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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents findings from pilot 1 of the ITELab project, conducted in 2018. It 

was the main goal of this pilot phase to test the materials developed, i.e. a module 

for implementation in initial teacher education classes all over Europe named 

“teaching, learning, and professional development in the digital world”, and a 

MOOC for preservice teachers about “the networked teacher – teaching in the 21st 

century”. 

The evaluation of this first pilot followed multiple objectives. Centrally, there are two 

research questions to be answered by the evaluation over the project, one about 

the feasibility and usefulness of materials and courses, and the second one about 

their pedagogical quality and effectiveness. While these aspects will be explored in 

greater depth in pilot 2, to be conducted on a larger scale in 2019, the first pilot 

followed the main purpose of contributing to the ongoing development of materials, 

and to identify potential for improvement. Hence, the samples were comparably 

small, and an emphasis was put on qualitative input to inform the iteration of the 

design. 

For the evaluation of the MOOC, which is the focus of this report, a mixed methods 

approach was applied, including a pre-test and a post-test (online questionnaires) 

for the student teachers participating in the MOOC (npre=130, npost=40), one focus 

group with student teachers participating in the MOOC (n=6), a focus group with 

teacher educators involved in the development and teaching of the ITELab 

materials (n=9), and an online survey for the industry partners of the project (n=1). 

Overall, the evaluation revealed several confirmative conclusions, based on the 

outlined evaluation objectives. With regards to the research questions, evidence was 

found of a good feasibility and usefulness of the MOOC; e.g., student teachers 

described its contents as relevant and useful. Also, there is data pointing to a 

perceived pedagogical quality and effectiveness of the MOOC; e.g., the preservice 

teachers in the focus group interviews described a range of knowledge aspects they 

gained, and of new things they learned in the MOOC. 

In terms of the aspired contribution to the development of the materials, the 

evaluation revealed a number of facets of the MOOC which deserve further 

attention, and suggestions could be derived which will inform the ongoing iterative 

development process, e.g. with regards to contents, accessibility and user 

friendliness of the MOOC, or language. 

Overall, the evaluation approach has proven applicable and appropriate. Based on 

the experiences made in pilot 1, there will be some minor adaptions for pilot 2 in 

2019, such as reformulated items and a better alignment of pre-test and post-test.  
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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 four 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 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 pilot in 2019, the invitation to participate will be open to all initial teacher 

training universities or ‘teaching schools’ in different countries. As an open online 

course, the MOOC has the potential to reach 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 

will 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.  

 

 

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: 
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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 two pilot phases to collect data. Methods include qualitative and 

quantitative surveys and focus group interviews.  

3.2 PILOT 1 MOOC EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

ITELab pilot phase 1, conducted in early 2018, served to pilot ITELab module A, 

“Teaching, Learning, & Professional Development in the Digital World”, and the 

MOOC “The Networked Teacher – Teaching in the 21st Century”. This report (D5.3) 

focusses on the evaluation of the MOOC. Information on the module can be found 

in deliverable D5.2.  

The pilot phase 1 in early 2018 was limited to the five partner universities and a 

sample of their student teachers. The piloting with this core partner group is reflected 

in the small number of overall responses. The evaluation of pilot 1 was primarily 

intended to contribute to the ongoing process of iterative improvement of materials 

in order to facilitate the creation of suitable resources for the main pilot in 2019. 

Hence, an overall emphasis was put on acquiring insights into the perceptions of 

participants in pilot 1, and to gather evidence of problems and potential 

improvements. The pilot phase 2 in 2019 will be open to any interested university and 

their student teachers. 

This deliverable D5.3 builds on and amends the internal report “ITELab pilot 1 

evaluation: preliminary results and recommendations” (cf. appendix A) which was 

distributed to the ITELab partners in June 18 to pass on recommendations for further 

improvement of module and MOOC at an early point, based on first findings from 

the evaluation. 

The evaluation methodology for the MOOC included the following instruments and 

participants:  

Table 1: Pilot 1 module evaluation 

Instrument Target Group 
Number of 

Participants 
Appendix  

Student teachers online 

questionnaire (pre-test) 

Student teachers / 

MOOC participants 
n = 130 B  
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Student teachers online 

questionnaire (post-test) 

Student teachers / 

MOOC participants 
n = 40 

Student teachers focus 

group 

Student teachers / 

MOOC participants 
n = 6 C 

Teacher educators focus 

group 

Teacher educators / 

MOOC facilitators 
n = 9 D 

Industry partners online 

questionnaire (post-test) 

Industry partners / 

MOOC contributors 
n = 1 E 

 

The student teachers online questionnaire included a pre-test and a post-test. Both 

surveys were implemented on the EUN Academy Platform which hosted the MOOC. 

Participation in the surveys was voluntary. Participants were asked to fill in the pre-test 

when registering and encouraged to answer the post-test after completion of the 

MOOC. The pre-test mainly served to gather information on the population of 

participants in terms of demographic data and prior knowledge in relevant fields. 

The post-test amended these data by a number of items to collect specific 

feedback on MOOC characteristics and features to achieve a comprehensive 

picture of aspects as defined by the research questions and of potential for 

improvement. Both pre- and post-test were based on EUN Academy drafts which 

had been used in former courses and were adapted and amended to match the 

ITELab context. 

While not specifically part of the evaluation process, as part of this first pilot phase 1, 

the lead developers of the student teacher MOOC added additional interim surveys 

as the end of each unit (section) to the MOOC to provide a more granular feedback 

to inform the next stage of development. The data from these additional interim 

surveys is also included for completeness in the sections that follow.   

The focus groups primarily served to gather evidence of the aspects as defined by 

the research questions, and to systematically identify potential for improvement of 

the materials developed. Their questioning routes were developed in accordance 

with related literature (cf. Krueger & Casey, 20151), following seven steps: 1) 

Brainstorming, 2) Sequencing the questions, 3) Phrasing the questions, 4) Estimating 

time for each question, 5) Getting feedback from others, 6) Revising the questions, 

and 7) Testing the questions (performed as an intense and iterated reflection and 

revision within the project team; pp. 60-71). 

                                                 

1 Krueger, R.A., & Casey, M.A. (2015). Focus Groups. A Practical Guide for Applied Research. Los 

Angeles, London, New Delhi, Singapore, Washington D.C.: Sage. 
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The focus groups were conducted in the face to face evaluation session in Brussels in 

June 2018. They were audio recorded, transcribed and analyzed by a deductive 

qualitative content analysis as suggested by Mayring (2015)2. There was one focus 

group with student teachers (n=6) for the MOOC and one comprising teacher 

educators (n=9) covering both the module and the MOOC at the same time. 

Finally, the industry partners online questionnaire was intended to gather additional 

qualitative feedback on the perception of module A and MOOC in terms of 

experiences made and potential for improvement. The industry project partners from 

IRIS Connect filled in this survey as the single respondent in pilot 1, which might be 

explained by their deep involvement in module A as opposed to the rather generic 

role of the other three industry partners, who did not fill in the survey. Based on the 

differing level of engagement in pilot 1, it was decided to focus on the input by IRIS 

and to include the other industry partners’ feedback in the main pilot in 2019. 

