001 1247 317 .06789 .06780 -.06513 .20090
Equal variances not assumed 1.008 474.16 314 .06789 .06732 -.06440 .20017
GRIT4 Equal variances assumed .008 929 -1.645 1247 .100 -.10829 .06582 -.23742 .02085
Equal variances not assumed -1.660 475.93 .098 -.10829 .06525 -.23650 .01993
GRITE Equal variances assumed 3.505 .061 2.870 1247 .004 .19673 .06854  .06226 .33120
Equal variances not assumed 2.967 494.® .003 19673 .06631  .06645 .32701
GRITE Equal variances assumed 1.731 189 2.040 1247 .042 .14970 .07337  .00577 .29364
Equal variances not assumed 2.081 484.Z7 .038 .14970 .07193  .00838 .29103
GRIT7 Equal variances assumed 2.457 117 -3.387 1247 .001 -.23339 .06890 -.36857 -.09821
Equal variances not assumed -3.373 466.80 .001 -.23339 .06918 -.36934 -.09744
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GRITE Equal variances assumed .027 .870 -3.085 1247 .002 -.20627 .06686 -.33744 -.07509

Equal variances not assumed -3.222 503.13 .001 -.20627 .06402 -.33205 -.08048
GRIT Equal variances assumed 2.859 .091 -152 1247 .880 -.00477 .03146 -.06650 .05696
Equal variances not assumed -164 537.11 .869 -.00477 .02902 -.06177 .05223

GRIT scoréor the targeted professional rolesf completers

Table112 GRIT score for the targeted professional roles ofhgleters

ProfRole GRIT1 GRIT2 GRIT3 GRIT4 GRIT5 GRIT6 GRIT7 GRITS GRIT
Mean 3.00 3.54 2.58 4.50 2.23 1.96 4.12 4.46 3.30
eLearning Professional N 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
Std. Deviation 1.095 0.811 0987 0583 1.032 0.871 0.766 0.647 0.294
iah . Mean 2.95 3.28 2.68 3.86 2.70 2.77 3.75 3.63 3.20
gt'gdggfd“cat'o” N . 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57
Std. Deviation 0.833 099 0.985 1.008 0.963 1.018 1.005 0.919 0.389
Mean 2.51 3.65 2.33 4.32 2.07 2.08 4,15 4,32 3.18
School Teacher N 164 164 164 164 164 164 164 164 164
Std. Deviation 1.159 1.078 0.991 0.97 0.908 1.045 1.052 0.898 0.423
Mean 2.80 3.48 2.45 4,23 2.44 2.38 3.90 3.94 3.20
Other N 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39
Std. Deviation 1.258 1.071 1.013 0.925 0.984 1.042 0.989 0.955 0.474
Mean 2.68 3.53 2.43 4,23 2.26 2.24 4,04 4,15 3.20
Total N 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

Std. Deviation ~ 1.121 1.052 0.995 0.964 0.967 1.06 1.03 0.934 0.414

Statisticaldifferencein GRIT scoréetweenthe professional roles o€Eompleters

Table113 ANOVA GRIT score between the professional roles of completers

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

GRIT1  Between Groups 11.665 3 3.888 3.162 .025
Within Groups 346.741 282 1.230
Total 358.406 285

GRIT2  Between Groups 6.102 3 2.034 1.856 137
Within Groups 309.048 282 1.096
Total 315.150 285

GRIT3  Between Groups 5.920 3 1.973 2.014 112
Within Groups 276.317 282 .980
Total 282.238 285

GRIT4  Between Groups 10.957 3 3.652 4.058 .008
Within Groups 253.812 282 .900
Total 264.769 285

GRIT5  Between Groups 18.124 3 6.041 6.863 .000
Within Groups 248.243 282 .880
Total 266.367 285

GRIT6  Between Groups 22.720 3 7.573 7.176 .000
Within Groups 297.633 282 1.055
Total 320.353 285

GRIT7  Between Groups 6.976 3 2.325 2.218 .086
Within Groups 295.600 282 1.048
Total 302.577 285

GRIT8  Between Groups 23.298 3 7.766 9.723 .000
Within Groups 225.237 282 .799
Total 248.535 285

GRIT Between Groups .335 3 112 .650 .583
Within Groups 48.452 282 172
Total 48.787 285
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Selfconfidence to learn material:

Table114: Selfconfidence to learn material
Frequency Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Valid Not confident at all
A lttle confident
Moderately confident
Very confident
Extremely confident
Total

13
25
102
119
27
286

4.5
8.7
35.7
41.6
9.4
100.0

4.5
8.7

35.7
41.6

9.4

100.0

4.5
13.2
48.9
90.5

100.0

Time commitment:

Table115: Time Commitmento completethe course on time
Cumulative Percent

Frequency Percent

Valid Percent

Valid 1 1 .3 3 3
2 10 3.5 3.5 3.8
3 74 25.9 25.9 29.7
4 123 43.0 43.0 72.7
5 78 27.3 27.3 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0
Time allocation:
Table116: Time Allocation
Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent
Valid less than 3 hours 35 12.2 12.2 122
3-4 hours 106 37.1 37.1 493
5-6 hours 82 28.7 28.7 78.0
7-8 hours 35 12.2 12.2 90.2
more than 8 hours 28 9.8 9.8 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0

Statisticaldifferencein self-confidence to learn materialtime commitment, and time allocation
betweencompleters and droppers

Tablel17: Group StatisticéCompleters; Droppers)

Completon N Mean Std. Deviation  Swd. Error Mean
Confidence to learn material No 962 3.5665 .84627 .02728
Yes 287 3.4251 .93894 .05542
Time commitment in course  No 962 3.71 877 .028
Yes 287 3.93 .838 .049
Time allocation No 962 4.2048 2.20069 .07095
Yes 287 4.9007 2.26938 .13396

Table118 Independent Samples Testompleters Droppers

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence
Interval of the

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error Difference

F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Confidence Equal variances assumed 3.358 .067 2422 1247 .016 14144 .05841 .02685 .25603
to learn Equal variances not assume 2.290 433.84 .023 14144 .06178 .02002 .26286
material
Time Equal variaces assumed 4.589 .032 -3.738 1247 .000 -.218 .058 -333 -104
commitme Equal variances not assume -3.832 488.21 .000 -.218 .057 -330 -.106
nt in course
Time Equal variances assumed 732 392 -4.668 1247 .000 -.69592 .14909 -.98841 -.40342
allocation  Equal variances n@assumed -4.591 458.25  .000 -.69592 15159 -.99381 -.39802
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c) EDL Competence advancement

EDL Initial level (per EDL dimension) for the participants that completed the course per targeted
group

Table119: Initial EDL Level per tgeted group

Group D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6
elLearning Mean 2.154 1.942 1.904 1.760 1.808 1.846
professional N 26 26 26 26 26 26
Std. Deviation .903 .864 .800 770 776 .719
Higher Education Mean 1.921 1.763 1.991 1.746 1.693 1.661
Student N 57 57 57 57 57 57
Std. Deviation .890 T4 904 .809 784 .689
School Teacher Mean 2.271 2.099 2.101 1.938 1.951 2.116
N 164 164 164 164 164 164
Std. Deviation 1.008 .949 .997 .940 .945 .984
Other Mean 2.500 2.205 2.282 2.192 2.179 2.274
N 39 39 39 39 39 39
Std. Deviation 1.1% 1.048 .938 1.011 1.010 1.070
Total Mean 2.222 2.032 2.086 1.918 1.918 2.022
N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation 1.009 934 .955 .9168 917 .942

Achieved EDL Level (per EDL dimension) per targeted group after course campleti

Table120: Achieved EDL Levgler dimensionper targeted group

Group D1 post D2_post D3_post D4 post D5_post D6_post
eLearning Mean 3.1%4 2.894 3.1% 3.08 2.923 3.1%4
professional N 26 26 26 26 26 26
Std. Deviation .690 .664 .855 .852 .796 .790
Higher Education Mean 2.386 2.3 2.412 2.434 2.412 2.386
Student N 57 57 57 57 57 57
Std. Deviation 791 734 .841 .841 .830 .821
School Teacher Mean 3.152 3.041 3.14 3.0 3.073 3.258
N 164 164 164 164 164 164
Std. Deiation 778 .852 .887 .860 .883 .856
Other Mean 2.9&2 2.930 3.000 2.88%6 2.9&2 3.00
N 39 39 39 39 39 39
Std. Deviation .928 .825 .960 .916 .962 .908
Total Mean 2.974 2.881 2.9% 2.929 2.912 3.040
N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation .846 .846 .922 .896 .909 911

Statistical difference in achieved EDL level (per EDL dimension) between all targeted groups

Table121: ANOVA Statistical difference in achieved EDL level (per dimension) between all targe

groups
Sum ofSquares df Mean Square F Sig.

