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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In 2019, which is the final year of the ITELab project, there were two major pilot phases,
i.e., pilots no. 2 and 3, conducted to apply and test the materials developed over the
course of the project.
This report presents findings from the evaluation of the course modules from these final
two pilot phases and draws overall conclusions on their effects. There are three
modules:
•
•
•

Module A: Teaching, Learning, & Professional Development for Beginning
Teachers
Module B: Designing for Learning
Module C: Working with Learners

These modules are designed as frameworks that include pedagogical suggestions,
activities and materials. They are intended to be used and adopted flexibly by teacher
educators across Europe, according to local and personal requirements and
preferences. Their overall goal is to support initial teacher education programs in the
advancement of preservice teachers’ digital pedagogical competencies.
The evaluation of pilots 2 and 3 focusses on answering the two main research
questions; one of them is about the feasibility and usefulness of materials and courses,
and the second one is about their pedagogical quality and effectiveness. It builds on
the evaluation of the first pilot, which was conducted in 2018 and followed an
exploratory and qualitative approach. The results of the pilot 1 evaluation can be read
up in D5.2. In the pilots 2 and 3 evaluation, online questionnaires were filled in by
student teachers and teacher educators that predominantly build on self-assessments
and subjective feedback. Additionally, the ITELab industry partners received an online
questionnaire in pilot 3 for the overall evaluation.
The main surveys for student teachers and teacher educators were filled in after the
implementation of the modules. These surveys comprise questions on 1) demographic
data, 2) ICT and English language proficiency, 3) module implementation, 4) module
assessment, and 5) perceived learning achievements based on the DigCompEdu
framework. In pilot 2, 83 student teachers and 20 teacher educators answered the
surveys. In pilot 3, 18 student teachers, 14 teacher educators and 2 industry partners
participated in the evaluation.
Overall, the evaluation of pilots 2 and 3 and the contextualization in the light of pilot 1
led to a number of conclusions with regards to the research questions. The preliminary
conclusions drawn in the pilot 1 evaluation regarding a good feasibility and
applicability of the materials could be consolidated. Also in pilots 2 and 3, survey
participants indicated satisfaction with the modules and confirmed their feasibility and
applicability, e.g., in terms of an international transferability or with regards to their
perceived usefulness.
Moreover, student teachers confirmed that all digital competencies suggested by the
DigCompEdu framework have been addressed by the modules and were advanced
in their implementation, with little variation in the average scores of the different
competencies.
5
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Further important findings relate to the requirements of teacher educators and to their
preferred ways of implementing the ITELab course modules. In the pilots evaluation, it
has become clear that flexibility is a core requirement. Teacher educators use the
materials in heterogeneous ways and implement it depending on local and personal
requirements and preferences, and the explicit flexibility and adaptability of the ITELab
course modules corresponds to these needs and further enhances their feasibility and
usefulness.
Problems in the course module implementation identified partly refer to aspects
rooted in the materials (e.g., language or student acceptance) but are often also
subject to factors beyond the materials (e.g., timing or institutional constraints).
Overall, the evaluation results lead to the conclusion that the ITELab course modules
are widely applicable and feasible opportunities for professional development. They
are applicable in various contexts and for varying target groups within heterogeneous
initial teacher education programs and can, according to the self-assessments of
participants, successfully stimulate the advancement of digital educational
competence.

6
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2 THE ITELAB PROJECT
The ITELab Knowledge Alliance project includes six partner universities providing
initial/pre-service teacher education (ITE) and three partner companies that offer ICT
solutions and professional development for teachers. It is co-ordinated by European
Schoolnet (EUN), a pan-European network of 34 Ministries of Education (MoE)
concerned with the transformation of teaching and learning in schools. EUN’s work in
previous projects with MoE, plus a needs analysis carried out with teacher educators,
highlighted that the way in which student teachers currently receive training on ICT is
a key roadblock related to the mainstreaming of innovative pedagogical practice
that involves ICT. There is also a ‘disconnect’ between ITE and continuing professional
development (CPD) and, as a consequence, in-service training on the pedagogical
use of ICT is increasingly required to equip teachers with the essential competences
that they did not acquire during their initial training.
Universities and companies come together in ITELab and work with MoE, national ICT
agencies and other stakeholders (participating as Associate Partners), to address
these issues. The project provides data and case studies that highlight new
approaches to integrating ICT within ITE courses and the challenges that still need to
be addressed in order to boost innovation in this area within higher education. Based
on this work, the project develops new course modules (face-to-face) and a MOOC
(Massive Open Online Course) for student teachers and, in the first pilot in 2018, to pilot
these with students enrolled on courses in the five partner universities. In the second
and third pilot in 2019, the invitation to participate was open to all initial teacher
training universities or ‘teaching schools’ in different countries. As an open online
course, the MOOC reached thousands of student teachers from across Europe and
beyond.
Finally, project partners put in place a new ITE University-ICT industry Forum and work
with a wider group of stakeholders online and in three Capacity Development
Workshops in order to establish and sustain this as a permanent network under the EUN,
independently funded Future Classroom Lab. The project course modules and MOOC
help bridge the ITE/CPD disconnect by providing concrete deliverables that motivate
ITE providers, companies and policy makers at national and regional level to actively
participate in this project which EUN and its supporting ministries see as a strategic next
step in the development of the Future Classroom Lab.

7
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3 EVALUATION: INTRODUCTION
3.1 EVALUATION OBJECTIVES
The evaluation of the ITELab course modules and MOOC, conducted by the University
of Würzburg, aims to answer the following two research questions:
1. Feasibility and usefulness of the materials and courses:
How applicable and how transferable are the course modules and the
MOOCs? How is their usefulness perceived?
2. (Pedagogical) quality and effectiveness of the materials and courses:
How did the course modules and the MOOCs impact on student teachers’
perceived knowledge?
The evaluation follows a mixed methods approach and combines several instruments
in three phases to collect data. Methods include qualitative and quantitative surveys
and focus group interviews.

3.2 PILOT 2 AND 3 COURSE MODULE EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
ITELab pilot phase 2, conducted in spring and summer 2019, and pilot phase 3,
conducted in autumn and winter 2019, served to test the three ITELab modules (A:
Teaching, Learning, & Professional Development for Beginning Teachers; B: Designing
for Learning; C: Working with Learners) and the MOOC “The Networked Teacher –
Teaching in the 21st Century”. The report at hand (D5.4) focusses on the evaluation of
the three course modules. It builds on the results of the first course module evaluation
report, D5.2, which was published in 2018 after the first pilot phase. Information on the
MOOC evaluation can be found in deliverables D.3 for pilot 1 and D5.5 for pilots 2 and
3.
In accordance with the research objective of consolidating the preliminary findings of
pilot 1, the course module evaluation methodology for pilots 2 and 3 relies on mainly
quantitative surveys administered to a wider group of addressees. While the target
groups both for modules and MOOC were limited to the five partner universities in pilot
1, these groups were now opened up to allow participation for all interested persons.
Hence, the three modules were taught by teacher educators to preservice teachers
in initial teacher education programs across Europe and beyond.
In pilots 2 and 3, the course module evaluation employed a posttest-only design, put
in place through online surveys. There were three versions with one version for student
teachers, one for teacher educators and an additional short survey for industry
partners.
The student teacher and teacher educator surveys collected data on 1)
demographics, 2) ICT and English language proficiency, 3) module implementation,
4) module assessment, and 5) learning achievements. The data were collected by
online surveys and analyzed in Excel and SPSS. The additional short survey for industry
8
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partners was distributed directly via email and contained three questions on the
overall perception and evaluation of pilots 2 and 3 with a focus on the research
questions.
The learning achievements were evaluated by using the DigCompEdu framework.
DigCompEdu1 is an extensive framework that describes the digital competence of
educators by 6 areas and 22 competencies (cf. fig. 1).

Fig. 1: DigCompEdu framework (Redecker, 2017, p. 16)

It is based on a broad review of related sources mainly from Europe and specifies each
of these 22 competencies by a proficiency scale of 6 levels.
For the ITELab survey, this competency framework was used as a reference for student
teachers to self-assess their learning achievement and to describe what they learned
in the course. For this purpose, the framework was operationalized to simple
statements; e.g., in competency field 1, “professional engagement”, competency
“professional collaboration”, the respective statement formulated was “Reflect on,
assess and develop my own digital pedagogical practice” and participants could
indicate their agreement on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
This procedure was chosen to reduce the complexity of the framework to a format
that could be integrated into the evaluation surveys without claiming too much time.
In pilot 2, there was a separate survey per module to account for the differences
between the three modules. However, it was discovered that this analytic distinction
between the modules did not do justice to the ways in which teacher educators
applied the materials. After pilot 2, the project consortium indicated that in many
cases, parts and activities of different modules were combined flexibly according to
local needs and preferences. Furthermore, the pilot 2 data revealed that student
teachers sometimes did not have an overview of the systematic design and distinction
between the modules. Hence, the data collected for the different modules in pilot 2
were drawn together and will be presented in the following as one set of data. This
Redecker, C. (2017). European Framework for the Digital Competence of Educators:
DigCompEdu. Punie, Y. (ed). Luxembourg, Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European
Union. https://doi.org/ 10.2760/159770

1
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procedure also helps meeting the challenge of the comparably small and exploratory
sample sizes, and it enhances comparability with pilot 3: here, the evaluation
methodology was adopted based on the experiences in pilot 2 to work with one
survey for student teachers and one survey for teacher educators only.
The following chapters 4 and 5 will present the data collected in the student teacher
and teacher educator surveys. Chapter 6 will amend these data by conclusions from
the industry partners’ survey. Finally, chapter 7 will summarize and draw conclusions on
lessons learnt from the ITELab course module evaluation.