                                                 
2 Mayring, P. (2015). Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse. Grundlagen und Techniken. 12th ed. Weinheim & Basel: 

Beltz. 
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4 MOOC PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE3 

4.1 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

4.1.1 Number of responses and countries 

According to the EUN academy platform, n = 330 persons initially registered for the 

MOOC and n = 201 persons started the first module. N = 130 participants filled in the 

MOOC pre-test, which is about 65 % of these 201 active participants. 

The survey participants come from 16 countries. Portuguese participants clearly form 

the largest group (n = 60), amounting to 46 % of all respondents (cf. chart 1). 

Portugal

60

UK 13
Spain 11

Lithuania 10

France 6

Ireland 5

Italy 5

Greece 4

other 16

Participants per Country

 

Chart 1: MOOC participants per country 

 

 

                                                 
3 Cf. Appendix B 

• Target Group: Student teachers 

• Number of Participants: n=130 

• Priorities: 

o Information on the population of student teachers 

o Relevant prior knowledge 

o Expectations for the MOOC 
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4.1.2 Gender 

A majority of participants is female (cf. chart 2). 

Female

107

Male 22

Other / prefer 

not to say 1

Gender

 

Chart 2: MOOC participants’ gender 

4.1.3 Age 

The modal value, which describes the age class that has been selected most 

frequently, is “21-25” (cf. chart 3). 
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Chart 3: MOOC participants’ age 

4.1.4 Study biography 

Most of the participants (74%) are student teachers, which is consistent with the 

target group of the MOOC. Comments in «other» include teachers (5), student 

teachers (4), or university staff (3; cf. chart 4). 
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Chart 4: MOOC participants’ professional status 

In terms of study fields, most participants (54%) are from the field of Kindergarden / 

primary school studies. Comments in “other” include e.g. higher education (4; chart 

5). 

Kinder

-

garde

n/ …

Secon

dary 

45

Other

15

Field of Study

 

Chart 5: MOOC participants’ fields of study 

Most participants (58%) are currently studying a Master’s / graduate degree (chart 

6). 

Master

/ 

gradu

ate 75
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Non-

degre

e 5

Current level of study

 

Chart 6: MOOC participants’ study levels 
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When asked about participation in the ITELab face-to-face module, a clear majority 

of participants (n=121, i.e. 93 %) indicated that they have not participated in the 

ITELab module. However, it is noteworthy that 7 out of the 9 participants who ticked 

“yes” are from countries or institutions that are not project partner countries / 

institutes and thus did not offer the ITELab module at all. This applies to the following: 

• Portugal / School of Education of Polytechnic Institute of Setúbal, Portugal (4) 

• University of Évora, Portugal 

• France / Paul-Valéry University 

• Lithuania / Siauliai University 

These clearly ‘wrong’ answers lead to the conclusion that these data are not 

trustworthy, possibly due to unclear wording or misunderstandings, and need to be 

excluded from the analysis. 

4.2 RELEVANT PRIOR KNOWLEDGE 

On a scale from 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), participants rate their competence in 

using ICT in teaching and learning as x̅ = 3.6 on average (SD = 1.0; cf. chart 7). 
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Chart 7: MOOC participants, ICT competence 

 

On a scale from 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), participants rate their own English 

language proficiency as x̅ = 3.7 on average (SD = 1.0; cf. chart 8). 
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Chart 8: MOOC participants, English language proficiency 

 

Few participants have made experiences with MOOCs before. There are n = 91 

persons (70%) without any MOOC experience (cf. chart 9). 
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Chart 9: MOOC participants, MOOC experience 

 

The participants were asked to self-assess their understanding of core topics on a 

scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high) and rated as indicated in chart 10. On average, the 

participants self-assessed their understanding as comparably high in the fields of 

“learning collaboratively”, “professional development / lifelong learning” and “the 

concept of active learning”. The clearly lowest rating was received by the topic 

“using Twitter for teaching and professional networking”. 
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2,32

3,28

3,53

3,71

3,9

3,95

3,95

1 2 3 4 5

Using Twitter for teaching and professional

networking

Communities of practice

Peer reviewing

Online safety in school

The concept of active learning

Professional development / lifelong learning

Learning collaboratively

Number of participants

Understanding of core topics

 Chart 10: MOOC participants, understanding of core topics 

4.3 EXPECTATIONS 

The participants were asked for their expectations towards the MOOC. The open 

answers they provided have been grouped according to inductively derived 

categories as presented in chart 11. Many of the expectations expressed relate to 

the integration of ICT into teaching and learning, to media pedagogy, to new and 

modern ways of teaching and teaching methods, to collaborative aspects and to 

learning and expanding knowledge in general. 
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Chart 11: MOOC expectations 

4.4 SUMMARY 

Overall, the pre-test data suggest offer valuable insights into the group of pilot 1 

MOOC participants. Most significantly, they show that  

• Portuguese participants form the largest group in terms of country 

representations, 

• There is a clear majority of female participants, 

• 74 % of participants match the target group of pre-service teachers, 

• There are participants from primary and secondary field, and in their Bachelor 

and Master studies, 

• Participants mostly rate both their competence in using ICT in teaching and 

learning and their English language proficiency as above “acceptable”, 

• Participants are mostly inexperienced with MOOCs, 

• Participants self-assess their knowledge in using Twitter for teaching and 

professional networking as remarkably low, 
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• Many participants expect to learn about aspects like ICT integration, teaching 

methods, collaboration and to expand their knowledge in general. 
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5 MOOC POST-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE4 

 

 

5.1 RESPONSE RATE 

The MOOC post-test achieved a response rate of n=40, which is 31 % of the pre-test 

responses.  

5.2 RATING OF MOOC CHARACTERISTICS 

5.2.1 Overall MOOC rating 

On a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent), participants rated the MOOC as x̅ = 4.4 on 

average (SD = 0.7; cf. chart 12). 

                                                 
4 Cf. Appendix B 

• Target Group: Student teachers 

• Number of Participants: n=40 student teachers 

• Priorities: 

o Rating of MOOC characteristics and features 

o Open feedback 
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Chart 12: MOOC overall rating 

 

5.2.2 Average time per unit 

The modal value in terms of average time used per MOOC unit is 3-4 hours, which is 

as intended. There is quite a high variation, as values from “1-2 hours” to “>5 hours” 

were selected (cf. chart 13). 
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Chart 13: MOOC average time per unit 

 

5.2.3 MOOC difficulty 

On a scale from 1 (very easy) to 5 (very difficult), participants rated the MOOC 

difficulty as x̅ = 2.8 (SD = 0.7; cf. chart 14), which indicates a balanced perceived 

difficulty. 
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Chart 14: MOOC difficulty 

 

5.2.4 MOOC features 

The participants were asked to rate specific MOOC features on a scale from 1 (poor) 

to 5 (excellent). They gave best ratings for Padlet contributions, explanatory videos 

and practical activities and lowest ratings for live events, peer reviewing and forum 

(cf. chart 15). It should be noted that “lowest ratings” in this context are still ratings 

above 4, which means that all of the course features mentioned were perceived 

clearly positively and with little divergence. 
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4,18
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Forum

Peer-reviewing each other's…

Live events (e.g., webinars,…
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Further reading section

The Learning Diary

Being in a community of…

Structure of the course…

Course and module…

Practical activities

Explanatory videos

Padlets for peer…

Average rating

Rating of course features

 

Chart 15: Rating of MOOC features 

 

5.2.5 Statements on the MOOC 

The participants indicated their agreement with several statements on the MOOC on 

a scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5; cf. chart 16). In these 

statements, they highlighted a good perceived technical quality of materials and 

tools and confirmed that they would recommend the MOOC to a friend. The 

MOOC’s compliance with expectations, culture-neutrality and accessibility without 

prior knowledge received lower, but still positive values (cf. chart 16). 
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Chart 16: MOOC statements 

 

5.3 LEARNING OUTCOMES 

Participants indicated their agreement with learning outcomes on central MOOC 

topics on a scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5; cf. chart 17). With a 

range of 3.88 to 4.35, there is little divergence in the ratings of learning outcomes and 

all topics received clearly positive results. 