D1_post Between Groups 25.779 3 8.593 13.592 .000

Within Groups 178.275 282 .632

Total 204.053 285
D2_post Between Groups 18.520 3 6.173 9.388 .000

Within Groups 185.438 282 .658

Total 203.958 285
D3 post Between Groups 21.331 3 7.110 9.070 .000
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Within Groups

Between Groups

Within Groups

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total
D4_post

Total
D5_post

Total
D6_post

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

221.078
242.409

18.791
210.213

229.004

18.593
216.722

235.315

32.585
204.077

236.662

282
285

3
282

285

3
282

285

3
282

285

.784

6.264

.745

6.198

.769

10.862

724

8.403

8.064

15.009

.000

.000

.000

Statistical difference in achieved EDL level (per EDL dimension) betweetamgeted groups

Table122 Independent Samples Testlearning professionaldigher Education Students
Levene's Test for

Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

D1_post Equal variance: 1.359 247 4.264 81 .000 .76788 .18006 140961 1.12615
assumed
Equal variance: 4.490 55.132 .000 .76788 .17103 42515 1.11062
not assumed

D2_post Equal varianes .301 .585 3.039 81 .003 .51265 .16870 17700 .84831
assumed
Equal variance: 3.155 53.225 .003 .51265 .16248 .18680 .83850
not assumed

D3 post Equal variance: .134 715 3.612 81 .001 72233 .19998 .32444 1.12023
assumed
Equal variance: 3.589 47.752 .001 .72233 .20128 .31757 1.12710
not assumed

D4 _post Equal variance:  .170 .681 3.121 81 .003 .62348 .19979 .22597 1.02100
assumed
Equal variance: 3.104 47.891 .003 .62348 .20085 .21963 1.02733
not assumed

D5 post Equal variance:  .245 622 2.634 81 .010 .51080 .19396 .12489 .89671
assumed
Equal variance: 2.675 50.392 .010 .51080 .19094 12735 .89424
not assumed

D6_post Equal variance:  .003 .954 3.999 81 .000 .76788 .19204 .38578 1.14998
assumed
Equal variance: 4.057 50.239 .000 .76788 .18929 .38772 1.14804

not assumed

Table123 Independent Samples Te#tlearning professionalsSchool Teachers
Levene's Test for

Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confide

nce Interve

Sig. (2 Mean d. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
D1_post Equal variance: .290 591 .009 188 .993 .00141 .16189 -.31794 .32076
assumed
Equal variance: .009 35.890 .992 .00141 .14824 -.29927 .30209
not assumed
D2_post Equal variance: .958 329 -.839 188 403 -.14693 17515 -49244 .19858
assumed
Equal variance: -1.005 39.356 321 -.14693 14624 -44264 .14878
not assumed
D3_post Equal variance: .028 .867 .166 188 .868 .03096 .18635 -.33665 .39857

assumed
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Equal ariances 171 34.105 .866 .03096 .18143 -.33772 .39963
not assumed

D4 post Equal variance: .106 .745 -.186 188 .852 -.03377 .18137 -.39156 .32402
assumed
Equal variance: -.187 33.592 .852 -.03377 .18016 -.40006 .33251
not assumed

D5 post Equal vaances .015 .903 -.815 188 416 -.15009 .18408 -.51322 21304
assumed
Equal variance: -.879 35.497 .385 -.15009 .17069 -.49643 .19625
not assumed

D6 _post Equal variance: 313 577 -.583 188 .561 -.10428 .17889 -45717 .24860
assumed
Equal variance: -.618 34.981 541 -.10428 .16875 -.44688 .23831

not assumed

Table124: Independent Samples TeSchool Teachers and Higher Education Students
Levene's Test for

Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve
dg. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
D1 _post Equal variance: .704 402 -6.380 219 .000 -.76647 .12014  -1.00325 -52970
assumed
Equal variance: -6.331  96.297 .000 -. 76647 .12108  -1.00680 -52615
not assumed
D2_post Equal variance:  .479 490 -5.209 219 .000 -.65958 .12663 -.90916 -.41000
assumed
Equal variance: -5.600 112.372 .000 -.65958 11778 -.89293 -42623
not assumed
D3 _post Equal variance:  .066 .798 -5.137 219 .000 -.69138 .13459 -.95663 -.42612
assumed
Equal variance: -5.273  102.466 .000 -.69138 13111 -.95143 -.43133
not assumed
D4 _post Equal variance:  .024 877 -4.998 219 .000 -.65725 .13150 -.91643 -.39808
assumed
Equal variance: -5.055 99658 .000 -.65725 .13003 -.91524 -.39927
not assumed
D5_post Equal variance:  .196 .659 -4.942 219 .000 -.66089 .13374 -.92447 -.39731
assumed
Equal variance: -5.093 103.268 .000 -.66089 12975 -.91822 -.40356
not assumed
D6_post Equal variance:  .448 .504 -6.696 219 .000 -.87217 13024  -1.12885 -.61548
assumed
Equal variance: -6.834 101.348 .000 -.87217 12762 -1.12532 -.61901

not assumed

Statistical difference in Advancement in EDL (per EDL Dimengsien)the difference from Initial to
Achieved for each targeted group (within the group)

Table125: Paired Samples Test for eLearning Professionals
Paired Differences

Std. Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of the Differen Sig. (2
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df  tailed)
Pair 1 D1-D1_post -1.000 1.030 202 -1.41585 -.58415 -4.953 25 .000
Pair 2 D2- D2_post -.952 .886 174 -1.30981 -.59404 -5.478 25 .000
Pair 3 D3- D3_post -1.231 .992 195 -1.63156 -.82998 -6.325 25 .000
Pair 4 D4-D4_post -1.298 .806 .158 -1.62374 -.97241 -8.209 25 .000
Pair 5 D5- D5_post -1.115 .875 172 -1.46893 -.76184 -6.498 25 .000
Pair 6 D6- D6_post -1.308 .947 .186 -1.690 -.925 -7.040 25 .000
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Table126: Paired Samples Test for Higher Education Students
Paired Differences

Std. Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of the Differen Sig. (2
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair 1 D1-D1_post -.465 .981 .130 -.72530 -.20453 -3.577 56 .001
Pair 2 D2- D2_post -.618 744 .09 -.81538 -42096 -6.274 56 .000
Pair 3 D3-D3_post -421 .939 124 -.67025 -.17186 -3.385 56 .001
Pair 4 D4-D4_post -.689 .802 .106 -.90144 -47575 -6.481 56 .000
Pair 5 D5- D5_post -.719 .861 114 -.94774 -.49086 -6.308 56 .000
Pair 6 D6- D6_post -.725 .841 111 -.94822 -50207 -6.512 56 .000
Table127: Paired Samples Test for School Teachers
Paired Differences
Std. Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of the Differen Sig. (2
Mean Deviation  Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair 1 D1-D1_post -.881 1.018 .080 -1.03807 - 72412 -11.084 163 .000
Pair 2 D2- D2_post -.942 .99% .078 -1.09559 -78856 -12.118 163 .000
Pair 3 D3- D3_post -1.003 974 .076 -1.15329 -.85281 -13.183 163 .000
Pair 4 D4-D4_post -1.1%4 .984 .077 -1.30568 -1.00225 -15.019 163 .000
Pair 5 D5- D5_post -1.122 1.076 .084 -1.28779 -95611 -13.359 163 .000
Pair 6 D6- D6_post -1.142 1.071 .084 -1.30738 -97716 -13.661 163 .000
Advancement in EDL Level (per EDL dimension) per targeted groupaftse completion
Table128 Advancement in EDL Level per targeted group
Group D1 adv D2 adv D3 adv D4 adv D5 adv D6 _adv
eLearning Mean 1.000 0.952 1.231 1.298 1.115 1.308
professional N 26 26 26 26 26 26
Std. Deviation 1.03 0.886 0.992 0.806 0.875 0.947
Higher Education Mean 0.465 0.618 0.421 0.689 0.719 0.725
Student N 57 57 57 57 57 57
Std. Deviation 0.981 0.744 0.939 0.802 0.861 0.841
School Teacher Mean 0.881 0.942 1.003 1.154 1.122 1.142
N 164 164 164 164 164 164
Std. Deviation 1.018 0.996 0.974 0.984 1.076 1.071
Total Mean 0.752 0.849 0.869 1.011 0.995 1.018
N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation 1.044 0.952 0.994 0.959 1.045 1.027

Statistical difference in Advancement in EDL level (per EDL dimefwitg pairs oftargeted graps

Table129 Independent Samples Te#ll earning professionaigligher Education Students
Levene's Test for

Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

D1_adv Equal variances .090 765 2.269 81 .026 .53509 .23582 .06588 1.00430
assumed
Equal variances 2.228 46.453 .031 .53509 .24013 .05185 1.01833
not assumed

D2_adv Equal variances .889 .348 1.782 81 .078 .33350 .18712 -.03881 .70581
assumed
Equal variances 1.669 41.747 .103 .33350 .19978 -.06974 73675
not assumed

D3_adv Equal variances .026 .873 3.579 81 .001 .80972 22621 .35962 1.25981
assumed
Equalvariances 3.506 46.164 .001 .80972 .23096 .34485 1.27458
not assumed

D4_adv Equal variances .008 927 3.205 81 .002 .60948 .19014 .23116 .98780
assumed
Equal variances 3.199 48.278 .002 .60948 .19051 .22650 .99246
not assumed

D5_adv Equal variance .666 417 1.934 81 .057 .39609 .20480 -.01140 .80358
assumed
Equal variances 1.922 47.780 .061 .39609 .20609 -.01833 .81050
not assumed

D6_adv Equal variances .025 .874 2.813 81 .006 .58255 .20706 .17055 .99454

assumed
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Equal variances
not assumed

2.690 43.680 .010 .58255 .21657

.14598 1.01911

Table130: Independent Samples Tegtlearning professionalsSchool Teachers

Levene's Test for

Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interval

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

D1 _adv Equal variance: .035 .851 .552 188 .581 .11890 .21522  -.30566 .54346
assumed
Equal variance: .548 33.228 .587 .11890 21700  -.32247 .56028
not assumed