10
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4 MODULES A, B AND C • DATA FROM PILOT 2
4.1 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
4.1.1 Number of Responses and Countries
In pilot 2, a total of n = 83 student teachers and n = 20 teacher educators participated
in the module posttest survey. Table 1 breaks down the participants per module.
Table 1: Pilot 2, Participants per module

Module

n Student Teacher Sample

n Teacher Educator Sample

A

48

11

B

17

5

C

18

4

Participants across all three modules came from 9 countries, five of which are piloting
partner countries of the ITELab project (cf. chart 1).
45

42

40
No. of responses

35
30
25
18

20
15
10

11
7

5
0

6
1

Italy

Germany

2
Ireland

3
Portugal

Student Teachers (n=83)

4 3
UK

1
Spain

1
Switzerland

1
Russia

3
Norway

Teacher Educators (n=20)

Chart 1: Pilot 2, Participants per country
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4.1.2 Participants’ Age
The age median, i.e., the age group which was selected most frequently, was 21-25
for student teachers and 36-40 for teacher educators (cf. table 2).
Table 2: Pilot 2, Participants' age

Age Group

Student Teachers
(n=83)

Teacher Educators
(n=20)

< 20

10

-

21-25

59

-

26-30

4

1

31-35

5

2

36-40

4

8

41-45

1

-

46-50

-

5

> 50

-

4

4.1.3 Participants‘ Gender
Both in the sample of student teachers and of teacher educators, a clear majority of
participants was female (cf. chart 2).
90
80

13

No. of responses

70
60
50
40

70

30
20

1

10

19

0
Pilot 2 - Student
Teachers (n=83)

Female

Male

Pilot 2 - Teacher
Educators (n=20)

Other / prefer not to say

Chart 2: Pilot 2, Participants' gender
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4.1.4 Student Teachers’ Fields of Study
Student teachers were asked about their field of study in the survey. A majority of n =
47 participants indicated studying for Kindergarden or primary school (cf. chart 3).
Likewise, teacher educators were asked about the fields of study of the students they
taught the modules to. Teacher educators also indicated teaching the modules to
Kindergarden / primary school student teachers by majority (9 out of 17 teacher
educators actively teaching the modules).

No. of responses

50

47

40
30

24

20
9

10

7

12
1

0
Kindergarden/ Secondary school
primary school

Other

Pilot 2 - Student teachers (n=83)
Pilot 2 - Teacher Educators (n=17)
Chart 3: Pilot 2, Fields of study

4.1.5 Student Teachers’ Level of Study

No. of responses

Approx. half of the student teachers indicated studying for a Bachelor’s degree (cf.
chart 4). Likewise, teacher educators were asked about the level of study of the
students they taught the modules to. Multiple answers were possible in case teacher
educators taught the module to several courses at different levels. 10 teacher
educators indicated teaching the modules to student teachers at a Bachelor’s level
while 9 taught it to Master’s students (cf. chart 4).
50

42

35

40
30
20
10

10

9

6

0
Bachelor /
undergraduate

Master /
graduate

0

Studies
completed

Pilot 2 - Student teachers (n=83)
Pilot 2 - Teacher Educators (n=17)
Chart 4: Pilot 2, level of study
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4.1.6 Module and MOOC Participation
26 student teachers participating in one of the modules also took the ITELab MOOC
additionally, while 57 student teachers only joined a module but did not take the
ITELab MOOC.

4.1.7 Teacher Educators: Active Users vs. Observers
17 teacher educators from the evaluation sample actively taught one or several of the
modules while 3 teacher educators filled in the survey as observers.
Asked for the reason for their passive participation, these three observers mentioned
“organizational issues” (3) and “unsuitable timing of the pilot” (1).

4.2 ICT AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
4.2.1 Competence in Using ICT in Education
Participants were asked to self-assess their competence in using ICT in education on a
scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high; cf. chart 5). The average rating was x̅ = 3.4 (SD = 0.8) for
student teachers and x̅ = 4.3 (SD = 0.6) for teacher educators across all modules (cf.
chart 5).

Student teachers (n=83) 2 8

Teacher educators (n=20) 02

11

37

30

6

7

0

20

40

60

80

100

No. of responses
1 - low

2

3

4

5 - high

Chart 5: Pilot 2, Competence in using ICT in education

4.2.2 English Language Proficiency
Participants were asked to self-assess their English language proficiency on a scale
from 1 (low) to 5 (high; cf. chart 6). The average rating was x̅ = 3.4 (SD = 1.0) for student
teachers and x̅ = 4.4 (SD = 0.7) for teacher educators across all modules (cf. chart 6).
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Student teachers (n=83) 2

Teacher educators (n=20) 02

11

33

9

0

22

15

9
10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

No. of responses
1 - low

2

3

4

5 - high

Chart 6: Pilot 2, English language proficiency

4.3 MODULE IMPLEMENTATION • TEACHER EDUCATORS’ PERSPECTIVE
4.3.1 Number of Classes and Students
According to the group of teacher educators who filled in the survey, the modules
were taught to n = 25 classes and to n = 665 student teachers in total. However, since
it is most likely that there are further teacher educators who taught the modules but
did not fill in the survey, the total numbers of classes and student teachers exposed to
the module can be expected to be higher than these figures (cf. table 3).
Table 3: Pilot 2, Classes and students taught

Module A
(n=11)

Module B
(n=5)

Module C
(n=1)

Classes

17

7

1

Student teachers

461

189

15

4.3.2 Integration of Module into Curriculum
The teacher educator survey explored the ways in which the modules were integrated
into the curricula: teacher educators selected whether they implemented it into
existing courses or created new ones, and whether the offer was voluntary or
obligatory for their student teachers. The data reveal that most teacher educators
used the modules as an obligatory offer within an existing course (cf. chart 7).

15
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Into an existing course – obligatory for students

11

As an additional offer beyond existing courses –
voluntary for students

3

Into an existing course – voluntary for students

3

As an additional offer beyond existing courses –
obligatory for students

0
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

No. of responses (n=17)
Chart 7: Pilot 2, Module integration into curriculum

4.3.3 Handbook Implementation and Adoption

No. of responses
(n=17)

Teacher educators were asked to which extent they followed the handbook, with a
scale ranging from “to a large extent: Did most of the handbook as suggested” to “To
a medium extent: Picked some units and/or activities” and to “To a small extent: Used
the handbook as an inspiration for own activities”. Multiple responses were possible to
account for persons teaching the module to more than one group. Most teacher
educators followed the handbook to a medium extent, i.e., they picked certain units
or activities and adopted the handbook according to their own needs (cf. chart 8).
10
8
6
4
2
0

9
4

To a large
extent

4

To a medium
extent

To a small
extent

Chart 8: Pilot 2, Handbook implementation

4.3.4 Problems in the Implementation
Teacher educators could tick all problems they encountered when teaching the
module. “Acceptance on the side of the students”, “Language issues” and “other”
where identified as the most frequently mentioned problems (cf. chart 9).
The six free responses in “other” can be summarized to refer to problems with the local
curricula and teacher education programs (3), to pay-walls and software with costs
(1), to timing and irrelevance (1), and to a lack of international peers for collaboration
(1).
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Acceptance (on the side of the students)

8

Language issues

6

Other (please specify)

6

Other organizational issues

5

No problems worth mentioning

3

The timing at the beginning of the year was not
convenient for me
I do generally not have enough time to try
something new

2
2

The format is not applicable for my institution

2

Support

1

I did not have a suitable course of preservice
teachers right now

1

Acceptance (on the side of my institution)

1

Accrediation

1

The contents are not relevant for my students

1

The module does not offer enough new input for
me and my students

1

I did not have all the information I needed

1
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

No. of responses (n=17)
Chart 9: Pilot 2, Problems in implementation, multiple responses possible

4.4 MODULE ASSESSMENT
4.4.1 Difficulty
On a scale from 1 (very easy) to 5 (very difficult), both groups perceived the module
difficulty as overall balanced: student teachers gave an average rating of x̅ = 3.1 (SD
= 1.6) and teacher educators rated it as x̅ = 3.0 (SD = 0.3) on average. It is remarkable
in this case that there is a very low standard deviation in case of the teacher educator
sample, which means that most teacher educators agree in a rating of 3, i.e.,
balanced difficulty (cf. chart 10).
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60
49

No. of responses

50
40
30
20

15

10
0

15

9
0

1

0

1 - very easy

2 - easy

Student teachers (n=75)

1
3 - balanced

4 - difficult

2

0

5 - very difficult

Teacher educators (n=17)

Chart 10: Pilot 2, Difficulty

4.4.2 Agreement with Statements on the Module
Participants were asked to indicate their approval of a number of statements, e.g. on
the applicability, transferability and quality of the course, on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree; cf. chart 11 for student teachers and chart 12 for
teacher educators). Overall, both groups of participants on average agreed with all
of the statements, with scores ranging from 3.51 to 3.84 with student teachers and from
3.59 to 4.53 with teacher educators.
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I learned a lot in this module.

3.84

I found the module helpful for my future
career.

3.76

The structure was clear and traceable.

3.67

The module integrated well into my teacher
training course.

3.67

This module is applicable for any European
pre-service teacher.

3.65

I enjoyed the module.

3.64

I would recommend the module to a friend.

3.62

The module met my expectations.

3.58

The learning objectives were clearly
identified.

Pilot 2,
Student
teachers
(n=74)

3.51
1

2

Strongly
disagree

3

4

5
Strongly
agree

Chart 11: Pilot 2, Statements on the module, student teachers agreement
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I found the contents relevant for
future teachers.

4.53

My students learned things they will
need in their future careers.

4.53

I would use the module or a similar
module again.

4.47

This module is applicable also for
other European initial teacher
education programs.

4.35

I enjoyed teaching the module.

4.29

My students learned a lot in this
module.

4.29

I would recommend the module to a
colleague.

4.24

The module met my expectations.

4.24

My students enjoyed the module.

Pilot 2,
Teacher
educators
(n=17)

4

It was easy to integrate the module
into my teacher training course.