 
D5.3 MOOC Evaluation Report 1 

 
 

 

 
 23 

3,88

3,92

3,95

3,98

3,98

3,98

4,03

4,05

4,05

4,08

4,08

4,1

4,1

4,15

4,15

4,15

4,17

4,35

1 2 3 4 5

Curation and how it works

Collaboration with peers in…

Using Twitter for professional…

Risks and challenges in…

Sense of digital judgment

Integrating research…

Gaining maximum profit…

Connecting classrooms for…

Communities of practice

Attitude of innovation and …

A clearer idea of how…

Practical competences in…

How MOOCs work

Developing my own PLN

Sharing digital resources

Using tools and services…

Ideas and understanding in…

Importance of lifelong…

Average agreement

Statements on learning outcomes

 

Chart 17: MOOC learning outcomes 
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5.4 MOOC COMPLETION 

5.4.1 Problems with the MOOC 

Most participants indicated not to have experienced any problems (n=16). The most 

frequently mentioned problem relates to language issues (n=14; cf. chart 18). The 

four comments under “other” were: 

• “1. Initially, it has been a bit confusing to access to the determinant point to start the 

course, because it does not appear as a "public" course, like the rest of courses of 

EUN. The first week, some participants asked me how to access. I had experience on 
EUN platform, so trying it several times, I got it.  2. I think is my personal issue, but I felt a 

bit uncomfortable talking about personal feelings or opinions, and giving reasons from 

the first activities. It was nice, but I would do a previous warming activity more 
impersonal, to see others features, language level e.g, attitudes etc. Finally everything 

was great. But the initial warming contact must be considered very carefully in the 

cyberspace. Maybe, selecting a picture from country/town/school would be better 
than all the initial whys.” 

• “I started my internship 2 weeks ago, so I couldn't attend the TeachMeet, or be a 

Speaker. Because when the TeachMeet started, in Portugal was 3 pm.” 

• “I understood everything I was supposed to read, but writing took me much more time 

than if I was to write in my language.” 

• “Difficulty to understand which activities were not yet solved.” 
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Chart 18: MOOC problems 

 

5.4.2 Drop-outs 

Out of n=40 post-test participants, n=37 persons said they completed the course and 

n=3 said they did not.  
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• One person indicated having stopped shortly after the beginning. He or she 

gave the following reason: “I never planned on finishing the course”. This 

person selected “I did not experience any problems” in 4.4.1. 

• One person ticked “I completed the course” but still indicated having 

stopped in the middle because “the course was too long”. This person 

selected “time issues” in 4.4.1. 

• One person stopped near the end because he or she experienced language 

difficulties. This person selected “Lack of information on course organisation” 

in 4.4.1. 

• One person indicated not having completed the course, but gave no further 

details. This person selected “language issues” and “technical issues” in 4.4.1.  

 

5.4.3 Reasons for participation until the end 

Participants who completed the course were asked for the course features that 

motivated them to go on with the course until the end. The reasons which were 

mentioned most often were certificate and badges, flexibility, engaging and useful 

activities, and engaging and useful content. Structure and organisation of the 

MOOC, community spirit, moderator support and live events motivated less 

participants to complete the course (cf. chart 19). The participant how ticked 

“other” explained: “I am really interested in this kind of projects and courses. At the 

same time, I wanted to contribute in a professional way”. 
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Chart 19: Reasons for MOOC completion 

 

5.5 OPEN FEEDBACK 

5.5.1 Best liked MOOC aspects 

Participants were asked in a free text format to describe what they liked best about 

the MOOC. Table 2 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped according to 

inductively derived categories. 

Table 2: Best liked MOOC aspects 

Category Aspect 

Contents 

Modules 2 and 4 

Practical ideas 
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Tools / Resources 

Videos 

Activities 

Fun activities 

Twitter 

Diary 

Reflections 

Padlet 

Live events 

Webinars 

Teachmeet 

Collaboration 

Forums 

Facebook Group 

MOOC format 

Flexibility 

Motivation 

Structure and organization 

Language Improve English 

Unspecific everything 

 

5.5.2 Least liked MOOC aspects 

Participants were asked in an open format to describe what they liked least about 

the MOOC. Table 3 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped according to 

inductively derived categories. 

Table 3: Least liked MOOC aspects 

Category Aspect 

Contents Videos without subtitles 

Activities 

Having to create many accounts 

Twitter 
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Further reading tasks 

Padlet 

Lost track of completed activities 

Time required 

Live events 

No time for events 

Teachmeet 

Collaboration Interaction with other participants 

Assessment 

Unclear assessment process 

Stars 

Unspecific 

Everything 

Nothing 

 

5.5.3 Suggestions for improvement 

Participants were asked in an open format to suggest improvements for the MOOC. 

Table 4 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped according to inductively 

derived categories. 

Table 4: Suggestions for MOOC improvement 

Category Aspect 

Contents 

Improve unit 1 

Improve forums 

Tips or rules for Twitter, social media & curation 

Underline need for theoretical principles 

Activities 

Keep flexibility 

Keep fun activities 

Improve Mentimeter contributions 

Different star colours when activities are finished 
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U1-A2 Ranking: improve instructions 

More feedback at the end of week 

Live events Choose different timeframes 

Language 

Keep English language 

More languages 

 

 

There are two aspects which are particularly noteworthy about the open comments 

in 4.5.1 – 4.5.3. First, the live events are perceived ambiguously and turn up in all 

three categories (like most, like least, would like to see improved). They also received 

a comparably low overall rating (cf. chart 15). This might be connected to the 

different realizations across the partners: participation in the live events was not 

possible everywhere and there were significant difficulties with regards to scheduling 

and timing. It seems that if the live events worked and participants could attend it, 

they liked it, but the organizational constraints where significant. For further pilots, 

ways should be considered to enable more participants to take part in the live 

events.  

A second observation is that several critical comments and suggestions for 

improvement relate to tracking completed activities. Some participants were 

confused and found it difficult to keep track of things they have or have not yet 

completed. An improved version of the MOOC should offer the opportunity to keep 

track of completed activities transparently and easily. 