D2_adv Equal variance! .798 .373 .048 188 .962 .00985 20724  -.39896 .41866
assumed
Equal variance! .052 35.790 .959 .00985 19037 -.37631 .39601
not assumed

D3_adv Equal variance: .009 923 1.104 188 271 22772 .20618 -.17901 .63445
assumed
Equal variance! 1.090 33.109 .284 22772 .20895 -.19733 .65277
not assumed

D4_adv Equal variance: 1.908 .169 .710 188 479 14411 20311 -.25655 .54478
assumed
Equal variance! .820 37.874 417 14411 17580 -.21182 .50005
not assumed

D5_adv Equalvariances 2.638 106 -.030 188 .976 -.00657 22188  -.44427 43113
assumed
Equal variance! -.034 38.067 .973 -.00657 19111 -.39342 .38028
not assumed

D6_adv Equal variance: 1.102 .295 743 188 .459 .16542 22274 -.27398 .60481
assumed
Equal varianes .812 35.932 422 .16542 20370 -.24774 .57857

not assumed

Tablel31 Independent Samples Te&chool TeachersHigher Education Students

Levene's Test for

Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

dg. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

D1_adv Equal variance: .539 464 -2.683 219 .008 -41619 15511 -.72188 -11049
assumed
Equal variance! -2.732 100.878 .007 -41619 .15236 -.71844 -11393
not assumed

D2_adv Equal variance: 6.432 012 -2.245 219 .026 -.32365 .14419 -.60783 -.03948
assumed
Equal variance: -2.578 130.055 .011 -.32365 .12554 -.57202 -.07529
not assumed

D3_adv Equal variance: .011 918 -3.920 219 .000 -.58200 .14845 -.87457 -.28942
assumed
Equal variance: -3.991 100.885 .000 -.58200 .14582 -.87127 -.29272
not assumed

D4 _adv Equal variance: 4.181 042 -3.217 219 .001 -.46537 .14465 -.75046 -.18027
assumed
Equal variance: -3.549 118.73 .001 -.46537 13112 -.72500 -.20573
not assumed

D5_adv Equal variance: 1.687 195  -2.555 219 .011 -.40265 .15760 -.71325 -.09205
assumed
Equal variance! -2.843 120.998 .005 -.40265 14163 -.68304 -12227
not assumed

D6_adv Equal variance! 3.001 .085 -2.668 219 .008 -41713 .15636 -. 72530 -.10896
assumed
Equal variance: -2.995 123.465 .003 -41713 .13926 -.69277 -.14149

not assumed
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Gamification Attitude

Table132 My attitude towards gamification is favorable

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Vdid Percent Percent

Valid 2 13 4.5 4.5 4.5
4 64 22.4 22.4 26.9
Not Applicable 8 2.8 2.8 29.7
Not at all true 7 2.4 2.4 32.2
Somewhat true 64 22.4 22.4 54.5
Very true 130 455 45.5 100.0
Total 286 100.0 100.0

Gamification User Tys

Tablel133 GamificationUserTypef participants who completed the course

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Multitype 98 34.3 34.3 59.4
Philanthropist 66 23.1 23.1 82.5
Socializer 40 14.0 14.0 100.0
Achever 36 12.6 12.6 12.6
FreeSpirit 30 10.5 10.5 25.2
Player 10 3.5 3.5 86.0
Disruptor 6 2.1 2.1 14.7

Tablel134: Descriptive Statistickor Gamification User Types of participants who
completed the course

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Achiever 286 7.00 28.00 22.5909 4.16550
Philanthropist 286 9.00 28.00 23.4930 3.87773
FreeSpirit 286 8.00 28.00 22.0839 3.84798
Disruptor 286 4.00 28.00 14.9056 4.82408
Player 286 7.00 28.00 19.0874 4.32488
Socializer 286 6.00 28.0 21.8427 4.76976
Valid N (listwise) 286
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AppendixB.4 ¢ Relations of Motives to Completion and EDL

advancement

Table135 Correlations: Reason for enrolment, Internal/External motiy€ompletion rate

Int Ext
M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 Motiv. Motiv. Motivation
Completon Pearson Correlation 0.006 | 0.000| .066 | .089" | 0.038| 0.055| .087 | -0.054| 0.019| .109 .068
Sig. (2tailed) 0.819| 0.987| 0.020| 0.002| 0.179| 0.052| 0.002| 0.057| 0.513| 0.000 0.016
N 1249 | 1249 | 1249 | 1249| 1249 | 1249 | 1249| 1249 1249 1249 1249

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levettgled).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelté@ed).

Table136 Correlations: GRIT Scar€ompletion rate

GRIT1 GRIT2 GRIT3 GRI®R GRIT5 GRIT6 GRIT7 GRIT8 GRIT

Completon Pearson Correlation -070  .037 -028 .047 -081 -058 .095 .087 .004
Sig. (Zailed) .013 197 317 .100 .004 .042 .001 .002 .880

N 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249 1249

*. Correlation is sigficant at the 0.05 level (ailed).
**_Caorrelation is significant at the 0.01 levetligled).

Table137: Correlations: Selfonfidence, timeallocation¢ Completion rate

Confidence to learn materiz

Time commitment in cowse

Time allocation

Completon Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

-.068
.016
1249

.105

.000 .000
1249

131

1249

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveli@led).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltéed).

Internd motives to completion rates

Tablel38 Internal motives to completion rates

CompletionRate

IntMotivation Mean N Std. Deviation

.00 .2298 6 .17093
.20 5730 1 .
.40 .3319 2 .34090
.60 .3319 2 .34090
.80 4108 5 .22322
1.00 .5730 2 .00000
1.20 .3590 4 .25104
1.40 .2666 3 .26628
1.60 4173 9 .23390
1.80 .2662 10 .21538
2.00 .3435 29 .22699
2.20 3278 12 .22061
2.40 .3492 33 22271
2.60 .3514 62 .22539
2.80 .3698 69 22197
3.00 3117 125 .22349
3.20 .3701 91 21744
3.40 .3887 127 .21992
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3.60 .3950 90 .21596
3.80 3371 116 22267
4.00 .3398 113 .22202
4.20 .3665 97 .21995
4.40 .3713 76 .21647
4.60 .3633 62 .21970
4.80 .3187 42 .21385
5.00 .3069 61 .21857
Total .3533 1249 .22072

External motives to complein rates

Table139 External motives to completion rates
CompletionRate

ExtMotivation Mean N Std. Deviation

.00 3227 16 .22939
.33 .4018 11 .23786
.67 .3222 9 .24030
1.00 .3597 48 22576
1.33 .3629 60 .22745
1.67 .3634 106 22422
2.00 .3690 110 .22556
2.33 .3704 133 22557
2.67 .3675 113 22128
3.00 .3429 170 .21993
3.33 .3358 105 .22099
3.67 .3764 165 .21783
4.00 .3406 76 .21257
4.33 .3188 49 .20696
4.67 .3299 22 .20901
5.00 2764 56 .20894
Total .3533 1249 .22072

Tablel140: Correlations: Reasons for enrolment, internal/external motileDL competence advancement

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 IntMotivation = ExtMotivation Motivation
EDL_adv Pearson .067 -.021 .064 -.007 -.084 -.073 -.084 -.067 -.073 -.014 -.057
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed) .257 724 279 902 .157 .219 .156 .260 .219 .817 .336
N 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
Table141 Correlations: Reasons for enrolment, internal/external motjleDL competence advancement
M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 IntMotivation ExtMotivation Motivation
EDL _adv Pearson .067 -.021 .064 -.007 -.084 -.073 -.084 -.067 -.073 -.014 -.057
Correlation
Sig. (ailed) .257 724 279 902 .157 .219 .156 .260 .219 .817 .336
N 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
Table142 Correlations: GRIT Scar&DL competence advancement
EDL_adv GRIT1 GRIT2 GRIT3 GRIT4 GRIT5 GRIT6 GRIT7 GRIT8 GRIT
EDL_adv Pearson 1 -105 -.104 .024 .045 -.004 .003 041 122 -.001
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed) 076 .078 .685  .444 949 956  .491  .039  .984
N 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveité@ed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveli@led).
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AppendixC1 ¢ Evaluation of Learning Experience