3.59
1

2

3

Strongly disagree

4

5
Strongly agree

Chart 12: Pilot 2, Statements on the module, teacher educators agreement

4.4.3 Usefulness of Course Features
Participants were asked to rate the usefulness of specific module features for a future
career as a teacher on a scale from 1 (not useful) to 5 (very useful). Student teachers
gave best ratings for eTwinning activities, introductory videos and Padlet activities
while teacher educators gave highest ratings for module demonstration pieces,
challenge questions and running short-term projects at schools. Overall, there is a clear
variation between the ratings of single features. The IRIS Connect video platform and
the EUN Co-Lab Learning Scenarios received lowest ratings by the student teachers,
with results between 2, i.e., slightly useful, and 3, i.e., moderately useful.
Chart 15 illustrates the average ratings. For the interpretation of chart 15, it is important
to note that every participant was presented only these features that were relevant
for his or her module. In case of the teacher educator sample, features with less than
5 responses are excluded from the chart to avoid bias due to an inappropriately small
response rate.
20
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4.38

eTwinning activities

4.29

Introductory videos

3.85
4.08
3.83
4
3.82

Padlet activities
Shared lesson observations
Mentimeter activities

3.75

Learning scenario activities
The module demonstration pieces, e.g.,
group presentations
Running a short-term project at your
school

3.69
3.66

4.29
4.17

3.64

Blog activities

3.45

The assessment activity, e.g. Portfolio

3.85

3.4

Creating a promotional video

4

Challenge questions

3.38

Soundcloud activities

3.35
3.63
3.25
3.75
3.21
3.5
3.2
3.56
3.19
3.71
3.07

The live to air-sessions
Twitter activities
The student hub
Podcast activities
Flipgrid activities

4.29

2.47

IRIS Connect video platform

2.29

EUN Co-Lab Learning Scenarios

1

2

3

Not useful

4

Student
teachers
(n=74)
Teacher
educators
(n=17)
5
Very useful

Chart 13: Pilot 2, Usefulness of module features

4.5 LEARNING ACHIEVEMENTS BY DIGCOMPEDU COMPETENCIES
The group of student teachers self-assessed their perceived learning achievements
with regards to their digital pedagogical competencies on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The question was focused specifically on the learning
achievements effected by the ITELab course by asking “In this course, I learnt
about…”.
Chart 14 summarizes the average scores per competency field.
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Chart 15 lists the average ratings of all competency aspects. Numbers 1 to 6 refer to
the competency field within DigCompEdu, and the colored bars support the
attribution to the six fields which are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Professional development
Digital resources
Teaching and learning
Assessment
Empowering learners
Facilitating learners’ digital competence

It is noteworthy that the variation between the average scores both of competency
fields and of competency aspects is very low, suggesting that all DigCompEdu
competencies were addressed by the modules comparably strong, as perceived by
student teachers.

1. Professional development

4.01

3. Teaching and learning

3.97

6. Facilitating learners

3.92

5. Empowering learners

3.90

4. Assessment

3.89

2. Digital resources

3.86

1

strongly
disagree

2

3

4

Average agreement (n=73)

5

strongly
agree

Chart 14: Pilot 2, DigCompEdu, self-assessment per competency field
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1. Professional collaboration

4.11

1. Reflective practice

4.07

6. Digital communication & collaboration

4.04

3. Teaching

4.04

1. Digital Continuous Professional Development
(CPD)

3.99

3. Collaborative learning

3.97

2. Selecting digital resources

3.96

3. Guidance

3.94

6. Digital problem solving

3.93

5. Actively engaging learners

3.93

5. Accessibility & inclusion

3.93

4. Assessment strategies

3.93

4. Feedback & planning

3.92

3. Self-regulated learning

3.92

6. Responsible use

3.89

6. Digital content creation

3.89

1. Organisational communication

3.88

6. Facilitating learners’ information and media
literacy

3.86

5. Differentiation and personalisation

3.82

4. Analysing evidence

3.82

2. Managing, protecting and sharing digital
resources

3.82

2. Creating & modifying digital resources

3.81

1

strongly
disagree

2
3
4
Average agreement
(n=73)

5
strongly
agree

Chart 15: Pilot 2, DigCompEdu, self-assessment per competency aspect
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5 MODULES A, B AND C • DATA FROM PILOT 3
5.1 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
5.1.1 Number of Responses and Countries
In pilot 3, a total of n = 18 student teachers and n = 14 teacher educators participated
in the module posttest survey.
Participants across all three modules came from 12 countries, five of which are piloting
partner countries of the ITELab project (cf. chart 16).
7

No. of responses

6

6
5

5
4

3

3

3
2

2
1
0

1

1

1

1

1
0

Ireland

Italy

UK

Portugal Russia

1
0

1 1
0

1

1
0

0

Estonia Hungary Albania Vietnam France

Student Teachers (n=18)

1
0
Malta

1
0
Finland

Teacher Educators (n=13)*

Chart 16: Pilot 3, Participants per country
* One teacher educator did not give any demographic information

Within these samples, two sets of data deserve further attention, namely the student
teacher and teacher educator responses from Albania. These two responses stand
out mainly for two reasons: first, no person from Albania was in contact with the project
manager or announced interest in the ITELab project or piloting the materials in any
way. Second, both data sets suggest internal inconsistency and imply that these
participants just clicked through the survey without giving meaningful input: e.g., both
the student teacher and the teacher educator selected “strongly disagree” or “not
applicable” wherever possible throughout the whole survey. Also, the teacher
educator indicated having followed the handbook closely but selected “not
applicable” for every module activity, which is not consistent. Overall, the low ratings
of these two participants differ considerably from the rest of the sample.
For reasons of scientific rigor, both data sets are retained in the overall sample.
However, it should be kept in mind that the results may be biased, especially against
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the background of the very small sample which renders the mean values calculated
in the following particularly sensitive for outliers.

5.1.2 Participants’ Age
The age median, i.e., the age group which was selected most frequently, was < 25 for
student teachers and > 45 for teacher educators (cf. table 4).
Table 4: Pilot 3, Participants’ age

Age Group

Student Teachers
(n=18)

Teacher Educators
(n=13)

< 25

11

1

26-35

3

36-45

2

4

> 45

2

8

5.1.3 Participants‘ Gender
Both in the sample of student teachers and of teacher educators, a clear majority of
participants was female (cf. chart 17).

No. of responses

20

1
15

1
0
3

10

16

5

10

0
Pilot 3 - Student
Teachers (n=18)

Female

Male

Pilot 3 - Teacher
Educators (n=13)

Other / prefer not to say

Chart 17: Pilot 3, Participants' gender

5.1.4 Student Teachers’ Fields of Study
Student teachers and teacher educators were asked about their field of study in the
survey. The responses for Kindergarden / primary school and secondary school were
balanced (cf. chart 18). Responses for “other” included “university” (3), “General
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Education” (1), “Adult learning” (1), “High school / preschool” (1), and “foreign
languages” (1).

No. of responses

7
6

6

5

6

6

6

4

4
3
2

1

1
0
Kindergarden/
primary school

Secondary school

Other

Pilot 3 - Student teachers (n=18)
Pilot 3 - Teacher Educators (n=11)
Chart 18: Pilot 3, Fields of study

5.1.5 Student Teachers’ Level of Study

No. of responses

Both student teachers and teacher educators were asked about the participants’
level of study. The ratio between Bachelor’s and Master’s students is balanced (cf.
chart 19).

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

8
7
6
5
3
1
Bachelor /
Master / graduate
undergraduate

Studies
completed

Pilot 3 - Student teachers (n=18)
Pilot 3 - Teacher Educators (n=11)
Chart 19: Pilot 3, Level of study
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5.1.6 Module and MOOC Participation
9 student teachers participating in one of the modules also took the ITELab MOOC
additionally, while the other 9 student teachers only joined a module but did not take
the ITELab MOOC.

5.1.7 Teacher Educators: Active Users vs. Observers
11 teacher educators from the evaluation sample actively taught one or several of the
modules while 3 teacher educators filled in the survey as observers.
Asked for the reason for their passive participation, these three observers mentioned
the following reasons (multiple responses possible):
•
•
•
•
•
•

I did not have enough time for preparation (2)
The timing at the beginning of the year was not convenient for me (2)
Other organizational issues (2)
My institution did not allow it (1)
I do generally not have enough time to try something new (1)
I wanted to observe this pilot first before deciding for a later engagement (1)

5.2 ICT AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
5.2.1 Competence in Using ICT in Education
Participants were asked to self-assess their competence in using ICT in education on a
scale from 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good). The average rating was x̅ = 3.6 (SD = 1.0) for
student teachers and x̅ = 4.5 (SD = 0.7) for teacher educators across all modules (cf.
chart 20).

Student teachers (n=18)

10

8

Teacher educators (n=13) 0 2
0

6

2
2

3

9
4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

No. of responses
1 - very poor

2

3

4

5 - very good

Chart 20: Pilot 3, Competence in using ICT in education
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5.2.2 English Language Proficiency
Participants were asked to self-assess their English language proficiency on a scale
from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good). The average rating was x̅ = 4.1 (SD = 0.9) for student
teachers and x̅ = 4.5 (SD = 0.6) for teacher educators across all modules (cf. chart 21).

Student teachers (n=18)

1 1

5

Teacher educators (n=13) 0 1
0

4

4
2

7

8
4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

No. of responses
1 - low

2

3

4

5 - high

Chart 21: Pilot 3, English language proficiency

5.3 MODULE IMPLEMENTATION • TEACHER EDUCATORS’ PERSPECTIVE
5.3.1 Modules Used or Reviewed
In pilot 3, data were collected in one survey for all three modules. Yet, participants
were asked for the modules they used or reviewed (multiple responses possible). Table
5 lists the usage of each module.
Table 5: Pilot 3, Module application

Module

Student Teachers
(n=18)

Teacher Educators
(n=11)

A

12

5

B

9

7

C

12

9

5.3.2 Number of Classes and Students
According to the group of teacher educators who filled in the survey, the modules
were taught to n = 17 classes and to n = 385 student teachers in pilot 3. However, since
it is most likely that there are further teacher educators who taught the modules but
did not fill in the survey, the total numbers of classes and student teachers exposed to
the module can be expected to be higher than these figures.
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5.3.3 Integration of Module into Curriculum
The teacher educator survey explored the ways in which the modules were integrated
into the curricula: teacher educators selected whether they implemented it into
existing courses or created new ones, and whether the offer was voluntary or
obligatory for their student teachers (multiple responses possible). The data reveal that
most teacher educators in pilot 3 used the modules as a voluntary offer within an
existing course (cf. chart 22).