5.6 SUMMARY 

Overall, key conclusions from the post-test results are: 

• The MOOC received quite positive overall ratings, 

• The time needed for the MOOC was perceived as appropriate, 

• Its difficulty was considered balanced, 

• All course features in the survey received quite positive ratings (above 4 on a 

scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent)), 

• Participants overall agreed with learning outcomes in all relevant fields, 

• Significant problems which prevented participation were rare, but language 

issues were most frequently mentioned,  

• Certificates, flexibility and activities were the most frequently mentioned 

motivators for completing the MOOC. 

 



 
D5.3 MOOC Evaluation Report 1 

 
 

 

 
 30 

6 ADDITIONAL INTERIM SURVEYS 

 

At the end of each week the MOOC included a short interim survey, which was not 

organized by the evaluation team but directly by the MOOC production team. 

These interim surveys include data on: 1) rating of content and relevance, 2) rating 

of communication and way of learning, 3) best liked parts, elements etc., and 4) 

suggestions for improvement. The results are incorporated in the overall evaluation as 

presented in this paper. 

6.1 WEEK 1 

6.1.1 Participants 

This interim survey was filled in by n=143 participants. 

6.1.2 Rating of content and relevance 

Participants were asked to rate the content and its relevance on a scale from 1 (low) 

to 5 (high). The average rating was x̅ = 4.2 (SD = 0.9; cf. chart 20). 
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Chart 20: MOOC week 1: content and relevance 

• Target Group: Student teachers 

• Number of Participants: n=140-143 

• Priority: Feedback on each unit and their characteristics 
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Participants were asked to rate the communication and the way of learning in this 

unit on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high). The average rating was x̅ = 4.3 (SD = 0.8; cf. 

chart 21). 

0 5
18

50
70

0

20

40

60

80

1 -

low

2 3 4 5 -

high

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

p
a

rt
ic

ip
a

n
ts

Rating week 1: 

Communication and way of 

learning

 

Chart 21: MOOC week 1: communication and way of learning 

6.1.4 Best liked parts, tasks etc. 

Participants were asked in an open format to describe which parts, tasks etc. they 

liked best about week 1. Table 5 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped 

according to inductively derived categories. 

Table 5: MOOC week 1, aspects liked most 

Category Aspect 

Number of 

related 

comments 

Contents 
(Further) reading  11 

Videos  10 

Teaching profession 7 

1.2 Lifelong learning  8 

Personal learning networks 5 

Learn to use (new) media (tools) 4 

First part / 1.1 Great expectations 2 
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Information 2 

Practical information 1 

Presentations 1 

Types of learning 1 

2.4 1 

Activities 
Twitter / social media 39 

Learning diary 38 

Padlet 19 

Writing reflections (on texts / further reading) 12 

Doing an (video) introduction 8 

Merchandize activity 4 

Fun activity 2 

Sharing tasks 2 

The first three tasks 1 

Starred activities  1 

PLN wordcloud 1 

Creating accounts 1 

Activities (general) 1 

Live events 
Webinar 3 

Collaboration 
Learning about others’ opinions 8 

Interacting with other participants 5 

MOOC format 
Open and warm environment 1 

Unspecific 
Everything 4 

Funny and interesting parts 1 
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6.1.5 Suggestions for improvement 

Participants were asked in an open format to suggest improvements for the MOOC, 

week 1. Table 6 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped according to 

inductively derived categories. 

Table 6: MOOC week 1, suggestions for improvement 

Category Aspect 

Number of 

related 

comments 

Contents 

Less focus on Twitter, more overview of advantages of 

social media in general and other social media beyond 

Twitter 

7 

Examples / walk-through / more explanation / videos for 

new / difficult activities (e.g. Learning Journal) 

5 

More tools to use with students 2 

Less Twitter / social media 2 

Too many videos 2 

Other types of logbook 2 

More time to do the tasks 1 

Offer transcriptions or readings as an alternative to 

videos 

1 

More videos about ICT 1 

More research-based information in videos, especially 

in Great expectations and Lifelong learning 

1 

More personal reflections from teachers 1 

More working groups and platforms 1 

Some texts were a bit complicated 1 

Present articles in a more interesting way 1 

More videos 1 

Too basic 1 

Add pages about education to follow on Twitter 1 
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A chat for technical service / help 1 

It is too easy to skim over and learn nothing 1 

“I would split it in two units. One with all the reflections 

related to teaching. Give time to start creating a good 

Learning diary and a "learning community" in the mooc 

and then in the second unit I would focus on Twitter, 

write some tips... interaction... speak about some tips for 

a "professional account" like in one of the post you 

suggest: 

https://www.teachertoolkit.co.uk/2015/07/02/20-social-

media-tips-for-teachers-by-teachertoolkit/” 

1 

“the most involvement with the teaching and the 

students, to the better learning” 

1 

“I would like to learn more about other ways to develop 

professional training concretely and not only virtually. 

Indeed, if I am convinced one can learn a lot online, 

experiencing other teaching systems and methods is 

necessary to improve our teaching skills. Conferences, 

webinars etc are good tools but I wish we could be 

introduced to ways of finding internships or any other 

experience as a (student) teacher in schools outside our 

own country for example.” 

1 

Activities 

Transparent tracking of completed activities 6 

More interactive exercises/units 3 

Less reflections 3 

Journal is too long / too many entries 1 

Ranking activity never ends 1 

Option to follow at least one ITELab member, not all 1 

Reading more about the others’ experiences 1 

Too many activities 1 

Padlet entries should not be possible to copy 1 

Long reflections are a bit hard 1 

More questionnaires 1 
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Add games that could be used in class 1 

“As it was the first time I participated I think the unit is 

very interesting, however, it suggested that it was 

possible to make a scheme with the 5 main reasons why 

we chose this course.” 

1 

Sharing opinions on Padlet about the MOOC for 

everyone 

1 

Communication and creating a group on Facebook 1 

Live events Synchronous activities are hard to schedule 1 

Language English is difficult, but will be helpful 1 

No 

suggestions 
Nothing to improve 

30 

 

6.2 WEEK 2 

6.2.1 Participants 

This interim survey was filled in by n=140 participants. 