a) Rating per module

Table143 Descriptive statistics of ratings per Module

Module2 Module3 Module4 Module5 Module6 Module7
1. Leaming Mean 4.3509 4.3322 4.3007 4.2972 4.2762 4.2448
Objectives N - 285 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation|  0.69938| 0.73376| 0.75426, 0.76259| 0.76130 0.78331
. Mean 4.2133 4.1818 4.1538 4.1259 4.1259 4.0350
2. Comprehensible [N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Sl Std. Deviation|  0.77230|  0.77809| 0.76@1| 0.80234| 0.79795  0.86176
3. Relevant Mean 4.3671 4.2832 42727 4.2657 4.2238 4.2168
Educational N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Materials Std. Deviation 0.72657 0.78150 0.78299 0.77642 0.78958 0.79595
o Mean 4.3147 4.3077 4.2972 4.2692 4.2832 4.2587
irfotmation N - 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation|  0.74852| 0.78343| 0.76259| 0.80844| 0.78597| 0.82686
o (e Mean 4.2168 4.1993 41923 4.1189 41154 4.0455
Videos N - 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation|  0.89552| 0.86985| 0.83018 089826 | 0.89676 0.96320
Mean 43182 4.2867 4.2692 4.2308 42517 4.1993
6. Graphics N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation|  0.76788| 0.80020| 0.80409  0.83932| 0.80758 |  0.84530
7. Variety of Mean 4.3462 4.3531 4.3147 4.2972 42727 4.2483
content types N - 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation|  0.75564|  0.76624| 0.75783| 0.75333| 0.77398| 0.81083
Mean 3.9825 3.9545 3.9580 3.9021 3.8881 3.8706
8. Further readings | N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation|  0.91558| 0.90303| 0.88555, 0.91241| 0.91464| 0.91807
_ Mean 3.9755 3.9615 3.9476 3.8846 3.8811 3.8322
9. Leaning N 286 286 286 286 286 286
SCLUES Std. Deviation|  0.94559| 0.95986| 0.95185 ~ 0.97187 0.96238| 0.98398
Mean 4.2098 4.2028 4.1678 4.1224 41154 4.0734
10. MicroQuizzes | N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Std Deviation |  0.84897| 0.85888| 0.84177 0.88796| 0.90067| 0.94675
11. Assessment Mean 4.3392 4.3147 43112 4.2308 4.2343 4.1958
relevant to learning | N 286 286 286 286 286 286
Objectives Std. Deviation|  0.73533| 0.78064| 0.76618  0.83932| 0.84874| 0.88066

b) Oveall learning experience

Table144: Descriptive statistics of ratings pdimension

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
PEoU 286 1.20 5.00 4.0112 .74090
LX 286 1.86 5.00 3.6174 .72005
CONF 286 1.50 5.00 3.9755 74299
SAT 286 1.00 5.00 3.9056 .85522
INT 286 1.00 5.00 4.0682 .88342
Valid N (listwise) 286

Overall learning experience per targeted group
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Table145: Overall learning experience per targeted group
ON

Group PEoU LX SAT INT
elLearniry Professional Mean 3.7615 3.6593 41346 3.9615 41346
N 26 26 26 26 26
Std. Deviation .93299 .76992 .74240 .93726 .91168
Higher Education Student Mean 3.7158 3.4687 3.7281 3.4825 3.6404
N 57 57 57 57 57
Std. Deviation .71108 .64724 .73235 .79037 .90512
School Teacher Mean 4.1988 3.7221 4.0427 4.0671 4.2530
N 164 164 164 164 164
Std. Deviation .63226 .71966 .71014 .80931 .78619
Other Mean 3.8205 3.3663 3.9487 3.8077 3.8718
N 39 39 39 39 39
Std. Deviation .84951 .71638 .83347 .88567 .99153
Total Mean 4.0112 3.6174 3.9755 3.9056 4.0682
N 286 286 286 286 286
Std. Deviation .74090 .72005 74299 .85522 .88342

Statistical difference i@verall Learning Experienbetween all targeted groups

Table146: ANOVA Statistical difference irDverall Learning Experienbetween all targeted groups

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
PEoU Between Groups 12.142 2 6.071 12.854 .000
Within Groups 115.237 244 472
Total 127.379 246
LX Between Groups 2.717 2 1.359 2.702 .069
Within Groups 122.697 244 .503
Total 125.415 246
CONF  Between Groups 4.884 2 2.442 4.728 .010
Within Groups 126.015 244 .516
Total 130.899 246
SAT Between Groups 14.504 2 7.252 10.809 .000
Within Groups 163.706 244 671
Total 178.211 246
INT Between Groups 15.915 2 7.958 11.599 .000
Within Groups 167.405 244 .686
Total 183.320 246

Statistical difference in Overall Learning Experience for the pairs of targeted groups

Tablel147 Independent Samples TesgteLearning ProfessionatsHigher education students

Levene's Test for

Equality of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

PEoU Equal variances  2.393 .126 .246 81 .806 .04575 .18608 -.32449 41598
assumed
Equal variances 222 38.788 .825 .04575 .20579 -.37058 46207
not assumed

LX Equal variances .905 344 1.172 81 .245 .19067 16269 -.13303 .51436
assumed
Equal variances 1.098 41.778 .278 .19067 17363 -.15979 54113
not assumed

CONF Equal variances .307 .581 2.336 81 .022 40655 .17405 .06024 .75285
assumed
Equal variances 2.324 47.906 .024 .40655 .17495 .05477 .75832
not assumed

SAT Equal ariances .675 414 2.414 81 .018 47908 .19843 .08428 .87389
assumed
Equal variances 2.265 41.882 .029 47908 .21153 .05215 .90601
not assumed

INT Equal variances .234 .630 2.302 81 .024 49426 .21468 .06712 .92141
assumed
Equal variances 2.296 48.185 .026 49426 .21527 .06148 .92705
not assume
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Table148 Independent Samples TeskLearning ProfessionatsSchool Teachers

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
PEoU Equal variances  5.922 .016 -3.046 188 .003 -43724 .14353 -.72038 -.15410
assumed
Equal variances -2.307 28.749 .028 -.43724 .18952 -.82500 -.04949
not assumed
LX Equal variances .047 .829  -.409 188 .683 -.06278 .15337 -.36532 .23975
assumed
Equal variances -.390 32.310 .699 -.06278 16111 -.39084 .26527
not assumed
CONF Equal variances 916 .340 .610 188 .543 .09193 .15083 -.20560 .38946
assumed
Equal variances 590  32.674 .559 .09193 .15580 -.22516 .40903
not assumed
SAT Equal variances .622 431 -604 188 .546 -.10553 17467 -.45010 .23903
assumed
Equal variances -543  31.193 591 -.10553 .19437 -.50186 .29079
not assumed
INT Equal variances 2.199 140  -.698 188 .486 -.11843 16972 -.45323 .21636
assumed
Equal variances -626  31.176 .536 -.11843 .18904 -.50390 .26703
not assumed
Table149 Independent Samples TeseLearning ProfessionatsSchool Tachers
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interve
Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
PEoU Equal variance: .126 .723 -4.808 219 .000 -.48299 .10045 -.68097 -.28501
assumed
Equal variance! -4.542  88.702 .000 -.48299 .10634 -.69430 -.27168
not assumed
LX Equal variance 1.379 242 -2.349 219 .020 -.25345 10791 -.46614 -.04077
assumed
Equal variance: -2.473 107.637 .015 -.25345 .10251 -.45665 -.05026
not assumed
CONF Equal variance .251 .617 -2.858 219 .005 -.31461 .11007 -.53155 -.09767
assumed
Equal variance: -2.816 95.093 .006 -.31461 11173 -.53643 -.09280
not assumed
SAT Equal variance: .039 .843 -4.726 219 .000 -.58462 .12370 -.82841 -.34082
assumed
Equal variance -4.781 99.703 .000 -.58462 12228 -.82723 -.34200
not assumed
INT  Equal variance: 1.259 .263 -4.870 219 .000 -.61270 .12581 -.86065 -.36474
assumed
Equal variance -4.549 87.161 .000 -.61270 .13469 -.88040 -.34499
not assumed
c) Correlation of overall learning experience with EDL competence advancement
Table150: Correlationsiearning ExperiencgEDL competence advancement
PEoU LX CONF SAT INT EDL_adv
EDL_adv  Pearson Grrelation 147 .064 .205 198" 167 1
Sig. (2ailed) .013 .280 .000 .001 .005
N 286 286 286 286 286 286

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveli@led).

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveité@ed).
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AppendixC2 ¢ Evaluation of Gamification
C2.10verall Gamification Experience differences per Professional role

Table151: ANOVA Gamification Experience differences per Professional role

OGX
Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Grops 18,414 3 6,138 11,521 ,000
Within Groups 148,113 278 ,533
Total 166,526 281

Table152 Multiple Comparisons Gamification Experience differences per Professional role

Dependent Variable: OGX

Scheffe
Mean Differencgd . 95% Confidence Interval
() ProfRole | (J)ProfRole () Std. Error Sig. T ower Boundl Upper Bound
elLearning HES .01675 16192 1,000 -,4387 4722
Professionals School Teache -.49834 14224 ,007 -,8984 -,0983
(IDs, eTutors) Other .10730 22029 971 -5123 7269
HES elLearning -.01675 16192 1.000 -4722 4387
Professionals
(IDs eTutors)
School Teache -.51509 .10988 .000 -.8242 -.2060
Other .09055 .20092 977 -4746 .6557
School Teache elLearning 49834 14224 .007 .0983 .8984
Professionals
(IDs eTutors)
HES .51509 .10988 .000 .2060 .8242
Other .60564 .18543 .015 .0841 1.1272
Other elLearning -.10730 .22029 971 - 7269 5123
Professionals
(IDs eTutors)
HES -.09055 .20092 977 -.6557 4746
School Teache -.60564 .18543 .015 -1.1272 -.0841

Overall Gamification Experience differences per MOOCs Completion

Table153 ANOVA Overall Gamification Experience differences per MOOCs Comple
OGX
Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 7.852 4 1.963 3.427 .009
Within Groups 158674 277 573
Total 166526 281

Table154: Multiple Comparisons Overall Gamification Experience differences per MOOCs Completi
Dependent Variable: OGX

Scheffe
() Q) Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
MOOCsComg MOOGCompl (19) Lower Bound | Upper Bound
0 1 -.20918 14732 .733 -.6660 2477
2-4 -.09014 11368 .960 - 4427 .2624
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5-10
>10