Into an existing course – voluntary for students

6

Into an existing course – obligatory for students

4

As an additional offer beyond existing courses –
voluntary for students

4

As an additional offer beyond existing courses –
obligatory for students

0
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

No. of responses (n=11)
Chart 22: Pilot 3, Module integration into curriculum

5.3.4 Handbook Implementation and Adoption

No. of responses
(n=11)

Teacher educators were asked to which extent they followed the handbook, with a
scale ranging from “to a large extent: Did most of the handbook as suggested” to “To
a medium extent: Picked some units and/or activities” and to “To a small extent: Used
the handbook as an inspiration for own activities”. Multiple responses were possible to
account for persons teaching the module to more than one group. In pilot 3, most
teacher educators followed the handbook to a small extent, i.e., they used the
handbook as an inspiration for own activities, but the other two options were also
selected (cf. chart 23).
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

4

To a large
extent

5
3

To a medium
extent

To a small
extent

Chart 23: Pilot 3, Handbook implementation
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5.3.5 Problems in the Implementation
Teacher educators could tick all problems they encountered when teaching the
module. “Acceptance on the side of the students”, “Language issues”, “other” and
“inconvenient timing” where identified as the most frequently mentioned problems
(cf. chart 24).
The three free responses in “other” can be summarized to refer to time issues (1), linking
up with other partners (1) and technical problems (1).
Acceptance (on the side of the students)

5

Language issues

3

Other (please specify)

3

The timing at the beginning of the year was not
convenient for me

3

I did not have enough time for preparation

2

No problems worth mentioning

2

Acceptance (on the side of my institution)

2

I do generally not have enough time to try
something new
I did not have a suitable course of preservice
teachers right now

1
1

Accrediation

1

The module does not offer enough new input for
me and my students

1
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

No. of responses (n=11)
Chart 24: Pilot 3, Problems in implementation, multiple responses possible

5.4 MODULE ASSESSMENT
5.4.1 Difficulty
On a scale from 1 (very easy) to 5 (very difficult), both groups perceived the module
difficulty as overall balanced: both student teachers and teacher educators gave an
average rating of x̅ = 2.7 (SD = 0.7; cf. chart 25).
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12
10

No. of responses

10
8

7

6
4

4
2

2

2

2

1

1
0

0
1 - very easy

2 - easy

3 - balanced

Student teachers (n=18)

4 - difficult

0

5 - very difficult

Teacher educators (n=11)

Chart 25: Pilot 3, Difficulty

5.4.2 Agreement with Statements on the Module
Participants were asked to indicate their approval of a number of statements, e.g. on
the applicability, transferability and quality of the course, on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree; cf. chart 26 for student teachers and chart 27 for
teacher educators). Overall, both groups of participants on average agreed with all
of the statements, with scores ranging from 3.83 to 4.17 with student teachers and from
3.55 to 4.27 with teacher educators.

I found the modules helpful for my future career.

4.17

I enjoyed the modules.

4.17

I learned a lot in these modules.

4.11

I would recommend the modules to a friend.

4.06

The modules met my expectations.

4.06

The learning objectives were clearly identified.

4.06

The modules integrated well into my teacher
training course.

4

These modules are applicable for any European
pre-service teacher.

3.89

The structure was clear and traceable.

Pilot 3,
Student
teachers
(n=18)

3.83
1

Strongly
disagree

2

3

4

5

Strongly
agree

Chart 26: Pilot 3, Statements on the module, student teachers agreement
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I found the contents relevant for future teachers.

4.27

I enjoyed teaching the module.

4.27

I would recommend the module to a colleague.

4.19

My students learned things they will need in their
future careers.

4.18

My students learned a lot in this module.

4.18

My students enjoyed the module.

4.18

I would use the module or a similar module again.

4.09

The module met my expectations.

4

This module is applicable also for other European
initial teacher education programs.
It was easy to integrate the module into my
teacher training course.

3.73
3.55
1

Strongly
disagree

2

3

4

Pilot 3,
Teacher
educators
(n=11)

Strongly
agree

5

Chart 27: Pilot 3, Statements on the module, teacher educators agreement

5.4.3 Usefulness of Course Features
Participants were asked to rate the usefulness of specific module features for a future
career as a teacher on a scale from 1 (not useful) to 5 (very useful). Student teachers
gave best ratings for challenge questions, learning scenario activities and padlet
activities while teacher educators gave highest ratings for learning scenario activities,
padlet activities, shared lesson observations and introductory videos.
Remarkably, all module features received a score above 3, which is moderately useful.
Chart 28 illustrates the average ratings.
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Challenge questions

3.89

4.38

4.31
4.25

Learning scenario activities

4.13
4.11

Padlet activities
Shared lesson observations

4

The module demonstration pieces, e.g.,
group presentations

4.13

4.13
3.89

Local assessment activity, e.g. Portfolio

3.75

Introductory videos

4

Video reflection by student teachers
(using IRIS connect, or other platform)

4.13
4.12

4.07
3.88

Running a short-term project at your
school

3.63

Soundcloud activities

4

3.94

3.43

Flipgrid activities

3.94
3.71

Creating a promotional video

3.93
3.75

Podcast activities

3.89
3.75

Mentimeter activities

3.67
4

eTwinning activities

3.57
3.71
3.27

Blog activities

3.2

Twitter activities

1

2

3.88

3.63

3

4

Not useful

Student
teachers
(n=18)
Teacher
educators
(n=11)
5
Very useful

Chart 28: Pilot 3, Usefulness of module features

5.5 LEARNING ACHIEVEMENTS BY DIGCOMPEDU COMPETENCIES
The group of student teachers self-assessed their perceived learning achievements
with regards to their digital pedagogical competencies on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The question was focused specifically on the learning
achievements effected by the ITELab course by asking “In this course, I learnt
about…”.
Chart 29 summarizes the average scores per competency field.
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Chart 30 lists the average ratings of all competency aspects. Numbers 1 to 6 refer to
the competency field within DigCompEdu, and the colored bars support the
attribution to the six fields which are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Professional development
Digital resources
Teaching and learning
Assessment
Empowering learners
Facilitating learners’ digital competence

It is noteworthy that the variation between the average scores both of competency
fields and of competency aspects is very low, suggesting that all DigCompEdu
competencies were addressed by the modules comparably strong, as perceived by
student teachers.

3. Teaching and learning

4.29

1. Professional development

4.28

4. Assessment

4.20

6. Facilitating learners

4.19

5. Empowering learners

4.19

2. Digital resources

4.06

1

strongly
disagree

2

3

4

Average agreement (n=18)

5

strongly
agree

Chart 29: Pilot 3, DigCompEdu, self-assessment per competency field
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1. Professional collaboration

4.44

3. Collaborative learning

4.39

6. Digital problem solving

4.33

1. Reflective practice

4.28

3. Guidance

4.28

3. Self-regulated learning

4.28

4. Analysing evidence

4.28

3. Teaching

4.22

1. Digital Continuous Professional Development
(CPD)

4.22

5. Accessibility & inclusion

4.22

4. Feedback & planning

4.22

6. Digital content creation

4.22

6. Digital communication & collaboration

4.17

2. Selecting digital resources

4.17

5. Actively engaging learners

4.17

1. Organisational communication

4.17

5. Differentiation and personalisation

4.17

4. Assessment strategies

4.11

6. Responsible use

4.11

6. Facilitating learners’ information and media
literacy
2. Managing, protecting and sharing digital
resources

4.11
4.06

2. Creating & modifying digital resources

3.94

1

strongly
disagree

2
3
4
Average agreement
(n=18)

5
strongly
agree

Chart 30: Pilot 3, DigCompEdu, self-assessment per competency aspect
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6. INDUSTRY PARTNERS’ SURVEY
In the following, the responses of n = 2 ITELab industry partners are summarized to
enhance and add to the evaluation input by student teachers and teacher
educators. The third industry partner did not respond to the survey.

6.1 FEASIBILITY AND USEFULNESS
•

Both module and MOOC are applicable in ITE.

•

They are also widely transferable to inservice teaching.

•

An engagement with the MOOC is straight-forward.

•

The modules would benefit from further categorization.

•

The content was made more flexible [over the course of the project], which is
very useful for the ITE context.

•

The flexible use of the module frameworks proves their adaptability and
transferability of the materials: they are suitable for different institutions and
different program structures.

•

The module design relies on standard frameworks.

6.2 MOST IMPORTANT THINGS STUDENTS LEARN FROM THE ITELAB MATERIALS
•

The affordances of the various ICT tools and professional learning networks for
enhancing their pedagogy

•

Understanding the importance of digital skills development and appropriately
applying this to their practice

•

“Digital skills development doesn’t ever stop. Providing students with an
understanding of this and also the breadth of resources available to them
through other programs, industry partners and education institutions is a key
understanding to allow them to develop their teaching practice as we head
into an ever more digital world with ever more digitally demanding systems,
students and system stakeholders”.

6.3 INTEGRATION OF INDUSTRY PARTNERS’ INPUT
Experiences in regard to the integration of the industry partners’ input into the codesign, development and testing of the ITELab modules and MOOC:
•

It was a good learning experience.

•

It was a complex environment to manage effectively and it was done quite
well.
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•

The modules would have benefited from more active involvement of all the
partners in the earlier stages of the co-design.

•

[We] inputted much material, design consultation and delivery partnership
across the modules particularly with module C.

•

The module development had very strong input from the industry partners
particularly in the second half of the project.