6.2.2 Rating of content and relevance 

Participants were asked to rate the content and its relevance on a scale from 1 (low) 

to 5 (high). The average rating was x̅ = 4.4 (SD = 0.7; cf. chart 22). 
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Chart 22: MOOC week 2: content and relevance 

6.2.3 Communication and way of learning 

Participants were asked to rate the communication and the way of learning in this 

unit on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high). The average rating was x̅ = 4.2 (SD = 0.9; cf. 

chart 23). 
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Chart 23: MOOC week 2: communication and way of learning 

6.2.4 Best liked parts, tasks etc. 

Participants were asked in an open format to describe which parts, tasks etc. they 

liked best about week 2. Table 7 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped 

according to inductively derived categories. 
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Table 7: MOOC week 2, aspects liked most 

Category Aspect 

Number of 

related 

comments 

Contents 
2.4 (Video about) digital footprint 21 

2.3 Classroom without walls 15 

2.2 Create, share and adept / licences and 

copyright 

14 

New links / resources and tools (for use in class) 7 

Videos 6 

Classroom setup / steelcase video 4 

Active learning 3 

Pictures 3 

How to create and adapt learning resources 1 

Information 1 

Video about 4 ideas for teaching 1 

Teaching methods and strategies 1 

2.6 Evaluation 1 

2.1 Teacher and classroom 1 

Connection with life as a teacher 1 

Activities 
Twitter 10 

Reflections 9 

Padlet 9 

Recreation of an image 6 

Sharing a teaching experience 6 

Task about creative commons 4 
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Fun activity 3 

Debate: BYOD 3 

Reading 2 

Writing about own’s own opinion 1 

Debate about tech in the classroom 1 

Tasks based on ethics questions 1 

Activities related to new technologies 1 

A2 Reflection on classroom setup 1 

2.3 task 1 

Task to find a page, link, or picture 1 

Using digital technologies 1 

Debates 1 

Expressing one’s opinion 1 

Writing about a situation in facebook with a 

student 

1 

Collaboration 
Sharing materials and ideas 10 

Exchanging with peers / commenting 5 

Learning about others’ experiences 2 

MOOC format 
Great moderators which make the course vivid 1 

Unspecific 
Everything 8 

 

6.2.5 Suggestions for improvement 

Participants were asked in an open format to suggest improvements for the MOOC, 

week 2. Table 8 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped according to 

inductively derived categories. 
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Table 8: MOOC week 2, suggestions for improvement 

Category Aspect 

Number of 

related 

comments 

Contents 
Reading about teachers’ experiences / teachers in 

practice could film or write about their classroom 

practice 

2 

More situation analysis 2 

Another social media platform than Twitter, e.g. 

facebook 

2 

Teacher and classroom: too commercial. There should 

be a focus on organizing a classroom with the resources 

at hand. 

1 

Create, share and adapt: underlining that you (and 

students) can create your own materials, pictures, … 

1 

Classroom without walls: “Quite weak in my oppinion. 

Maybe I would explain eTwinning and some examples 

of projects and reflections on future projects you would 

like to participate in with other schools of Europe and 

why. Another interesting point of view could be to 

underline the importance of the European dimension in 

a School, how to promote it and why. Also I link this title 

with Google Classroom or Moodle.” 

1 

Digital footprint: “I would add some legal issue. In Spain 

there is a Data Protection Low with some articles related 

to schools. There are some guides like this: 

http://www.tudecideseninternet.es/agpd1/images/guia

s/GuiaCentros/GuiaCentrosEducativos.pdf” 

1 

Footprint video was a bit complicated 1 

2.3 a bit too short 1 

2.4 Digital footprint is a bit obvious 1 

More information about digital footprint 1 

Transcripts for videos 1 

More information “what” to do instead of “why” 1 
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Being shown the easiest way to reach the goals 

described 

1 

“The first area was quite superfluous and years behind in 

its ideas, or certainly in the current system that I am 

training in. LOs have always been clear even when I 

was a pupil and this has not changed. Moreover a use 

of tech and multiple pedagogies has been prevalent 

for much of my educational career, where it has been 

affordable and maintained. Although some ideas have 

been expensive and ineffective. This video therefore 

should be updated to have more current movements 

reflected.” 

1 

The unit is quite extensive 1 

More information on internet security 1 

More focus on goals, less Twitter 1 

More videos 1 

More feedback 1 

More clarity in question phrasing 1 

More opportunities to share and collaborate 1 

Activities 
Overview of completed tasks 7 

Fewer reflections (reasons: time, language) 2 

Other types of logbooks 2 

More activities to engage participants in 2.3 1 

More simple tasks 1 

More fun activities 1 

Faster response tasks, e.g. quizzes 1 

More playful activities 1 

Padlet activity: more interaction / commenting and 

working with the others’ ideas instead of just adding 

own contributions 

1 

A1: specify a description or a picture about a classroom, 

instead of just referring to any classroom 

1 
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Add a drawing activity 1 

Participants feel forced to use Twitter although they do 

not like it, because the respective activity is worth two 

stars 

1 

Twitter: is stressful. Internal chats are preferred, because 

some participants do not like their opinions to be 

accessible outside the course. 

1 

Twitter is not used as much as some years ago anymore 1 

Padlet: add pictures related to students, communicate 

with students or parents via WhatsApp 

1 

Multiple variations of activities 1 

More information and tutorials on the picture adaption 

task, success criteria 

1 

Some tasks seem similar to each other 1 

Live events 
Timing: rather around 8-9 pm 1 

Timing: at the weekend 1 

Participation was not possible, which had negative 

effects. Little durability. 

1 

Scheduling made participation impossible for students 

who already work 

1 

MOOC 

structure 

More time 3 

Unlock one unit per day, to prevent that debates are 

over when participants want to participate later in the 

week 

1 

Forum instead of third party services for some activities 1 

No 

suggestions 

Nothing to improve 34 
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6.3 WEEK 3 

6.3.1 Participants 

This interim survey was filled in by n=141 participants. 

6.3.2 Rating of content and relevance 

Participants were asked to rate the content and its relevance on a scale from 1 (low) 

to 5 (high). The average rating was x̅ = 4.4 (SD = 0.8; cf. chart 24). 
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Chart 24: MOOC week 3: content and relevance 

6.3.3 Communication and way of learning 

Participants were asked to rate the communication and the way of learning in this 

unit on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high). The average rating was x̅ = 4.4 (SD = 0.8; cf. 

chart 25). 
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Chart 25: MOOC week 3: communication and way of learning 

6.3.4 Best liked parts, tasks etc. 

Participants were asked in an open format to describe which parts, tasks etc. they 

liked best about week 3. Table 9 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped 

according to inductively derived categories. 

 

Table 9: MOOC week 3, aspects liked most 

Category Aspect 

Number of 

related 

comments 

Contents 
Websites / resources / tools 14 

3.2 Learning in communities 14 

3.1 Curation 13 

Videos (also: videos exemplifying tasks) 10 

3.3 Reflection and peer review 5 

Video about a teacher and misbehaving 

students 

3 

3.4 Get a badge 2 

Canva 2  

Unit with videos and codes 2 
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Sharing different points of view about Learning 

in online communities and how the networks 

differ from the traditional classroom learning. 

1 

Reflecting on topics like indiscipline, 

technologies, student behaviour 

1 

Additional courses that can be taken 1 

Lesson blog 1 

Active learning 1 

Working with different platforms and programs 1 

Webinars that were uploaded for later 

consideration 

1 

Classroom and attitudes 1 

Activities 
Padlet 8 

Explore the MOOC scene 7 

Blendspace 7  

Creating an own badge 6 

Analysis of a teacher’s practice 6 

Fun activities 5 

Reflections 5 

Learning diary 5 

TeachMeet 5 

Virtual museum 4 

To MOOC or not to MOOC 4 

A lot of tasks / all tasks 2 

Creative tasks 2 

(Searching videos in) Microsoft Education 

courses 

2 

Pinterest 2 
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Tasks that have videos 1 

Speaking about more effective educational 

strategies 

1 

Reflecting on new resources, e.g. IRIS connect or 

Canva 

1 

Twitter 1 

Tasks about 3.3 1 

Share a course video 1 

Sway 1 

Evaluating a piece of artwork 1 

Express one’s own opinion 1 

Collecting short fun videos 1 

Peer instructions 1 

Collaboration 
Learning about the others’ opinions and 

experience on subjects like authority and 

position in the classroom 

4 

Connecting with other teachers 1 

Reflection with colleagues 1 

MOOC format 
Moderators are doing a good job 1 

Unspecific 
Everything 5 

 

 

6.3.5 Suggestions for improvement 

Participants were asked in an open format to suggest improvements for the MOOC, 

week 3. Table 10 lists the contributions, summarized and grouped according to 

inductively derived categories. 