2-4
5-10
>10

5-10
>10

5-10 0

1
2-4
>10

>10 0

1
2-4
5-10

-.14349
-.59235
.20918
.11904
.06568
-.38318
.09014
-.11904
-.05336
-.50222
.14349
-.06568
.05336
-44886
.59235
.38318
.50222
44886

.14904
.16397
14732
15785
.18495
19718
.11368
15785
.15946
17349
.14904
.18495
.15946
.19847
16397
19718
17349
.19847

920
.012
733
.966
.998
439
.960
.966
.998
.082
.920
.998
.998
279
012
439
.082
279

-.6057
-1.1008
-2477
-.3705
-.5079
-.9947
-.2624
-.6085
-5479
-1.0402
-.3187
-.6392
-4411
-1.0643
.0839
-.2283
-.0358
-.1666

.3187
-.0839
.6660
.6085
.6392
.2283
4427
3705
4411
.0358
.6057
5079
5479
.1666
1.1008
.9947
1.0402
1.0643

Overall Gamification Experience per previous gamification experience

Dependent variable: OGX

Independent variable: GFamiliar.1)

Table155: Independent Samples TesDverall Gamification Experience per previous gamification experiel

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means

Mean Std. 95% Confidence
. Sig. (2]. Error Interval of the
F Si0. t f tailed) le:‘:e;ren Differen Difference

ce Lower | Upper

Equal variancd 5 5oql g 901 | 280 | .369 |.08415|.09344| -09979| 26810
OGX assumed _

enel vallee 041 | 273030| 348 | 0841508947 -09199| 26029
not assumed

Dependent variable: OGX

Independent variable: GLXP.1)

Table156: Independent Samples TesDverall Gamification Experience per previous gamification experiel

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variancg

t-test for Equality of Means

sig. 2 Mean EStd. 9|5‘1A> Colnfifdtince
: ig. ) rror nterval of the
F Sig. t e taﬁed) PhTEE Differen Difference
ce ce Lower | Upper

Equal variancg 1.922 167 479 280 .632 |.04398|.09185| -.13682 | .22477
0GX assumed

Equal variancg 481 | 276481 | .631 |.04398(.09141| -.13596 | .22392

not assumed
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Dependent variable: OGX
Independent variable: GEdDesigni(0

Tablel57: Independent Samples TesDverall Gamification Experience per previous gamification experien

Equality of Varianced

Levene's Test for

t-test for Equality of Means

Mean Std. 95% Confidence
' Sig. 2] Error Interval of the
F Sig. t el tailed) PlIiE Differer Difference

ce
ce Lower | Upper
Equal varianc .062 .804 3.405 280 .001 |.30740|.09028| .12969 | .48511

0GX assumed
Equal variance 3.392 | 268802 | .001 |.30740|.09061| .12900 | .48580
not assumed

Tablel58 Group Statistics Overall Gamification Experience per previous

gamification experience

GEdDesign N Mean Std. Deviation| Std. Error Meatrf
0GX Yes 130 3.9386 77483 .06796
No 152 3.6312 .73897 .05994

Dependent variable: OGX
Independent variable: GMOOCs (Nohe2-4. 5-10)

Table159 ANOVA Overall Gamification Experience per previous gamification experie

OGX
Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6.152 3 2.051 3.554 .015
Within Groups 160.375 278 577
Total 166.526 281

Table160: Multiple Comparisons Overall Gamification Experience per previous gamification experien
Dependent Wriable: OGX
Scheffe
Mean Differencs . 95% Confidence Interval

() GMOOCs| (J) GMOOCs () Std. Error Sig. oo Boundl Upper Bound
1 -27173 12397 .189 -.6204 .0770
None 2-4 .00382 .16095 1.000 -.4489 4565
5-10 -.74189 .29196 .094 -1.5631 .0793
None 27173 12397 .189 -0770 .6204
1 2-4 .27555 .18872 546 -.2553 .8064
5-10 -47017 .30815 .508 -1.3369 .3966
None -.00382 .16095 1.000 -.4565 4489
2-4 1 -.27555 .18872 546 -.8064 .2553
5-10 - 74571 .32479 156 -1.6592 1678
None .74189 .29196 .094 -.0793 1.5631
5-10 1 47017 .30815 508 -.3966 1.3369
2-4 74571 .32479 156 -.1678 1.6592
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Overall gamification experience relationship with attitude towards gamification

Table161 Correlations Overall gamifiation experience relationshig
with attitude towards gamification

{LISINXYIyYyQa AGa AGb OGX

AGa | Correlation Coefficien| 1.000 .258 .200
Sig. (2tailed) . .000 .001

N 282 282 282

AGb | Correlation Coefficien .258 1.000 .650
Sig. (2tailed) .000 . .000

N 282 282 282

OGX | Correlation Coefficien .200 .650 1.000

Sig. (2ailed) .001 .000 .
N 282 282 282

Gamification Experience per Element Correlation

Tablel62 Correlations Gamification Experience per Element Catiein
PNTGX | BDGGX| LVLGX | PBARGX| LBRDGX
PNTGX |Pearson Correlation |1 891 887 658" 769"
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282
BDGGX |Pearson Correlation |.891" 1 909" 641 811"
Sig. (2ailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282
LVLGX Pearson Correlation .887 909" 1 667 807"
Sig. (2ailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282
PBARGX |Pearson Correlation 658" 641" 667 1 657
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282
LBRDGX |Pearson Correlation |.769" 811" 807 657 1
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282

Overall Gamification Experience and Gamification Experience per Element Correlation

Tablel1l63 Corrdations- Overall Gamification Experience and Gamification Experience per Element

| PnTeXx | BDGGX| LvLGX | PBARGX| LBRDGX| OGX
PNTGX Pearson Correlation 1 891" 887 658" 769 881"
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
BDGGX Pearson Correlation .891" 1 909" 641" 811" 810"
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
LVLGX  Pearson Correlation .887" 909" 1 667 807" 805"
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
PBARGX Pearson Correlation .658" 641" 667 1 657 655"
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
LBRDGX Pearson Correlation .769" 811" 807" 657" 1 706"
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282

175




had >k *x *k

OGX Pearson Correlation .881 810 .805 655 706 1
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282

Gamification experience per element per previous gamification experience

Gamification &perience per element difference&sGamification in educational design

Table164: Independent Samples TesGamification experience per element differenag&amification in educational desi
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variaces

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Intervd
of the Difference

Lower |Upper

Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error

F Sig- i f tailed) [Difference [Difference

Equal variance
assumed
Equalvariance!
not assumed

.219 640 3.082 280 .002 31574 .10244 11408 51740

PNTGX
3.079 272151 002 |31574 .10255 11385 51763

Equal variance
assumed
Equal variance
not assumed

.249 618 2.123 280 035 23450 .11048 01704 45197
BDGGX

2120 271611 035 23450 .11064 01669 45232

Equal variance
assumed
Equal variance
not assumed

.027 869 2.385 280 .018 25695 10776 .04483 146907
LVLGX

2.374 267578 018 125695 .10826 .04381 47010

Equal variance
assumed
Equal variance
not assumed

2.057 |153 2.296 280 022 21982 09576 03132 40831
PBARG

2308 277919 022 21982 .09523 .03235 140728

Equal variance
assumed
Equal variance
not assumed

2.191 |140 1.660 280 .098 18881 11377 ~03514 |41275
LBRDG

1.648 264364 100 |18881 11454 ~.03673 [41434

Gamification experience per elemenhd attitude towards gamification relationship

Tablel165: Correlations Gamification experience per element and attitude towards gamification
{ LIS NI y Q& [PNTGX |[BDGGX [LVLGX [|PBARGX [LBRDGX |AGa AGb
IAGa (Correlation .135 .142 149 17 .056 1.000 .258
Coefficient
Sig. (Zailed) 023 .017 .012 .049 .345 . .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282 282
IAGb  (Correlation .601 .507 541 458 .363 .258 1.000
Coefficient
Sig. (Zailed) 000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .
N 282 282 282 282 282 282 282
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C22 Overall Gamification Experienceand EDL Advancement and Achieved EDL per

professional groups

Table166: ANOVA Overall Gamification Experience and EDL Advancement and Achieved EDI

professional groups
Ss'éjlggsf df Mean Squar F Sig.
AchEDL Between Groups 23931 3 7.977 13.396 .000
Within Groups 165546 278 .595
Total 189477 281
EDladv Between Groups 9.908 3 3.303 4.367 .005
Within Groups 210262 278 .756
Total 220171 281
Table167: Multiple ComparisonsOverall Gamification Experience and EDL Advancement and Ach
EDL per professional groups
Dependent Variable: OGX
Scheffe
) Mean Differenc . 95% Confidere Interval
ProfRoles (J)ProfRoles (-9) Std. Error| - Sig. Lower Boun{ Upper Bound
AchEDL elLearning HES .71286 17118 | .001 2314 1.1943
Profession; School Teachers -01015 .15037 | 1.000 -4331 4128
Is (ID+eTul Others .09345 23289 | .984 -5616 .7485
elLearning Professionals - 71286 17118 .001 -1.1943 -.2314
HES (ID+eTut)
School Teachers -72301 11617 | .000 -1.0498 -.3963
Others -.61941 21242 | .039 -1.2169 -.0219
eLearning Professionals .01015 15037 | 1.000 -4128 4331
School (ID+eTut)
Teachers HES 72301 11617 | .000 .3963 1.0498
Others .10360 19604 | .964 -4478 .6550
elLearning Professionalg -.09345 .23289 .984 -.7485 5616
Others (ID+eTut)
HES .61941 21242 | .039 .0219 1.2169
School Teachers -.10360 19604 | .964 -.6550 4478
EDLadv, eLearning HES 483377 192918 | 101 -.05924 1.02600
Profession; School Teachers .039160 169470 | .997 -43751 .51583
Is (ID+eTul Others .323371 .262466 | .678 -41487 1.06161
eLearning Professionaly  -.483377 192918 | .101 | -1.02600 .05924
HES (ID+eTut)
School Teachers -444217 130925 | .010 -.81247 -.07597
Others -.160006 .239395 | .930 -.83335 51334
eLearning Professionals  -.039160 169470 | .997 -51583 43751
School (ID+eTut)
Teachers HES 444217 130925 | .010 .07597 .81247
Others 284211 220935 | .647 -33721 .90563
eLeaning Professionals| -.323371 262466 | .678 | -1.06161 41487
Others (DN
HES .160006 .239395 | .930 -51334 .83335
School Teachers -284211 .220935 | .647 -.90563 33721
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EDL Advancement and overall gamification experience correlations