•

„Delivery by each of the partners about relevant content in the modules
provide the students with a broad perspective as to the tools available to them
but also the impact that technology can plan in general when the refine their
core digital skills. Providing students with these new experiences, embedded
into carefully designed modules (and the same for the MOOC) is a key output“.
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7 COURSE MODULE PILOTS 1, 2 AND 3 – SUMMARY
AND CONCLUSIONS
In the following, main findings from the three ITELab pilot studies of the course modules
are summarized and central conclusions drawn. For the evaluation of these
conclusions, it is important to note that the studies are subject to certain limitations.
Most centrally, the samples are quite small in accordance with the exploratory
orientation of the pilots. To validate the results, it would be beneficial to repeat the
studies with larger samples. Moreover, the evaluation was designed as a posttest-only
study. Hence, it is not possible to derive valid conclusions on the actual effects of the
intervention because it would take a proper experimental design including a control
group, which is beyond the scope of the project and evaluation focus. The reliance
on self-assessments is also subject to certain biases but at the same time offers valuable
insights into the subjective perceptions of the pilot participants.

7.1 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
Overall, the ITELab course modules reached a wide audience in the three pilots in 2018
and 2019. Table 6 summarizes the responses for each pilot and sample.
Table 6: Pilots 1,2 and 3, Participants per sample

Pilot Target Group
1

2
3

Method
Survey
Student teachers
Focus group
Industry partners
Survey
Teacher educators Focus group
Student teachers
Survey
Teacher educators Survey
Student teachers
Survey
Teacher educators Survey
Industry partners
Survey

No. of participants
16
11
1
9
83
20
18
14
2

The participant numbers are widely consistent with the approach of the ITELab project
to pilot-test materials with a smaller sample first and to extend the target group in pilots
2 and 3. It is important to note that these samples do not represent the total numbers
of module participants but only include these participants who 1) attended the
module either as student teacher or as teacher educator or contributed as industry
partner and 2) filled in the respective survey. Due to data protection concerns, the
samples were treated as separate samples without linking data sets e.g., from student
teachers in the survey and in the focus group, or from student teachers across several
pilots. Hence, it is most likely but not verifiable that persons participated in the
evaluation more than once and thus appear twice in these total numbers of
evaluation participants.
In total, learners from 16 countries participated in the evaluation, not only from Europe
but also from beyond. In all samples, there was a clear majority of female participants.
Student teachers from the fields of Kindergarten/primary school, secondary school
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and other school forms participated in the module, and the ratio of Bachelor’s degree
and Master’s degree students was rather balanced. This variety of countries, study
focus and level of study across the evaluation samples suggests a wide applicability
of the course module materials. While the composition of the samples does not allow
for conclusions on the success of piloting the materials, it does yet indicate that
teacher educators responsible for this variety of student teachers considered the
materials suitable for their contexts and voluntarily joined the piloting. This notion is
backed up by the industry partners’ survey, which also pointed towards a broad
applicability of the ITELab materials.

7.2 ICT AND ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
The self-assessed competence in using ICT for education of student teachers is quite
stable across all pilots with average scores of 3.6 in pilot 1, 3.4 in pilot 2, and 3.6 in pilot
3 on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high). It is relevant to consider these scores for the
interpretation of results because the overall positive assessment of the course modules
is based on and relevant for a sample of participants with medium high self-assessed
competence in using ICT for educational purposes. The results, especially with regards
to the evaluation of, e.g., difficulty and learning achievements, might look different for
a target group of beginners or experts.
Considering English language proficiency, student teachers self-assessed their score
as 3.6 in pilot 1, 3.4 in pilot 2 and 4.1 in pilot 3. Also in this case, it is important to note
that certain evaluation results might look different for a target group of English
language novices in case of participants taking the English version. Notably, there are
also translated versions of all three modules available in the three partner languages,
i.e., Italian, Norwegian and Portuguese.

7.3 MODULE IMPLEMENTATION
Teacher educators specified the ways in which they integrated the module
frameworks into their classes. A core conclusion from these data is that a flexible use
of the frameworks is a key requirement. Teacher educators either integrated them into
existing courses or as an additional offer, making participation obligatory in some
cases and leaving it voluntary in others. Also, the handbook was treated in various
ways with some teacher educators sticking to it closely, others adopting it to a certain
degree and others only following it to a small extent. Apparently, the ways in which
teacher educators prefer to ingrate the materials are heterogeneous and depend on
a network of external or local factors beyond the materials.
The requirement of flexibility was identified in the ITELab project after pilot 1 already
and responded to by the redesign of the module materials for pilots 2 and 3 as open
and flexible frameworks that explicitly invite adoption and flexible uses. The evaluation
data from pilots 2 and 3 show that this development corresponds to the needs of
teacher educators and increases the applicability and feasibility of the materials.
A glance at the problems and barriers in the implementation reveals acceptance on
the side of the students as the most frequently mentioned problem in pilots 2 and 3.
This problem might be linked to the participation being obligatory at times. Overall, a
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number of problems mentioned can be summarized as outer influences that may
hinder the delivery of the modules but are not linked to the materials directly, as in
case of timing problems or a lack of suitable courses of preservice teachers.

7.4 MODULE ASSESSMENT
Overall, the items used to learn more about the participants’ assessment of the MOOC
reveal satisfaction and success to a large extent. Its difficulty was assessed as
balanced throughout all pilots: on a scale from 1 (very easy) to 5 (very difficult), student
teachers rated it as 2.8 in pilot 1, as 3.1 in pilot 2 and as 2.7 in pilot 3; teacher educators
rated it as 3.0 in pilot 2 and as 2.7 in pilot 3. Hence, the difficulty is consistently assessed
as balanced.
The survey section on the module assessment also included a number of items on the
transferability and European applicability of the course, on user satisfaction, on its
compliance with expectations and on its quality. These items were rated on a scale
from 1 (low) to 5 (high). Remarkably, all items in this section received positive ratings in
all three pilots, confirming that most of the study participants acknowledged the
quality, transferability and applicability of the course modules. This finding is relevant
for the first research question regarding the feasibility and applicability of the materials.
Scores that stand out are related to the two aspects of clear identification of learning
objectives and of a clear and traceable structure, both of which were rated with an
average score of only 3.3 in pilot 1 and thus received the lowest scores of all aspects
in this category. However, both of these scores increased over pilots 2 and 3: student
teachers rated the clear identification of learning objectives as 3.51 in pilot 2 and as
4.06 in pilot 3. Moreover, they rated the clear and traceable structure as 3.67 in pilot 2
and as 3.83 in pilot 3. Thus, these two exemplary aspects suggest that there was an
improvement from pilot to pilot and that the evaluation feedback was considered and
responded to in the development and improvement of materials.
The survey further investigated participants’ ratings of the usefulness of specific course
features on a scale from 1 (not useful) to 5 (very useful). These data reveal quite a
heterogeneity and show that certain features were received differently from pilot to
pilot. For example, student teachers rated the feature “IRIS Connect video platform”
with a score of 2.47 in pilot 2 but the rephrased aspect “Video reflection by student
teachers (using IRIS connect, or other platform” with 4.07 in pilot 3. Also, “eTwinning
activities” received the highest student teacher rating in pilot 2 with 4.38 but the third
lowest score in pilot 3 with 3.57. “Twitter activities” on the other hand constantly
received low scores. Overall, it can be concluded that the rating of course features is
heterogeneous from pilot to pilot. Most likely, further factors can be expected to have
influenced the ratings, such as the heterogeneous ways of implementing the module
frameworks.

7.5 LEARNING ACHIEVEMENTS
Learning achievements were assessed by means of the TET-Sat in pilot 1 (cf. D5.2) and
by the DigCompEdu framework in pilots 2 and 3.
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Notably, the evaluation procedure relies on the self-assessment of student teachers
and does not allow for valid conclusions on actual learning achievements but suggests
the extent to which DigCompEdu competencies were perceived as addressed by the
course modules.
Against this background, there are two main conclusions emanating from the
evaluation of learning achievements in pilots 2 and 3. The first conclusion is that the
ratings in pilot 3, ranging from 3.94 to 4.44, are constantly higher than those in pilot 2,
ranging from 3.81 to 4.11. Second, there is a low variation between the competencies.
Therefore, it does not make sense to highlight the competencies with highest or lowest
scores because the deviation is very small. Overall, the data suggest that student
teachers agreed that all DigCompEdu competencies were addressed by the course
modules, with only little variation in the average scores. In accordance with this, the
industry partners indicated in their survey that digital skills are among the central
learning achievements of the ITELab course modules.

7.6 ADVICE FOR FURTHER DEVELOPMENT / USE BASED ON THESE FINDINGS
Overall, the evaluation results lead to the conclusion that the course modules are
applicable and usable for further implementations across various countries. As
described above, flexibility is a key characteristic in this context: it has become
obvious that different institutions and individual teacher educators bring along
heterogeneous requirements and preferences for implementing the modules, a
circumstance that is acknowledged in the flexible and adaptable nature of the course
modules as open frameworks to choose contents from.
The evaluation results also point out certain limitations for the applicability of the
modules. A major challenge in this context are institutional frame conditions. Due to
the heterogeneity of institutions and of national and local conditions, the
circumstances for trying out innovative approaches and for piloting additional
materials are restricted in some places. This conclusion supports the overall ITELab
approach of combining different formats of offers: course modules and a MOOC were
developed to cater for different needs. Such a variety in formats has been found useful
to achieve a wider uptake and to reach also these institutions with limited capacity to
change or amend in-class contents.
Furthermore, the evaluation results suggest ideas for further development and research
evolving from the ITELab project. Centrally, teacher educators have been identified
as an important but sometimes less focused-on stakeholder in the advancement of
student teachers’ digital pedagogical competencies. The course modules offer input
and inspiration for teacher educators’ implementing the respective contents into their
initial teacher education programs. The sample of teacher educators participating in
the evaluation indicated being quite competent in using ICT in teaching and learning.
Being a self-selecting sample, the teacher educators may not represent a realistic
average of European teacher educators with regards to digital competencies.
Hence, it remains a challenge for future research to work on the needs and
preferences of teacher educators for own digital pedagogical competencies and for
their professional practice of advancing these competencies with student teachers.
This challenge has been addressed in the ITELab project as part of WP2 (cf. the reports
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“Defining competences for teacher educators” and “Development of key
competences for teacher educators”) but will benefit from further research.
A second idea for further development refers to the role of student teachers who, in
the ITELab project, have been shown to be important stakeholders in their own
advancement of digital pedagogical competencies. The evaluation data show that,
according to teacher educators, student teachers were sometimes hesitant to accept
the new modules despite their perceived value. To facilitate the student teachers’
engagement and to support the acceptance of the materials, the student teachers
were frequently involved in the evaluation and in the course module development
(cf. D2.4, i.e., the report on student teacher voices) over the project. Also for future
developments and approaches, it appears valuable to strengthen the stakeholder
role of student teachers in support of their active acquisition of digital pedagogical
competencies.