Table 10: MOOC week 3, suggestions for improvement 

Category Aspect Number of 
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related 

comments 

Contents 
More videos (e.g., that exemplify situations) 3 

More relevance on classroom impact / more geared 

towards the classroom 

2 

Funny movies are inappropriate and should not be 

shown as an example 

1 

Subtitles for videos 1 

Add sequenced duties 1 

3.1 Curation: add example of a teacher or user 

curation; tips like “don’t share everything, be selective, 

add a short reflection, don’t share a link you haven’t 

checked, …”. 

1 

3.2: Add more course catalogues (e.g., eTwinning), ask 

students to add those available in their countries (e.g., 

Spain: Miriadax) 

1 

3.2. “I would give a tool (The ladder of feedback) for 

instance and give a situation in which you should 

evaluate a peer (The video of the overhelmed teacher 

could be a good scenario) and ask the student to write 

what would they say. It’d be richer to do a real pair 

review on one or the tasks of the course.” 

1 

More feedback / report about results in each unit 1 

More about “Get a badge” 1 

More websites 1 

Activities 
Overview of completed activities 10 

Padlet activity: more interaction / commenting and 

working with the others’ ideas instead of just adding 

own contributions (e.g., forcing this by red stars) 

2 

Less extensive tasks / too many tasks 2 

No need for tasks with various pictures 1 

Tasks too general 1 
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Minimum number of stars for doing an activity, 

additional stars for higher quality/interaction 

1 

More activities to introduce new useful sites 1 

Some questions (e.g., “add a personal comment”) are 

too vague and should be more specific 

1 

More group activities 1 

More quizzes 1 

More Padlet 1 

Too many Padlets 1 

“The Learning Diary is not very useful, if you have the 

option to do each activity in the Padlet of that activity. I 

would try to copy and collect my comments from all the 

Padlet to my Learning Diary.” 

1 

“I believe that some parts are left to the reflection of 

each individual without giving a particular path to 

follow.” 

1 

“I was a little overwhelmed with the multitude of sites we 

had to use. Most of the time I spent on these 

assignments was on learning what they are about. Even 

though it was hard for me, it was also useful because I 

now know how to use platforms I didn't even know 

about before.” 

1 

Live events 
Ask participants for times when they could attend live 

events 

1 

At a later time 1 

TeachMeet rather before the unit or as an own unit 1 

Audio problems in TeachMeet 1 

Consider time zones for timing 1 

Language 
Offer the course in different native languages (e.g., 

Italian) 

5 

No 

suggestions 

Nothing to improve 27 
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6.4 WEEKS 1-3: RATINGS IN COMPARISON 

Each week, participants were asked to rate 1) the content and its relevance and 2) 

communication and way of learning on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high). Charts 26 

and 27 summarize these ratings to give a comparative overview. 
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Chart 26: MOOC weeks 1-3: ratings content and relevance 
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Chart 27: MOOC weeks 1-3: ratings communication and way of learning 

6.5 SUMMARY 

The interim surveys presented in chapter 6 provide detail on a micro level on the 

participants’ perceptions of each unit. The core conclusions are: 

• The perceptions of all units are similar to each other: the most frequent rating 

for “content and relevance” was 5 out of 5 in each unit, and likewise, the 

most frequent rating for “communication and way of learning” was 5 out of 5 

in each unit.  

• All average ratings both of “content and relevance” and of “communication 

and way of learning” reached a value above 4 on a scale from 1 to 5, which 

shows that both aspects were perceived clearly positively by most 

participants. 

• The things liked most and least described by the MOOC participants are 

rather heterogenous and cover a range of aspects, e.g. the materials, 

methods or tools used. 0
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7 STUDENT TEACHERS’ AND TEACHER EDUCATORS’ 

FOCUS GROUPS5 

 

There was one focus group for student teachers with n=6 participants and a second 

focus group with n=9 teacher educators. The student teachers in the focus groups 

were selected by their module instructors. Their selection criteria were (1) 

participation in the MOOC or familiarity with the materials, and (2) sufficient English 

language level skills. The participation in the focus group was not linked to a 

participation in the questionnaires described above.  

The nine teacher educators in the study were all ITELab project partners, either from 

a partner university or from EUN, who were involved in the development of the 

materials and also in their implementation, e.g. as an instructor in class. 

While there were two separate focus groups, the results will be presented in a 

summarizing way in the following for reasons of conciseness. 

 

7.1 RESULTS ON FEASIBILITY AND USEFULNESS OF THE MODULE 

7.1.1 Feasibility 

It was confirmed in multiple statements both by student teachers and teacher 

educators that the MOOC is feasible, i.e. that it is applicable, easy to access, 

transferable and adequately realizable. 

The focus group participants offered the following reasons for the perceived 

feasibility of the MOOC: 

• The level of English is quite accessible 

• Flexibility and self-organization increase chances to participate. 

On the other hand, the following aspects were mentioned that can be interpreted to 

delimit the MOOC’s feasibility:  

                                                 
5 Cf. Appendices C and D for full questioning routes 

• Target Group: Student teachers and teacher educators 

• Number of Participants: n=6 student teachers, n=9 teacher educators 

• Priorities: 

o Evidence of aspects as defined by research questions 

o Identification of potential for improvement 
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• The English language might discourage students with lower English language 

proficiency and make it less accessible for them 

• Certain instruments like Twitter or social networks cannot be used for persons 

under 16. 

• Some things may not be applicable for less privileged schools / schools with 

poor technical equipment 

• The lack of a system to track completed activities seriously hinders the users’ 

positive experience 

• The new format might be intimidating for student teachers who are used to 

traditional teaching formats 

According to the focus group participants, the following aspects can increase 

feasibility: 

• Attending the MOOC together in a group increases accessibility 

• Giving official accreditation for participation gives the MOOC importance 

• Combination with local materials could enhance chances for official ECTS 

accreditation, although this would be easier for the module than for the 

MOOC 

• Teacher educators and universities should be supported in the targeted and 

appropriate promotion of the MOOC, to ensure that the broad transferability 

does not invite persons who are not the target group of the MOOC (i.e., in-

service teachers) to participate 

• Exchange and peer help among teacher educators is important for ensuring 

transferability and enabling also teacher educators beyond the project to 

participate.  

7.1.2 Usefulness 

Overall, student teachers and teacher educators agreed that the MOOC was useful. 