Table168 Correlations- EDL Advancement a
overall gamification experience

EDLadv
OGX Pearson Correlation 146
Sig. (Zailed) .014
N 282

Achieved EDL and overall gamification experience correlations

Table169: Correhtions- Achieved EDL and overall gamification experience
INtEDL chEDL JOGX
INtEDL Pearson Correlation 1 443 116
Sig. (2ailed) .000 .051
N 282 282 282
AchEDL |Pearson Correlation 443 1 278
Sig. (2tailed) .000 .000
N 282 282 282
OGX Pearson Correlation 116 278 1
Sig. (Zailed) .051 .000
N 282 282 282

95[] ! ROIyOSYSyid IyR 2SNttt 3IIFYAFAOLGAZY SEL

Table170. Correlations EDL Advancement and overall gamification &peS y O S
EDLadv
SATG Pearson Correlation .149
Sig. (Zailed) .012
N 282
ENJ Pearson Correlation 176
Sig. (Zailed) .003
N 282
IMOT Pearson Correlation .168
Sig. (Zailed) .005
N 282
COMPTENCE Pearson Correlation .169
Sig.(2-tailed) .004
N 282
AUT Pearson Correlation .219
Sig. (2tailed) .000
N 282
IACCMPL Pearson Correlation .158
Sig. (Zailed) .008
N 282
GUID Pearson Correlation .091
Sig. (Zailed) 127
N 282
SCLXP Pearson Correlation .079
Sig. P-tailed) .187
N 282
CMPTITION Pearson Correlation -.004
Sig. (Zailed) .947
N 282
CHLLNG Pearson Correlation .091
Sig. (Zailed) 127
N 282
USFL Pearson Correlation 144
Sig. (Zailed) .015
N 282
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Achieved EDL and overall gamificagfio SELISNA Sy O0SQ AiGSYa

Table 171: Correlations - Achieved EDL and overall gamifica IntEDL |AchEDL
SELISNASYyOSQ AiGSya
SATG Pearson Correlation .058 221
Sig. (Zailed) .333 .000
N 282 282
ENJ Pearson Coalation .015 .206
Sig. (Zailed) .802 .001
N 282 282
MOT Pearson Correlation .077 .262
Sig. (2ailed) .195 .000
N 282 282
COMPTENCE Pearson Correlation .190 .380
Sig. (2ailed) .001 .000
N 282 282
AUT Pearson Correlation .064 .303
Sig. (Zailed) .282 .000
N 282 282
ACCMPL Pearson Correlation .075 .248
Sig. (2ailed) 212 .000
N 282 282
GUID Pearson Correlation .109 212
Sig. (2tailed) .067 .000
N 282 282
SCLXP Pearson Correlation .136 .226
Sig.(2-tailed) .023 .000
N 282 282
CMPTITION Pearson Correlation 181 .184
Sig. (2ailed) .002 .002
N 282 282
CHLLNG Pearson Correlation .136 .239
Sig. (2ailed) .022 .000
N 282 282
USFL Pearson Correlation .022 179
Sig. (2ailed) .707 .003
N 282 282

C.2.3.Engagement

Engagement (total number of Points) and overall gamification experience correlation

Tablel172 Correlations

POINTSadd [|OGX
POINTSadd [Pearson Correlation [1 138
Sig. (2ailed) .020
N 282 282
OGX Pearson Correlation 138 1
Sig. (2ailed) .020
N 282 282
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Engagement and gamification experience per element correlation

Table173 Correlations Engagement and gamification experience per element
POINTSEd|PNTGX [|BDGGX |LVLGX PBARGX |LBRDGX
POINTSadd |Pearson Correlation [1 .123 .075 112 .162 -.036
Sig. (2ailed) .039 211 .061 .006 .548
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
PNTGX Pearson Correlation 123 1 .891 .887 .658 .769
Sig. (Zailed) .039 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
BDGGX Pearson Correlation [.075 .891 1 .909 .641 .811
Sig. (2ailed) 211 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
LVLGX Pearson Correlation 112 .887 .909 1 .667 .807
Sig. (2ailed) .061 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
PBARGX Pearson Correlation 162 .658 .641 .667 1 .657
Sig. (2ailed) .006 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282
LBRDGX Pearson Correlation -.036 .769 811 .807 .657 1
Sig. (2tailed) .548 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 282 282 282 282 282 282

Engagement per previous gamification experience

Table174 Independent Samples Te§&ngagement per previous gamification experience

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance

t-test for Equality of Means

. 95% Confidence Inter\
; Sig. (2] Mean Std. Error :
5 =l t i tailed) | Difference| Difference SilieRllelehbe
Lower Upper
Equal varianc{ 3.185 .075 2.284 280 .023 105754543 463.05265| 146.03902|196905184
POINTSadaSSumed
Equal variancy 2.258 | 233076 | .025 (105754543 468.30673| 134.89019(198020066
not assumed

Table175 Group Statistics Engagement per previous gamification experienc

GFamiliar N Mean Std. Deviabn | Std. Error Mean
POINTSad Yes 168 72600893 372347123 28727204
No 114 62025439| 394887329 369.84587
Table176. Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for ]
Equality of Variance t-test for Equality of Means
. 95% Confidence Intervi
F Sig. t df Sig. @ izl S.td' el of the Difference
tailed) | Difference| Difference
Lower Upper
Equal varianc§ 9.169 .003 | 2.965 280 .003 134326447 45304254 | 45146270| 223506625
POINTSgassumed
d Equal variance 2.990 | 279342 | .003 134326447 44922955 | 45895942 222756953
not assumed

Table177 Group Statistics

GEdDesig N Mean Std. Deviation| Std. Error Mean
POINTSad Yes 130 75566000 356670553 31282077
No 152 62133355 397497847 32241333
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Appendix D¢ Comparison of Learning experience in Phases A and B

D.1.Learning Experience per Module
Group Statistics

[ Phase A=1 B=2 Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
1. Learning objectives per module were clearly Phase B 286 4.35 .698 .041
stated. [Module 2 Online and Blended Teaching
and Learning supported by Educational Data] Phase A 235 4.34 764 050
1. Learning objectives per module were clearly Phase B 286 4.33 734 .043
stated. [Module 3 Learning Analytics] Phase A 235 4.29 .770 .050
1. Learning objectives per module were clearly Phase B 286 4.30 .754 .045
stated. [Module 4 Teaching Analytics] Phase A 235 4.23 .796 .052
1. Learning objectives per module were clearly Phase B 286 4.29 .762 .045
stated_. [Module_5 Ap_plymg Teaching &amp; Phase A 235 418 873 057
Learning Analytics with Moodle]
1. Learning objectives per module were clearly Phase B 286 4.28 .761 .045
stated. [Module 6 Applying Teaching &amp;
Learning Analytics with eXact Suite] Phase A 235 3.99 947 062
1. Learning objectives per module were clearly Phase B 286 4.24 .783 .046
stated. [Module 7 Applying Teaching &amp;
Learning Analytics with IMC Learning Suite] Phase A 235 4.03 976 064
2. The content per module was presented in a Phase B 286 4.21 771 .046
comprehensible manner. [Module 2 Online and
Blended Teaching and Learning supported by Phase A 235 4.17 .813 .053
Educational Data]
2. The content per module was presented in a Phase B 286 4.18 778 .046
comprghenable manner. [Module 3 Learning Phase A 235 415 797 052
Analytics]
2. The content per module was presented in a Phase B 286 4.15 .766 .045
compr_ehen3|ble manner. [Module 4 Teaching Phase A 235 4.07 795 052
Analytics]
2. The content per module was presented in a Phase B 286 4.13 .802 .047
comprehensible manner. [Module 5 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with Moodle] Phase A 235 4.00 860 056
2. The content per module was presented in a Phase B 286 4.12 .796 .047
comprehensible manner. [Module 6 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with eXact Phase A 235 3.66 .997 .065
Suite]
2. The content per module was presented in a Phase B 286 4.03 .862 .051
comprehensible manner. [Module 7 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with IMC Phase A 235 3.70 .981 .064
Learning Suite]
3. The educational materials and content per Phase B 286 4.37 727 .043
module were relevant and addressed the topic
identified in the title. [Module 2 Online and Blended
Teaching and Learning supported by Educational Phase A 235 4.22 800 052
Data]
3. The educational materials and content per Phase B 286 4.28 .781 .046
module were relevant and addressed the topic
identified in the title. [Module 3 Learning Analytics] Phase A 235 421 788 051
3. The educational materials and content per Phase B 286 4.27 .783 .046
module were relevant and addressed the topic
identified in the title. [Module 4 Teaching Analytics] Phase A 235 4.14 826 054
3. The educational materials and content per Phase B 286 4.27 776 .046
module were relevant and addressed the topic
identified in the title. [Module 5 Applying Teaching Phase A 235 4.08 .883 .058
&amp; Learning Analytics with Moodle]
3. The educational materials and content per Phase B 286 4.22 .790 .047
module were relevant and addressed the topic
identified in the title. [Module 6 Applying Teaching Phase A 235 3.84 1.021 .067
&amp; Learning Analytics with eXact Suite]
3. The educational materials and content per Phase B 286 4.22 .796 .047
module were relevant and addressed the topic
identified in the title. [Module 7 Applying Teaching Phase A 235 3.89 .995 .065
&amp; Learning Analytics with IMC Learning Suite]
4. The educational materials and content per Phase B 286 4.31 .749 .044
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module were based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 2 Online and Blended
Teaching and Learning supported by Educational
Data]