8 APPENDIX: PILOT 2 AND 3 QUESTIONNAIRES

PILOT 2: MODULE A, STUDENT TEACHERS’ SURVEY
Networked Teacher – Teaching in the 21st century course (ITELab, EUN Academy)
Post-Course Evaluation Survey
Dear student teachers,
Thank you for your participation in the Networked Teacher – Teaching in the 21st century course,
offered by ITELab project, on the EUN Academy platform.
This course is part of a project which will be evaluated by the University of Würzburg, to assess its
success and to identify potential for improvement. There are two online questionnaires within the
course: one at the start of the course, to help understand who you are; and one at the end for your
feedback and to support your own reflections. For reasons of anonymity, the demographic questions
will be repeated in both questionnaires, because we cannot link data from the two surveys.
Your answers are a central resource for this evaluation and of great value for this project. There are
no right or wrong answers. Please fill in all questions honestly and completely to ensure a
comprehensive and significant evaluation.
The questionnaire is entirely anonymous. We assure you that your data will be treated in the strictest
confidence. It will only be viewed by personnel working on this project and the EUN Academy. It will
not be forwarded to third parties, and will be used solely for research and evaluation purposes.
Many thanks in advance for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
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Question
1. In which country are you
studying/teaching?
2. You are:

Type of
Question
Dropdown
Menu
Dropdown
Menu

3. How old are you?

Single Choice

4. What is your gender?

Single Choice

5. What is your field of study? (Tick all
that apply)

Multiple Choice

6. What is your current level of study?

Single Choice

7. On a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high),
Single Choice
how do you rate your own competence
in using ICT in teaching and learning?
8. On a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high),
how do you rate your own English
language proficiency?

Single Choice

9. Have you ever taken a MOOC before?

Single choice

10. On a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high), please
rate your understanding of the
following topics:

Matrix

Answers
¨ All European Countries plus
‘Outside Europe’
¨ Student teacher (teacher-intraining)
¨ Trainer in a Teacher Training
Institute
¨ Other, please specify below
(+open box)
¨ Under 20
¨ Between 21 and 25
¨ Between 26 and 30
¨ Between 31 and 35
¨ Between 36 and 45
¨ Between 46 and 55
¨ Over 55
¨ Female
¨ Male
¨ Other / prefer not to say
¨ Kindergarten/pre-primary /
primary school
¨ Secondary school
¨ Other: please indicate:
¨ Non-degree study
¨ Bachelor / undergraduate
degree
¨ Master / graduate degree
¨ Studies completed / inservice teacher
¨ 1 (low)
¨ 2
¨ 3
¨ 4
¨ 5 (high)
¨ 1 (low)
¨ 2
¨ 3
¨ 4
¨ 5 (high)
¨ Yes, more than 10
¨ Yes, 4 – 10
¨ Yes, 1 – 3
¨ No
¨ How MOOCs work
¨ 21st century education
¨ Professional development
¨ Lifelong learning
¨ Using Twitter for teaching
and professional networking
¨ Personal learning networks
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¨ The concept of Active
Learning
¨ Collaborative learning
¨ Practical competences in
using ICT in the classroom
¨ Using technology for
inclusive learning
¨ Tools and apps for use in
class
¨ Active spaces for learning /
classroom set-ups
¨ eSafety, risks and safe and
responsible behaviour
¨ Online curation of digital
learning resources
¨ Copyright issues and
permissions to use/adapt
resources
¨ Peer reviewing
11. How would you rate the overall value of the course?

12. Please rate each of these course features:
• Structure of the course (e.g., sequencing of the topics)
• Course and module introduction pages
• Live events (eg webinars, TEACHMEET)
• Practical activities
• Explanatory videos
• Padlets for peer contributions, ideas and resources
• Being in a community of people like me
• Peer reviewing each others’ contributions
• Further reading section
• Course badges and certification
• FAQ section
• Forums
13. On average, how much time did you spend per unit?

14. How would you rate the difficulty of the MOOC?

15. To what extent do you agree with the following
statements on the MOOC?

¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

1 (Poor)
2
3
4
5 (Excellent)
1 (Poor)
2
3
4
5 (Excellent)
Not applicable

¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

More than 5 hrs
4-5 hrs
3-4 hrs
2-3 hrs
1-2 hrs
Less than 1 hr
Very easy
Easy
Balanced
Difficult
Very difficult
Strongly agree
Agree
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•

The MOOC was useful for my future career as a
teacher
• This MOOC is applicable for any European preservice
teacher
• The quality of the MOOC met my expectations
• The content of the MOOC met my expectations
• The content could be accessed and understood
without prior knowledge, unless specified in the
course description
• The content was “culture-neutral”, i.e. it was
acceptable and understandable by people from
different cultural and national backgrounds
• I would recommend the course to a friend or
colleague
• I would participate in a similar type of course again
16. Did you experience problems that prevented you from
participating in some units / tasks? (Please tick all that
apply)

17. Did you complete the course?

¨
¨
¨
¨

Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Not applicable

¨ I have not experienced any
problems
¨ Language issues
¨ Technical issues
¨ Lack of information on
course organization
¨ Time issues
¨ Other, please specify:
¨ Yes
¨ No

IF NO:
what stage did you stop

17.a) At
the course?

Why did you not complete
(Please tick all that

17.b)
the course?
apply)

¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

In week 1
In week 2
In week 3
In week 4
I never planned on finishing the course
I was only interested in some of the modules
I did not have enough time
There were too many deadlines
The deadlines were confusing
The deadlines were too short
The course was too long
The course did not deliver what it advertised
The course content was not relevant for me
I did not like the online content delivery
without face to face contact
I experienced technical difficulties
I experienced language difficulties
The instructions given were unclear
The course content was too difficult
The course content was too easy
The videos were not engaging enough
The learning activities were too difficult
The learning activities were too easy
The course moderators did not respond quickly
enough/adequately to my questions
45

D5.4 Course Module Evaluation Report II

¨ There were not enough opportunities to
interact with fellow course participants
¨ The interaction with fellow course participants
(peer reviewing and exchange) did not work
out
¨ Other, please specify:
IF YES:
17.c)
What were the main reasons for your full
participation until the
very
end? (Please tick all that
apply)

¨ The certificate and digital badges
¨ The collaboration with other course
participants
¨ The engaging and useful activities
¨ The engaging and useful content
¨ The live events (e.g. webinar)
¨ The community spirit of the course (for
example participants helping each other)
¨ The support from the course moderators
¨ The clear structure and organisation of the
course
¨ The MOOC format of the course with online
content delivery and without face to face
contact
¨ The flexibility of my participation and
contributions
¨ Other, please specify:
18. Do you have any other comments? [open answer]
Privacy statement: survey data is collected from you by EUN via this online questionnaire you are requested to complete. The
data is entirely anonymised (no name/email/IP identifier). The data will only be used for research purposes to help develop
recommendations. The research will be carried out by ITELab partner, the University of Würzburg. The data will be sent to
them for analysis. Research data, i.e. data which does not contain any personal identifying data may be kept for a longer
period of 5 years. By completing the survey, you consent to the collection of the data.
ITELab (Initial Teacher Education Lab) is a Knowledge Alliance project between higher education institutions and industry to
foster innovation and knowledge exchange in initial teacher education (ITE). Project number: 575828-EPP-1-2016-1-BEEPPKA2-KA. It is co-funded under the European Commission’s Erasmus+ Programme from January 2017 to December
2019. The survey reflects the views only of the authors and the European Commission cannot be held responsible for any use
that may be made of the information.

PILOT 2: MODULE A, TEACHER EDUCATORS’ SURVEY

1. Introduction
Dear teacher educator,
Thank you for participating in, or reviewing/observing, the ITELab course module A: Teaching,
Learning and Professional Development in the Digital World.
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This module is part of a pilot project which will be evaluated to assess its success and impact. Your
answers in the following questionnaire are a central resource for this evaluation and of great value
for this project. There are no right or wrong answers. Please fill in all questions honestly and
completely to ensure a comprehensive and significant evaluation.
The questionnaire is entirely anonymous. We assure you that your data will be treated in the strictest
confidence. It will only be viewed by personnel working on this project, will not be forwarded to third
parties and will be used solely for research purposes.
If you have questions regarding this survey or the evaluation process, please contact a member of
the evaluation team: Jennifer.tiede@uni-wuerzburg.de

2. Your use of the ITELab module
Question
Did you actively make use of the ITELab
module A or parts* of it in your teaching? (*
includes use of module framework and/or
units, activities).
If you review/observe only, please select ‘no’.

Type of
Question
Single
choice

Answers
¨ Yes g proceed with Q 3-6
¨ No g proceed with Q 7

3. Your Pilot Study Students
Question
How many different groups of students did you
teach the module (or parts of) to?
In total, how many students did you teach the
module (or parts of) to?
What are your students’ fields of study?

What is the level of your students’ studies?