This is also due to the following perceptions: 

• The MOOC enhances the participants’ viewpoint and attitudes, which might 

have a positive long-term outcome 

• It gives participants a hands-on experience and tools to use practically 

• It offers a lot of tools and resources, which will proof useful or less useful in the 

future 

• It invites participants not only to get to know tools, but also to reflect on them 

• The comparison and collaboration with people from other countries is useful 

7.2 RESULTS ON KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION 

Overall, focus group participants confirmed that there has been an increase in 

knowledge acquisition through the MOOC. The following aspects were mentioned in 

this context: 

• Interaction and collaboration 

• Improving skills, knowledge, and competencies 

• Specific applications, resources and tools 
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• Enhanced knowledge about and confidence in using technology and 

software 

• Learning spaces and classroom design 

• New ways of integrating technology into the classroom 

• Ways to improve students’ learning 

• Ways to personalize learning 

• Exploring new things 

• Change in attitudes 

• Learning how to reflect on tools and software 

• Improving English language skills 

• Learning about copyright issues 

• Active Learning 

7.3 POTENTIAL FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The focus group participants identified a number of potential improvements of the 

MOOC, which are naturally linked closely to the delimitations of feasibility as 

mentioned in 6.1.1. The following ideas were mentioned: 

• Participants would appreciate more information about how to merge 

classroom design, technologies and pedagogy, and more pedagogy in 

general 

• More exchange and true collaboration throughout the course 

• An improved system for tracking completed activities, e.g. by stars which 

change the colour once the respective activity has been successfully 

completed 

• More content about the integration of technology into classrooms, not only 

about ways to use it 

• A clearer distinction between software to support the teacher and software to 

use with students 

• Including inclusive learning with technology 

• The further reading section was often missed and should be placed and 

integrated more effectively 

• More literature / evidence-based papers, potentially optional 

• Differentiation between different subject areas, e.g. arts or mathematics 

• A glossary for difficult words 

• Shortening the last unit 

• More integration of industry partners 

• Students could help promoting the MOOC 

• An ECTS accreditation would help for the promotion of the MOOC 

• More concrete examples of tools in practical use 

It is noteworthy that a potential translation of the MOOC into languages other than 

English was discussed quite controversially in the focus groups – an observation which 

corresponds to the questionnaire results. It seems that the English language 

discourages potential participants and restricts the target group. On the other hand, 

participants reported taking advantage of this language learning opportunity and 
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preferred to keep the MOOC in English language. There is therefore no consensus in 

this regard. 

7.4 SUMMARY 

The focus group interviews brought forward a number of conclusions in terms of the 

research questions and potential for improvement. Most centrally, the following core 

points can be summarized: 

• There was evidence of a perceived feasibility of the MOOC, e.g. because of 

its flexible format, 

• Many students agreed that the MOOC was useful, e.g. because students’ 

attitudes and viewpoints are affected and expanded, 

• Several quotations suggest a successful knowledge acquisition, e.g. because 

the MOOC participants experienced new ways of integrating digital media 

into the classroom, 

• There are a number of starting points for improvement of the MOOC, which 

the focus groups helped identify; e.g., student teachers suggested adding a 

glossary, specific contents or technical advancements. 
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8 INDUSTRY PARTNERS’ ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE6 

 

For the industry partners online questionnaire, we received one out of four possible 

responses. This response yielded the following results: 

• “The opportunity for student teachers to learn the benefits of informal learning 

and expanding their professional learning network” was liked most in the 

MOOC. 

• In terms of potential for improvement of the MOOC, it was suggested that “it 

would be good to integrate it more with the modules, although that’s 

challenging from practical perspectives”. 

• In terms of potential for improvement of the pilot procedures for pilot 2, it was 

advised “Taking on board the feedback from the participants in the initial pilot 

- addressing the challenges they have faced in implementing the module; 

providing more clear framing for the content we have included; pointing out 

the value proposition we offer”. 

• Concerning the University-ICT industry forum, it was remarked that “they are a 

good opportunity for knowledge sharing on a wider scale, from various 

stakeholders in pertinent topics. They are also a good networking 

opportunity”. 

While the industry partners questionnaire is limited in its scope and extent, it supports 

and amends the conclusions from the other elements of evaluation. There are 

overlaps, and it supports the evaluation approach which builds significantly on the 

participants’ feedback. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 Cf. Appendix E 

• Target Group: ITELab industry partners 

• Number of Participants: n=1 

• Priority: additional information on the perception of the MOOC 
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9 OVERALL CONCLUSIONS ON PILOT 1 EVALUATION 

As described in the beginning, the ITELab MOOC evaluation aims to answer two 

research questions, which are about feasibility and usefulness of the materials and 

courses, and about their pedagogical quality and effectiveness. Furthermore, it was 

the main goal of pilot 1 to identify potential for improvement of the materials and to 

facilitate and support the ongoing material development. Also, there are 

conclusions to be drawn regarding the evaluation process.  

Research questions 

1. Feasibility and usefulness of the materials and courses 

The ITELab pilot 1 evaluation reveals that the MOOC was experienced as feasible 

and useful in many regards. E.g., the participants gave quite good ratings for 

relevance each week (cf. chapter 6), and also, they described in the focus group 

that the contents will be useful in their future careers (cf. chapter 7.1). 

2. (Pedagogical) quality and effectiveness of the materials and courses 

According to the student teachers’ and teacher educators’ data in the study, the 

MOOC also had a positive impact on the student teachers’ perceived knowledge. 

Participants e.g. in the focus group described that they learned about collaboration, 

and new tools, and that they could improve their English language skills (cf. 7.2). 

Potential for improvement 

The evaluation revealed a number of aspects which can be improved in the 

materials for the upcoming pilot. Examples for such potential improvements relate 

e.g. to contents, language, materials, or subtitles (cf. 7.3). 

Evaluation approach 

Based on the results described , it can be concluded that the evaluation approach 

for the ITELab MOOC evaluation in pilot 1 was successful. The triangular methodology 

provided significant insights into the perceptions of the study participants and into 

the perceived effects and quality of the MOOC. It offers various starting points for 

improvements of contents in the following pilot. 

The instruments used for the MOOC evaluation in pilot 1 have proven applicable and 

will not require significant changes for pilot 2. However, two adaptions will be made, 

based on the experiences of pilot 1: 

1) MOOC pre-test and post-test will be better aligned, i.e. central questions will 

be repeated in both surveys to ensure comparability; and 

2) There will be no interim surveys, as these were only necessary for the iterative 

development of materials. 

3) The industry partner questionnaire did not achieve the desired response and 

will be challenged in its format and integration.  
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10 APPENDIX 

10.1 APPENDIX A: ITELAB PILOT 1 EVALUATION: PRELIMINARY RESULTS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS ( MOOC SECTIONS) 

In the following, the internal report of preliminary results and recommendations from 

pilot 1, published in June 2018, will be presented. The excerpt is limited to the results 

of the MOOC. The module contents are to be found in deliverable D5.2. 

 

ITELab Pilot 1 Evaluation   

Preliminary results and 

recommendations 
 

Scope of this document 

The following document presents first results and tendencies of the evaluation of 

ITELab pilot phase 1 in early 2018. It is a working document intended for internal use 

only and will be amended over the next months and replaced by a full evaluation 

report towards the end of 2018.  