4. The educational materials and content per
module were based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 3 Learning Analytics]

4. The educational materials and content per
module were based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 4 Teaching Analytics]

4. The educational materials and content per
module were based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 5 Applying Teaching &amp;
Learning Analytics with Moodle]

4. The educational materials and content per
module were based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 6 Applying Teaching &amp;
Learning Analytics with eXact Suite]

4. The educational materials and content per
module were based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 7 Applying Teaching &amp;
Learning Analytics with IMC Learning Suite]

5. The instructional videos per module supported

my learning and added value to the course content.

[Module 2 Online and Blended Teaching and
Learning supported by Educational Data]
5. The instructional videos per module supported

my learning and added value to the course content.

[Module 3 Learning Analytics]
5. The instructional videos per module supported

my learning and added value to the course content.

[Module 4 Teaching Analytics]
5. The instructional videos per module supported

my learning and added value to the course content.

[Module 5 Applying Teaching &amp; Learning
Analytics with Moodle]
5. The instructional videos per module supported

my learning and added value to the course content.

[Module 6 Applying Teaching &amp; Learning
Analytics with eXact Suite]
5. The instructional videos per module supported

my learning and added value to the course content.

[Module 7 Applying Teaching &amp; Learning
Analytics with IMC Learning Suite]

6. The graphics per module supported my learning
and added value to the course content. [Module 2
Online and Blended Teaching and Learning
supported by Educational Data]

6. The graphics per module supported my learning
and added value to the course content. [Module 3
Learning Analytics]

6. The graphics per module supported my learning
and added value to the course content. [Module 4
Teaching Analytics]

6. The graphics per module supported my learning
and added value to the course content. [Module 5
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
Moodle]

6. The graphics per module supported my learning
and added value to the course content. [Module 6
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
eXact Suite]

6. The graphics per module supported my learning
and added value to the course content. [Module 7
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
IMC Learning Suite]

7. There was a good variety of content types (i.e..
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Phase B
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Phase A

Phase B
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Phase A

Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
Phase A
Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

235

286
235
286
235
286

235

286

235

286

235

286

235

286
235
286
235
286

235

286

235

286

235

286

235

286
235
286
235
286

235

286

235

286

235

286

4.27

4.31
4.23
4.30
4.22
4.27

4.13

4.28

4.11

4.26

4.12

4.22

4.04

4.20
4.03
4.19
4.00
4.12

3.90

4.12

3.58

4.05

3.67

4.32

4.20

4.29
4.18
4.27
4.17
4.23

4.11

4.25

4.01

4.20

4.02

4.35

.822

.783
.835
.763
.842
.808

.936

.786

.888

.827

.890

.896

.886

.870
.891
.830
.903
.898

976

.897

1.150

.963

1.021

.768

.855

.800
.864
.804
.835
.839

.860

.808

915

.845

.924

.756
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written notes. videos. graphics. etc.). [Module 2
Online and Blended Teaching and Learning
supported by Educational Data]

7. There was a good variety of content types (i.e..
written notes. videos. graphics. etc.). [Module 3
Learning Analytics]

7. There was a good variety of content types (i.e..
written notes. videos. graphics. etc.). [Module 4
Teaching Analytics]

7. There was a good variety of content types (i.e..
written notes. videos. graphics. etc.). [Module 5
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
Moodle]

7. There was a good variety of content types (i.e..
written notes. videos. graphics. etc.). [Module 6
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
eXact Suite]

7. There was a good variety of content types (i.e..
written notes. videos. graphics. etc.). [Module 7
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
IMC Learning Suite]

8. Further Readings per module were relevant and
supported my learning. [Module 2 Online and
Blended Teaching and Learning supported by
Educational Data]

8. Further Readings per module were relevant and
supported my learning. [Module 3 Learning
Analytics]

8. Further Readings per module were relevant and
supported my learning. [Module 4 Teaching
Analytics]

8. Further Readings per module were relevant and
supported my learning. [Module 5 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with Moodle]
8. Further Readings per module were relevant and
supported my learning. [Module 6 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with eXact
Suite]

8. Further Readings per module were relevant and
supported my learning. [Module 7 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with IMC
Learning Suite]

9. Learning activities (Polls. Discussions and
Workshops) used in the module were effective and
helped me construct explanations/solutions.
[Module 2 Online and Blended Teaching and
Learning supported by Educational Data]

9. Learning activities (Polls. Discussions and
Workshops) used in the module were effective and
helped me construct explanations/solutions.
[Module 3 Learning Analytics]

9. Learning activities (Polls. Discussions and
Workshops) used in the module were effective and
helped me construct explanations/solutions.
[Module 4 Teaching Analytics]

9. Learning activities (Polls. Discussions and
Workshops) used in the module were effective and
helped me construct explanations/solutions.
[Module 5 Applying Teaching &amp; Learning
Analytics with Moodle]

9. Learning activities (Polls. Discussions and
Workshops) used in the module were effective and
helped me construct explanations/solutions.
[Module 6 Applying Teaching &amp; Learning
Analytics with eXact Suite]

9. Learning activities (Polls. Discussions and

Phase A

Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
Phase A
Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
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286

4.23

4.35
4.22
4.31
4.17
4.30

4.14

4.27

4.01

4.25

4.03

3.98

3.83

3.95
3.80
3.95
3.77
3.90
3.74
3.88

3.66

3.87

3.67

3.98

3.69

3.96

3.69

3.95

3.65

3.88

3.63

3.88

3.57

3.83

.865

.766
.872
.758
.865
.753

.897

774

.976

.811

.987

.914

.920

.901
951
.883
.934
.910
.954
912

.992

.916

.983

.946

.978

.960

.967

.952

.955

972

.984

.962

1.003

.984
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Workshops) used in the module were effective and
helped me construct explanations/solutions.
[Module 7 Applying Teaching &amp; Learning
Analytics with IMC Learning Suite]

10. Assessment tasks used per module challenged
my thinking and supported my learning [Module 2
Online and Blended Teaching and Learning
supported by Educational Data]

10. Assessment tasks used per module challenged
my thinking and supported my learning [Module 3
Learning Analytics]

10. Assessment tasks used per module challenged
my thinking and supported my learning [Module 4
Teaching Analytics]

10. Assessment tasks used per module challenged
my thinking and supported my learning [Module 5
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
Moodle]

10. Assessment tasks used per module challenged
my thinking and supported my learning [Module 6
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
eXact Suite]

10. Assessment tasks used per module challenged
my thinking and supported my learning [Module 7
Applying Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with
IMC Learning Suite]

11. The assessments per module were relevant to
the learning objectives. [Module 2 Online and
Blended Teaching and Learning supported by
Educational Data]

11. The assessments per module were relevant to
the learning objectives. [Module 3 Learning
Analytics]

11. The assessments per module were relevant to
the learning objectives. [Module 4 Teaching
Analytics]

11. The assessments per module were relevant to
the learning objectives. [Module 5 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with Moodle]
11. The assessments per module were relevant to
the learning objectives. [Module 6 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with eXact
Suite]

11. The assessments per module were relevant to
the learning objectives. [Module 7 Applying
Teaching &amp; Learning Analytics with IMC
Learning Suite]

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
Phase A
Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase A

Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
Phase A
Phase B
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235
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235
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235
286
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235