Open

Answers
NUMERICAL INPUT

Open

NUMERICAL INPUT

Multiple
choice
Multiple
choice

¨ Kindergarden / primary
school
¨ Secondary school
¨ other: please indicate:
¨ Bachelor / undergraduate
degree
¨ Master / post-graduate
degree
¨ Studies completed /
inservice teachers

4. Module implementation
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Please tick all parts of the module that you taught (completely or in parts).
Module A: Teaching, Learning, & Professional Development for Beginning Teachers
Unit 1: Being a beginning teacher in a digital world
¨ Teaching today (handbook wk 1)
¨ Extending the learning space (handbook wk 2)
¨ Technology and Social Media in Learning (handbook wk 3)
Unit 2: Widening the teaching and learning world
¨ Video for 21st century learning & teaching (handbook wks 4&5)
¨ Technology for international collaboration (handbook wk 6)
¨ Technology for in-school & inter-school collaboration (handbook wk 7)
¨ Personal & Professional Learning Networks (handbook wk 8)
Unit 3: Sharing the Gains and Formalising Module-Learning
¨ Drawing the Learning Together; sharing the gains (handbook wk 9)
¨ Drawing the Learning Together; module assessment (handbook wk 10)
Where did you integrate the
ITELab module?

Multiple
choice

To what extent did you follow
the module handbook?

Multiple
choice

¨ Into an existing course – voluntary for
students
¨ Into an existing course – obligatory for
students
¨ As an additional offer beyond existing
courses – voluntary for students
¨ As an additional offer beyond existing
courses – obligatory for students
¨ To a large extent: Did most of the handbook
as suggested
¨ To a medium extent: Picked some units
and/or activities
¨ To a small extent: Used the handbook as an
inspiration for own activities

Which problems did you encounter when teaching the module? (tick all that apply)
¨ Acceptance (on the side of the students)
¨ Acceptance (on the side of my institution)
¨ Accreditation
¨ Support
¨ I do generally not have enough time to try something new
¨ I did not have enough time for preparation
¨ The timing at the beginning of the year was not convenient for me
¨ I did not have a suitable course of preservice teachers right now
¨ We lack necessary technical equipment
¨ Language issues
¨ Other organizational issues
¨ The contents are not relevant for my students
¨ The module does not offer enough new input for me and my students
¨ I did not approve of the handbook
¨ The format is not applicable for my institution
¨ I did not have all the information I needed
¨ Other: please specify: [open]
¨ No problems worth mentioning
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5. Applicability, transferability, perceived usefulness
How would you rate the difficulty of the module for your students overall?

¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

Very easy
Easy
Balanced
Difficult
Very difficult

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
My students enjoyed the module.
I enjoyed teaching the module.
I would recommend the module to a colleague.
I would use the module or a similar module again.
The module met my expectations.
My students learned a lot in this module.
I found the contents relevant for future teachers.
My students learned things they will need in their future careers.
This module is applicable also for other European initial teacher
education programs.
It was easy to integrate the module into my teacher training course.

¨ Strongly agree
¨ Agree
¨ Neither agree nor
disagree
¨ Disagree
¨ Strongly disagree

Please rate the usefulness of the following elements for your students’ future careers as teachers.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

¨ Very useful
¨ Useful
¨ Moderately
useful
¨ Slightly
useful
¨ Not useful
¨ Not
applicable

the module demonstration pieces, e.g., group presentations
Padlet activities
SoundCloud activities
Twitter activities
Podcast activities
shared lesson observations
creating a promotional video
running a short-term project at your school
the assessment activity, e.g. portfolio
the live to air-sessions
the student hub
challenge questions

6. Demographic Data
Question
How old are you?
What is your gender?

Type of
Question
dropdown
Single
Choice

Answers

¨ Female
¨ Male
¨ other
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In which country do you live?
What is your level of expertise in using ICT in
teacher education?

What is your level of English language
proficiency?

Would you like to add anything?

Dropdown All European countries + outside
Menu
Europe: please specify: ________
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor

[Open]

Thank you very much for your participation!

_____________________________________
If “no” in Q2:

7. Interested persons & observers
Thank you for your interest in this pilot although you were unable to make use of the module!
Please help us understand why you decided not to pilot the ITELab materials in your institution by
choosing the reasons behind your decision. (tick all that apply)
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

I am not in a position to teach preservice teachers
My institution did not allow it
Our curricula do not allow for such additions
I do generally not have enough time to try something new
I did not have enough time for preparation
The timing at the beginning of the year was not convenient for me
I did not have a suitable course of preservice teachers right now
We lack necessary technical equipment
Language issues
Other organizational issues
The contents are not relevant for my students
The contents were too difficult
The contents were too easy
The module does not offer enough new input for me and my students
I did not approve of the handbook
The format is not applicable for my institution
I did not have all the information I needed
I did not see a reason to engage actively
I expected too much effort for too little outcome
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¨ I wanted to observe this pilot first before deciding for a later engagement
¨ Other reasons: please specify: [open]
What could be helpful for you to engage with the materials at a later point? [open]
Anything else you would like to add? [open]

8. Demographic data
Question
How old are you?
What is your gender?
In which country do you live?
What is your level of expertise in using ICT in
teacher education?

What is your level of English language
proficiency?

Type of
Question
dropdown
Single
Choice

Answers

¨ Female
¨ Male
¨ other
Dropdown All European countries + outside
Menu
Europe: please specify: ________
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor

Thank you very much for your participation!

PILOT 3: STUDENT TEACHERS’ QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Introduction
Dear student teachers,
Your teacher educator (TE) has been using some ITELab materials that have been co-designed and
tested with universities across Europe. Thank you for your participation.
The materials you have followed are part of modules that have been co-designed by ITELab
university and industry partners to support the development of digital pedagogical skills of future
teachers (primary and secondary) providing content ideas for universities to adapt and use in their
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existing curriculum and/or the creation of new courses. This process has resulted in flexible module
frameworks, that your TE will have adapted and used, selecting ITELab materials to fit within your
local university setting and context.
As part of the testing of these modules, this evaluation survey is designed to get your feedback to
help us assess the success and impact of the module frameworks and materials.
Please answer this survey, based on your overall experience of these ITELab modules (materials,
ideas and practical activities).
Your answers in the following questionnaire are a central resource for this evaluation and of great
value for this project. There are no right or wrong answers. Please fill in all questions honestly and
completely to ensure a comprehensive and significant evaluation.
The questionnaire is entirely anonymous. We assure you that your data will be treated in the strictest
confidence. It will only be viewed by personnel working on this project, will not be forwarded to third
parties and will be used solely for research purposes.
If you have questions regarding this survey or the evaluation process, please contact a member of
the evaluation team: Jennifer.tiede@uni-wuerzburg.de

2. Demographic Data
Question
How old are you?
What is your gender?
In which country do you live?
What is your field of study?
What is the level of your studies?

What is your level of expertise in using ICT in
education?

What is your level of English language
proficiency?

Type of
Question
dropdown
Single
Choice

Answers

¨ Female
¨ Male
¨ other
Dropdown All European countries + outside
Menu
Europe: please specify: ________
Single
¨ Kindergarden / primary school
Choice
¨ Secondary school
¨ other: please indicate:
Single
¨ Bachelor / undergraduate
Choice
degree
¨ Master / post-graduate
degree
¨ Studies completed
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor
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Did you also participate in the ITELab MOOC,
“the networked teacher – teaching in the 21st
century”?

Single
choice

¨ Yes
¨ no

3. Applicability, transferability, perceived usefulness
Your Teacher Educator will have used either the whole module, or parts (e.g. a unit, activities) of a
module with you. Please answer the questions below based on your experiences.
Which of the three modules did your Multiple
¨ A: Teaching, Learning & Professional
Teacher Educator (TE) use with your
choice
Development for Beginning Teachers
class?
¨ B: Designing for Learning
¨ C: Working with Learners
¨ D: Combination of all of them
How would you rate the difficulty of the module/parts* of overall?
(* includes following a complete module(s), and/or some of units, and/or
some of activities, or combination).

¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

Very easy
Easy
Balanced
Difficult
Very difficult

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
I enjoyed the modules/parts of.
I would recommend the modules/parts of to a friend.
The modules met my expectations.
I learned a lot in these modules/parts of.
I found the modules/parts of helpful for my future career.
These modules/parts of are applicable for any European pre-service
teacher.
The modules/parts of integrated well into my teacher training course.
The learning objectives were clearly identified.
The structure was clear and traceable.

¨ Strongly Agree
¨ Agree
¨ Neither agree nor
disagree
¨ Disagree
¨ Strongly disagree

Please rate the usefulness of the following elements for your future career as a teacher. The list
covers the range of activities that are included in the module handbook. Rates only the ones that you
have used/experienced.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the module demonstration pieces, e.g., group presentations
introductory videos
Padlet activities
SoundCloud activities
Twitter activities
Podcast activities
FlipGrid activities
Blog activities
shared lesson observations
creating a promotional video
running a short-term project at your school

¨ Very useful
¨ Useful
¨ Moderately
useful
¨ Slightly
useful
¨ Not useful
¨ Not
applicable
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•
•
•
•
•
•

local assessment activity, e.g. creating a digital portfolio
challenge questions
Learning Scenarios and activities
Video reflection by student teachers (using IRIS Connect, or other
platform)
eTwinning Project Kits
Mentimeter activities

4. Learning Achievements
Finally, please self-assess your learning achievements with regards to your digital pedagogical
competencies. There are no right or wrong answers; we are interested in your honest assessment
and would like to know what you learned in the ITELab course.
To what extent do you agree with the following statements? [strongly agree / agree / neither agree
nor disagree / disagree / strongly disagree]
In this course, I learned to…

Professional
Engagement

Digital
Resources

Teaching
and
Learning

Assessment

Organisational
Communication
Professional
collaboration
Reflective practice
Digital Continuous
Professional
Development (CPD)
Selecting digital
resources
Creating & Modifying
digital resources
Managing, protecting
and sharing digital
resources
Teaching
Guidance
Collaborative
Learning
Self-regulated
Learning
Assessment
strategies
Analysing evidence