The document comprises first results from the different evaluation methods (i.e., pre- 

and post-test (MOOC), post-test (module), and focus groups (MOOC & module)). 

Given the early stage of evaluation analysis, the current version of this document 

presents a subjective selection of highlights and subjective recommendations, which 

are hoped to contribute to the further development and improvement of MOOC 

and module already but may be subject to addition and change at later stages. 

This document frequently refers to the presentation of evaluation highlights which 

was presented at the Brussels workshop in June. Details on figures etc. can be found 

in this presentation and will not be repeated in detail here. 

 

10.1.1 MOOC 

Pre- and post-test 
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Difficulty and time needed: the post-test data were quite positive in this regard, and 

the data suggest that there should be no major changes in the difficulty and 

required time for the MOOC. 

Rating of course features: The rating from the posttest do not show a clear need for 

improvement processes, because all course features received quite good ratings (all 

above 4 on a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent)).  

Against the background of this limitation, the three features which received 

the lowest ratings were live events (x̅ = 4.31), peer reviews (x̅ = 4.28), and forum (x̅ = 

4.18). These three elements might deserve special attention for the next pilot. 

Statements on the course: on a scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), 

out of a given selection there were three statements which received a rating below 

4 (but above 3, so there is still a tendency of agreement with these statements). The 

statements are “The content of the course met my expectations” (x̅ = 3.95), “The 

content was ‘culture-neutral’” (x̅ = 3.95) and “The content could be accessed and 

understood without prior knowledge” (x̅ = 3.85). Possibly, there might be room for 

improvement in these aspects. 

Learning outcomes: on a scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), there 

were six statements which received a rating below 4 (but above 3, so there is still a 

tendency of agreement that participants had respective learning outcomes). These 

six learning outcomes with lowest agreement are: 

• Integrating research findings into classroom practice (x̅ = 3.98) 

• Sense of digital judgment (x̅ = 3.98) 

• Risks and challenges in using digital media (x̅ = 3.98) 

• Using Twitter for professional development (x̅ = 3.95) 

• Collaboration with peers in an online environment (x̅ = 3.92) 

• Curation and how it works (x̅ = 3.88). 

It might be worthwhile to think about improvements of the MOOC which entail 

increased learning outcomes in these aspects. 

 Things that participants liked most and least, and suggestions for improvement: 

• The evaluation headlines presentation offers an overview of things that 

participants liked most and least, and these should be fully considered for 

inspiration for things that could be retained or improved.  

• Some comments about these mindmaps: 

o The live events are perceived ambiguously and turn up in all three 

categories (like most, like least, would like to see improved). They also 

received a comparably low overall rating (see above). This might be 

connected to the different realizations across the partners (→ 

realization not possible everywhere, difficult timing). It seems that if the 

live events worked and participants could attend it, they liked it, but 

the organizational constraints where significant. For further pilots, ways 

should be considered to enable more participants to take part in the 

live events.  
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o Several suggestions for improvement relate to tracking completed 

activities. Some participants were confused and found it difficult to 

keep track of things they have or haven’t done yet. An improved 

version of the MOOC should offer the opportunity to keep track of 

completed activities transparently and easily. 

 

MOOC Focus Group: Central suggestions for improvement 

Collaboration: Student teachers would like to engage in collaboration more 

comprehensively. They felt that a real exchange only took place in the final 

contribution; before, they described that it was only about sharing own experiences 

(e.g. on Padlet), but without reacting to each other. They would like to exchange 

and get to know each other right from the start. Suggestions included introducing 

themselves at the beginning of the MOOC and fostering the exchange of 

experiences right from the start. 

Focus on technology vs. pedagogy:  

• Focus group participants criticized a strong focus on technology at the 

expense of pedagogy. They would like to not only get to know new tools but 

also to learn how to use them in class. They felt that a pedagogical 

perspective is missing and needs to be emphasized. 

• Participants described the three fields of technology, pedagogy, and 

classroom design. They felt that these three were separated and should be 

integrated. They would like to know how to combine and merge them in 

practice. 

Topics and contents: 

• Concerning the tools introduced in the MOOC, participants would appreciate 

a clearer distinction between tools that serve to help the teacher, e.g. for 

lesson planning, and tools which can be applied in the classroom. 

• In the context of missing pedagogical content, participants suggested 

including the topic of inclusion. 

• Some would have liked references to their subjects. They suggested tying the 

MOOC to a superordinate subject area like STEM or arts etc.  

• The “further reading” section should be improved. Some participants did not 

know it exists or how to use it, and its purpose was not clear. Some would 

appreciate more resources for optional reading. 

• Some participants would like to see more involvement of the industry partners. 

They expressed interest in their products and solutions and would like to have 

more inclusion of the industry partners into the MOOC. In this context, it was 

mentioned several times that the Steelcase content was quite popular and 

among the favourite contents of the whole course. 

• Generally, some participants had problems to take the things they learned in 

the MOOC into school because of lacking technical equipment. They would 

like to see more content which is realizable also in poorly equipped schools. 

• Overall, the timing of the units was perceived as very appropriate. Only the 

last unit seemed a bit long und could be shortened. 
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User-friendliness: The participants agreed that the MOOC is very easy to use and 

accessible. Only the beginning was described as difficult, e.g. creating an account 

or also a Twitter account. 

Feedback and stars: This seems like a “must-improve”. The student teachers very 

emotionally described that it took more time to keep track of their finished activities 

(e.g. by excel sheets that they created on their own) than actually doing the tasks. 

They would like to track the activities they finished transparently and automatically, 

and to receive feedback once they complete the requirements of a unit. 

English language: The English language was perceived as very clear, easy and 

accessible. Subtitles in videos were helpful. The focus group participants (all of them 

either Italian or Portuguese) consented that there should not be translated versions of 

the MOOC. They suggested a glossary for difficult words. However, they also 

admitted that some of their fellow students did not want to take the MOOC because 

of the English language, and that several students needed help with the language. 

The project consortium might need to discuss the plan of translated content in more 

depth. 

 

 

10.1.2 Module 

[…] 
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10.2 APPENDIX B: STUDENT TEACHERS ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE (PRE AND POST-TEST) 

10.2.1 Pretest 
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10.2.2 Post-test 
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10.3 APPENDIX C: STUDENT TEACHERS FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONING ROUTE 
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10.4 APPENDIX D: TEACHER EDUCATORS FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONING ROUTE 
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10.5 APPENDIX E: INDUSTRY PARTNERS ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Please select your company: SMART / Steelcase / Microsoft / IRIS 

What did you like most about the ITELab 

module A? 

[open answer] 

Where do you see potential for 

improvement of module A? 

[open answer] 

What did you like most about the ITELab 

MOOC? 

[open answer] 

Where do you see potential for 

improvement of the ITELab MOOC? 

[open answer] 

What experiences did you make in 

regard to the University-ICT industry 

Forum? 

[open answer] 

Based on your overall experiences with 

the first pilot, which ideas for 

improvement do you have for the pilots 

to come? (e.g. in relation to processes, 

communication, partners’ involvement, 

contents development, etc.) 

[open answer] 

Any final comments? [open answer] 
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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-BE-

EPPKA2-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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