286
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3.61

4.21

4.05

4.20
3.99
4.17
3.96
4.12

3.94

4.12

3.80

4.07

3.84

4.34

4.16

4.31
4.11
4.31
4.09
4.23
4.02
4.23

3.88

4.20

3.95

.995

.849

.843

.859
.850
.842
.888
.888

916

.901

1.012

.947

.982

.735

.811

.781
.852
.766
.878
.839
.936
.849

.949

.881

.918

.065

.050

.055
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.058
.053
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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) | Difference | Error Interval of the
Differe Difference
nce Lower | Upper
1. Learning objectives per Eg:j%g”ances 531 467 210 519 834 013 .064| -113| 139
module were clearly stated. Equal vari
[Module 2] qual variances 208 | 480.047 835 013| .065| -114| .141
not assumed
1. Learning objectives per Egs“j‘r;‘é%”ances 045| 832| 584 519 560 039| .066| -091| .168
module were clearly stated. Equal variances
[Module 3] q .581| 489.648 .562 .039 .066| -.092 .169
not assumed
1. Learning objectives per Eg:j;‘g“ances 007| 935 979 519 328 067| .068| -067| .200
module were clearly stated. Equal variances
[Module 4] not assumed .974 | 488.489 331 .067 .068| -.068 .201
1. Learning objectives per Eg:j‘r;‘g’c‘i”ances 389|  533| 1.605 519  .109 115 .072| -026| .256
module were clearly stated. Equal variances
[Module 5] q 1.583| 467.829 114 115 .073| -.028 .258
not assumed
1. Learning objectives per Eg:jr;‘g“ances 811| .368| 3.804 519 .000 285 o075 138|432
module were clearly stated. Equal variances
[Module 6] q 3.724 | 445.297 .000 .285 .076 134 435
not assumed
1. Learning objectives per Eg:f&‘g”ances 1.133|  .288| 2.789 519 005 215 .077| .064| 366
module were clearly stated. Equal variances
[Module 7] q 2,731 444.984 .007 215 .079 .060 .370
not assumed
2. The content per module Equal variances 119 731 630 519 529 044 070 093 180
was presented in a assumed
comprehensible manner. Equal variances 627| 488.667 531 044 070 094 181
[Module 2] not assumed
2. The content per module Equal variances 229 632 413 519 679 029 069 107 165
was presented in a assumed
comprehensible manner. Equal variances 12| 494 950 680 029 069 -108 165
[Module 3] not assumed
2. The content per module Equal variances 173 678| 1.188 519 235 082 069 053 216
was presented in a assumed
comprehensible manner. Equal variances 1184 492163 237 082 069 054 217
[Module 4] not assumed
2. The content per module Equal variances 163 687| 1667 519 096 122 073 -022 265
was presented in a assumed
comprehensible manner. Equal variances 1656 | 484848 098 122 073 -023 266
[Module 5] not assumed
2. The content per module  Equal variances | 14497 90| 5.889 519 000 463| o079| 308| 617
was presented in a assumed
comprehensible manner. Equal variances 5763 | 443.441 000 463 080 305 621
[Module 6] not assumed
2. The contentper module  Equal variances | 15 756  gog| 4.121 519  .000 333| .081| .174| 492
was presented in a assumed
comprehensible manner. Equal variances 2.069 | 469 782 000 333 082 172 494
[Module 7] not assumed
3. The educational materials  Equal variances 115 735 | 2241 519 025 150 067 019 282
and content per module were assumed
relevant and addressed the Equal variances
topic identified in the title. q 2.220( 478.147 .027 .150 .068 .017 .283
not assumed
[Module 2]
3. The educational materials  Equal variances 109 242| 1.020 519 308 070 069 065 206
and content per module were assumed
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relevant and addressed the
topic identified in the title.
[Module 3]

3. The educational materials
and content per module were
relevant and addressed the
topic identified in the title.
[Module 4]

3. The educational materials
and content per module were
relevant and addressed the
topic identified in the title.
[Module 5]

3. The educational materials
and content per module were
relevant and addressed the
topic identified in the title.
[Module 6]

3. The educational materials
and content per module were
relevant and addressed the
topic identified in the title.
[Module 7]

4. The educational materials
and content per module were
based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 2]

4. The educational materials
and content per module were
based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 3]

4. The educational materials
and content per module were
based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 4]

4. The educational materials
and content per module were
based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 5]

4. The educational materials
and content per module were
based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 6]

4. The educational materials
and content per module were
based on current up-to-date
information. [Module 7]

5. The instructional videos per
module supported my
learning and added value to
the course content. [Module
2]

5. The instructional videos per
module supported my
learning and added value to
the course content. [Module
3]

5. The instructional videos per
module supported my
learning and added value to
the course content. [Module
4]

5. The instructional videos per
module supported my
learning and added value to
the course content. [Module
5]

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

.000

.000

9.199

5.370

1.648

277

925

1.956

.561

373

2.468

1.660

242

.149

.988

.992

.003

.021

.200

.599

337

.163

454

.542

117

.198

.623

.700

1.019

1.932

1.922

2.600

2.567

4.858

4.740

4.226

4.136

.676

.670

1.156

1.149

1.139

1.128

1.796

1.771

2.410

2.382

1.796

1.783

2.221

2.223

2.134

2.129

2.584

2.563

2.636

2.615

497.959

519

488.478

519

469.883

519

434.408

519

443.847

519

478.943

519

486.193

519

477.569

519

465.325

519

471.855

519

483.766

519

501.619

519

494.862

519

481.171

519

481.636

.309

.054

.055

.010

.011

.000

.000

.000

.000

499

.503

.248

251

.255

.260

.073

.077

.016

.018

.073

.075

.027

.027

.033

.034

.010

.011

.009

.009

.070

137

137

.189

.189

.385

.385

.332

.332

.047

.047

.082

.082

.080

.080

137

137

A77

A77

135

135

174

174

.165

.165

197

197

217

217

.069

.071

.071

.073

.074

.079

.081

.078

.080

.069

.070

.071

.071

.070

.071

.076

.078

.073

.074

.075

.076

.078

.078

.077

.078

.076

.077

.082

.083
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-.065

-.002

-.003

.046

.044

.230

.226

177

174

-.089

-.090

-.057

-.058

-.058

-.059

-.013

-.015

.033

.031

-.013

-.014

.020

.020

.013

.013

.047

.046

.055

.054

.206

.275

276

.332

.334

541

.545

.486

489

.182

.183

222

.223

.218

.220

.287

.290

321

.323

.283

.284

.328

.328

317

.318

.346

.347

.378

.380




5. The instructional videos per
module supported my
learning and added value to
the course content. [Module
6]

5. The instructional videos per
module supported my
learning and added value to
the course content. [Module
7]

6. The graphics per module
supported my learning and
added value to the course
content. [Module 2]

6. The graphics per module
supported my learning and
added value to the course
content. [Module 3]

6. The graphics per module
supported my learning and
added value to the course
content. [Module 4]

6. The graphics per module
supported my learning and
added value to the course
content. [Module 5]

6. The graphics per module
supported my learning and
added value to the course
content. [Module 6]

6. The graphics per module
supported my learning and
added value to the course
content. [Module 7]

7. There was a good variety
of content types (i.e.. written
notes. videos. graphics. etc.).
[Module 2]

7. There was a good variety
of content types (i.e.. written
notes. videos. graphics. etc.).
[Module 3]

7. There was a good variety
of content types (i.e.. written
notes. videos. graphics. etc.).
[Module 4]

7. There was a good variety
of content types (i.e.. written
notes. videos. graphics. etc.).
[Module 5]

7. There was a good variety
of content types (i.e.. written
notes. videos. graphics. etc.).
[Module 6]

7. There was a good variety
of content types (i.e.. written
notes. videos. graphics. etc.).
[Module 7]

8. Further Readings per
module were relevant and
supported my learning.
[Module 2]

8. Further Readings per
module were relevant and
supported my learning.
[Module 3]

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

27.070

4.219

.584

.083

.091

251

.059

.051

3.951

2.030

1.891

2.356

3.982

3.006

.060

1.435

.000

.040

445

773

.763

.617

.808

.822

.047

.155

170

125

.047

.084

.807

.232

5.984

5.843

4.283

4.258

1.721

1.703

1.479

1.468

1.374

1.369

1.608

1.604

3.221

3.182

2.348

2.327

1.698

1.676

1.896

1.872

2.031

2.005

2.168

2.132

3.390

3.315

2.828

2.775

1.903

1.901

1.857

1.847

519

436.812

519

487.454

519

475.523

519

483.193

519

491.922

519
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8. Further Readings per
module were relevant and
supported my learning.
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8. Further Readings per
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supported my learning.
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8. Further Readings per
module were relevant and
supported my learning.
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9. Learning activities (Polls.
Discussions and Workshops)
used in the module were
effective and helped me
construct explanations/
solutions. [Module 2]
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effective and helped me
construct explanations/
solutions. [Module 7]
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thinking and supported my
learning [Module 5]

10. Assessment tasks used
per module challenged my
thinking and supported my
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10. Assessment tasks used
per module challenged my
thinking and supported my
learning [Module 7]
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D.20verall Learning Experience comparison

Group Statistics

[ Phase N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
1. The course platform was Phase B 286 3.98 .982 .058
easy to use. Phase A 235 4.17 1.015 .066
2. The overall visual design  Phase B 286 4.05 .922 .055
of the course was Phase A 235 4.14 959 063
appealing.
3. The course environment  Phase B 286 4.22 .826 .049
was well structured. topics
and subtopics were logically o, o o 235 411 920 060
arranged in a predictable
pattern.
4. The learning path was Phase B 286 3.92 1.056 .062
easy to navigate. Phase A 235 4.00 1.080 .070
5. Course objectives and Phase B 286 4.40 .750 .044
';Z[Q:jng goals were clearly o oce A 235 4.34 804 052
6. The workload was Phase B 286 3.64 1.012 .060
reasonably spread. Phase A 235 3.75 1.046 .068
7. The workload was in line  Phase B 286 3.39 1.155 .068
with my expectations. Phase A 235 3.57 1.081 .071
8. The course difficulty was Phase B 286 3.34 1.143 .068
in line with my expectations o oo o 235 3.52 1.075 070
at the start of the course.
9. The difficulty level of Phase B 286 3.80 .893 .053
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