Use digital technologies for organisational communication with
learners, parents and third parties.
Use digital technologies to collaborate, share and exchange
knowledge and experiences.
Reflect on, assess and develop my own digital pedagogical practice.
Use digital sources and resources for continuous professional
development.
Identify, assess and select digital resources for teaching and
learning.
Modify and build on existing openly-licensed resources, and to
create new digital educational resources.
Organise digital content and make it available to others.
Protect sensitive digital content and respect privacy and copyright
rules.
Plan and use digital devices and resources in teaching. Experiment
with and develop pedagogical methods for instruction.
Use digital technologies to interact with learners and to offer
guidance and assistance.
Use digital technologies to foster and enhance learner collaboration.
Use digital technologies to enable learners to plan, monitor and
reflect on their own learning.
Use digital technologies for different assessment approaches.
Generate, analyse and interpret digital evidence on learner activity,
performance and progress.
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Feedback & planning
Empowering Accessibility &
Learners
inclusion
Differentiation and
personalisation
Actively engaging
learners
Facilitating
Learners’
Digital
Competence

Facilitating learners’
information and
media literacy
Digital
communication &
collaboration
Digital content
creation
Responsible use
Digital problem
solving

Use digital technologies to provide feedback to learners. To adapt
teaching strategies and to provide support, based on the evidence
generated.
Ensure accessibility to learning resources and activities, for all
learners, including those with special needs.
Use digital technologies to enable learners to advance at different
levels and speeds, and to follow individual learning pathways and
objectives.
Use digital technologies to support learners’ active and creative
engagement with a subject matter. To encourage hands-on
activities, scientific investigation or complex problem solving.
Offer learning activities which require learners to find, interpret and
critically evaluate digital information and resources.
Offer learning activities which require learners to use digital
technologies for communication.
Offer learning activities which require learners to
modify and create digital content in different formats.
Ensure learners’ physical, psychological and social wellbeing while
using digital technologies and to help them use digital technologies
safely and responsibly.
Offer activities which require learners to identify and solve technical
problems.

PILOT 3: TEACHER EDUCATORS’ SURVEY

1. Introduction
Dear teacher educator,
Thank you for participating in, or reviewing/observing, the ITELab in-class teaching course modules.
These modules are the result of a co-design process between ITELab universities and industry
partners to support the development of digital pedagogical skills of future teachers (primary and
secondary) providing content ideas for universities to adapt and use in their existing curriculum
and/or the creation of new courses. This process has resulted in three in-class, flexible module
framework handbooks to fit within your local university setting and context.
As part of the testing of these module frameworks, this evaluation survey is designed to get your
feedback to help us assess the success and impact of the module frameworks.
Please answer this survey, based on your overall experience from participating in, or reviewing/
observing, any one (or all) of the three module frameworks. You may have followed a complete
framework as described in the module handbooks, or taken parts of one framework and combined
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with another, or simply taken parts (e.g. unit, activities) and integrated the ideas into your teaching.
Whatever your approach, the survey questions are designed to capture your experience.
Your answers in the following questionnaire are a central resource for this evaluation and of great
value for this project. There are no right or wrong answers. Please fill in all questions honestly and
completely to ensure a comprehensive and significant evaluation.
The questionnaire is entirely anonymous. We assure you that your data will be treated in the strictest
confidence. It will only be viewed by personnel working on this project, will not be forwarded to third
parties and will be used solely for research purposes.
If you have questions regarding this survey or the evaluation process, please contact a member of
the evaluation team: Jennifer.tiede@uni-wuerzburg.de

2. Your use of the ITELab module framework handbooks (modules)
Question
Did you actively make use of the ITELab
modules or any parts* of it in your teaching?
(* includes use of module as a framework,
and/or some of units, and/or some of
activities).
If you reviewed/observed only, please select
‘no’.

Type of
Question
Single
choice

Answers
¨ Yes g proceed with Q 3-6
¨ No g proceed with Q 7

3. Your Pilot Study Students
Question
Which of the three modules did you
use/review?

How many different groups of students
did you use the modules (or parts of)
with?
In total, how many students did you
use the modules (or parts of) with?
What are your students’ fields of
study?

Open

Answers
¨ A: Teaching, Learning & Professional
Development for Beginning Teachers
¨ B: Designing for Learning
¨ C: Working with Learners
¨ D: Combination of all of them
NUMERICAL INPUT

Open

NUMERICAL INPUT

What is the level of your students’
studies?

Multiple
choice

Multiple
choice

Multiple
choice

¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

Kindergarden / primary school
Secondary school
other: please indicate:
Bachelor / undergraduate degree
Master / post-graduate degree
Studies completed / inservice
teachers
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4. Module implementation
Where did you use or integrate
the ITELab modules (or part of)?

Multiple
choice

To what extent did you follow
the module handbooks?

Multiple
choice

¨ Into an existing course – voluntary for
students
¨ Into an existing course – obligatory for
students
¨ As an additional offer beyond existing
courses – voluntary for students
¨ As an additional offer beyond existing
courses – obligatory for students
¨ To a large extent: Did most of the handbook
as suggested
¨ To a medium extent: Picked some units
and/or activities
¨ To a small extent: Used the handbook as an
inspiration for own activities

Which problems did you encounter when teaching the module (or part of)? (tick all that apply)
¨ Acceptance (on the side of the students)
¨ Acceptance (on the side of my institution)
¨ Accreditation
¨ Support
¨ I do generally not have enough time to try something new
¨ I did not have enough time for preparation
¨ The timing at the beginning of the year was not convenient for me
¨ I did not have a suitable course of preservice teachers right now
¨ We lack necessary technical equipment
¨ Language issues
¨ Other organizational issues
¨ The contents are not relevant for my students
¨ The module does not offer enough new input for me and my students
¨ I did not approve of the handbooks
¨ The format is not applicable for my institution
¨ I did not have all the information I needed
¨ Other: please specify: [open]
¨ No problems worth mentioning

5. Applicability, transferability, perceived usefulness
How would you rate the difficulty of the modules (or parts of) for your
students overall?

¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

Very easy
Easy
Balanced
Difficult
Very difficult
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
My students enjoyed the modules/parts of.
I enjoyed teaching the modules/parts of .
I would recommend the modules/parts of to a colleague.
I would use these modules/parts of or similar modules again.
The modules/parts of met my expectations.
My students learned a lot in these modules/parts of.
I found the contents relevant for future teachers.
My students learned things they will need in their future careers.
These modules/parts of are applicable also for other European initial
teacher education programs.
It was easy to integrate the modules/parts of into my teacher training
course.

¨ Strongly agree
¨ Agree
¨ Neither agree nor
disagree
¨ Disagree
¨ Strongly disagree

Please rate the usefulness of the following elements for your students’ future careers as teachers. The
list covers the range of the different activities that are included in the module handbooks. Rate only
the ones that you have used.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

module demonstration pieces, e.g., group presentations
introductory videos
Padlet activities
SoundCloud activities
Twitter activities
Podcast activities
FlipGrid activities
Blog activities
shared lesson observations
creating a promotional video
running a short-term project at your school
local assessment activity, e.g. creating a digital portfolio
challenge questions
Learning Scenarios and activities
Video reflection by student teachers (using IRIS Connect, or other
platform)
eTwinning Project Kits
Mentimeter activities

¨ Very useful
¨ Useful
¨ Moderately
useful
¨ Slightly
useful
¨ Not useful
¨ Not
applicable

6. Demographic Data
Question
How old are you?
What is your gender?

Type of
Question
dropdown
Single
Choice

Answers

¨ Female
¨ Male
¨ other
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In which country do you live?
What is your level of expertise in using ICT in
teacher education?

What is your level of English language
proficiency?

Would you like to add anything?

Dropdown All European countries + outside
Menu
Europe: please specify: ________
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor

[Open]

Thank you very much for your participation!

_____________________________________
If “no” in Q2:

7. Interested persons & observers
Thank you for your interest in this pilot although you were unable to make use of the module!
Please help us understand why you decided not to pilot the ITELab materials in your institution by
choosing the reasons behind your decision. (tick all that apply)
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨
¨

I am not in a position to teach preservice teachers
My institution did not allow it
Our curricula do not allow for such additions
I do generally not have enough time to try something new
I did not have enough time for preparation
The timing at the beginning of the year was not convenient for me
I did not have a suitable course of preservice teachers right now
We lack necessary technical equipment
Language issues
Other organizational issues
The contents are not relevant for my students
The contents were too difficult
The contents were too easy
The module does not offer enough new input for me and my students
I did not approve of the handbooks
The format is not applicable for my institution
I did not have all the information I needed
I did not see a reason to engage actively
I expected too much effort for too little outcome
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¨ I wanted to observe this pilot first before deciding for a later engagement
¨ Other reasons: please specify: [open]
What could be helpful for you to engage with the materials at a later point? [open]
Anything else you would like to add? [open]

8. Demographic data
Question
How old are you?
What is your gender?
In which country do you live?
What is your level of expertise in using ICT in
teacher education?

What is your level of English language
proficiency?

Type of
Question
dropdown
Single
Choice

Answers

¨ Female
¨ Male
¨ other
Dropdown All European countries + outside
Menu
Europe: please specify: ________
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor
Single
¨ Very good
Choice
¨ Good
¨ Acceptable
¨ Poor
¨ Very poor

Thank you very much for your participation!
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ITELab (Initial Teachers Education Lab) is a Knowledge Alliance
project between higher education institutions and industry to
foster innovation and knowledge exchange in initial teacher
education (ITE). Project number: 575828-EPP-1-2016-1-BEEPPKA2-KA. It is co-funded under the European Commission’s
Erasmus+ Programme from January 2017 to December 2019.
This publication was created with the financial support of the
Erasmus+ Programme of the European Union. This publication
reflects the views only of the authors and the European
Commission cannot be held responsible for any use that may
be made of the information contained herein.
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