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This document represents the final report of the external evaluation of the 

Neonatal Training in Europe Leonardo da Vinci project. This report will begin with 

a brief introduction to the project and its aims and objectives, an outline of the 

course format and underpinning pedagogical assumptions, an analysis of the 

project stakeholders and identified key evaluation issues. The evaluation 

methodology will be described, followed by presentation and discussion of the 

key findings. The report concludes with an analysis of the project against the 

stated aims and objectives along with some key recommendations for the future.  

The project consortium consisted of partners from six European countries and 

was lead by Southampton University Hospital NHS trust, Princess Anne Hospital 

in the UK. The project aimed to develop an online course for practitioners across 

Europe. It consisted of the development of six modules. Delivery was achieved 

via an online course in the Moodle, Virtual Learning Environment, however 

course materials were also made available via CD ROMs. Over one hundred 

participants initially enrolled on the course which ran from April 2005 – April 

2006. The course was facilitated by a project manager, the overall project 

coordinator/budget holder, module developers and module facilitators/tutors. The 

external evaluation was carried out by Professor Gráinne Conole (The Open 

University) and Dr. Maarten de Laat (University of Exeter) between April 2005 - 

July 2006.  The scope of the evaluation was agreed with the central project team 

and focused on a series of key evaluation questions concerning the learning 

materials developed by the project, the perceptions of the participants involved in 
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the programme, and analysis of how well the project had achieved its stated aims 

and objectives. Data were collected from the following sources; analysis of 

project documentation and module material, online questionnaires, observation 

and analysis of course discussion boards and chat sessions, analysis of 

participant usage of the online environment and discussions and interviews with 

project members.  

The main conclusion from the external evaluation was that the project had met its 

stated aims and objectives and that the project team had delivered a successful 

online course. On the whole, tutors and tutees engaged enthusiastically with the 

course materials, engagement with the communication mechanisms through the 

chat and discussion forums was more mixed. It was evident that participants 

enjoyed the course and found it valuable, with the most important element of the 

course consistently being cited as the opportunity the course afforded for the 

sharing of expertise and best practice with colleagues across Europe.  

Summary findings  

• The induction programme was viewed as important as it helped introduce the 

course to the participants and helped them to orientate themselves in the 

online environment. 

• Participants showed a good knowledge and use of both the asynchronous 

and synchronous discussion tools.  

• The central team were sensitive to the changing dynamics of the online 

course and adapted the presentation and structure of the course accordingly.  

• The project’s success can in part be attributed to the strong leadership 

provided by the central team. The development of a good set of course 

materials, a well structured and signposted website and a clear induction 

programme were particularly valuable. The central team also played an 
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important role in the project in terms of overall coordination, final editing and 

general quality assurance in the development and delivery of the course.  

• It was interesting to note the importance placed by participants on the use of 

chat to undertake and discuss tasks. Chat appeared to in some cases be 

used in preference to the discussion forums, providing participants with the 

opportunity to engage in real-time and focused discussion around particular 

topics.  

• A somewhat surprising finding was that participants also used the chat facility 

post-event; by downloaded and reading archived chat sessions. This 

represents a passive, individually focussed use of a tool, as opposed to the 

more traditional view of chat as an active, time-dependent, collaborative tool 

(Conole, 2006). 

• The Social Network Analysis and the Content Analysis of the discussion 

forums and the chat sessions indicate vibrant and engaging discussion 

amongst the participants with a high degree of focus on task. Groups are 

dynamic with inter-changeable roles between tutors and tutees in terms of 

focus on learning related or teaching related contributions.  

• The professional discourse of the groups is evident in the Content Analysis – 

with this shared repertoire of language acting as an important facilitator to aid 

communication and foster collaboration amongst the participants.  

• What is evident is that participants liked the course for a variety of different, 

personal, individual reasons – some liked working through the material on 

their own, others valued the chance to collaborate via the discussion groups, 

others enjoyed the quick, fire conversation generated through chat. This 

suggests that it is important to build such variety into designing course of this 

kind, recognising that participants will have different skills, levels, interests 

and learning preferences. 
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1. Introduction 

This document details the external evaluation of the Leonardo Da Vinci Neonatal 

online course.  

1.1 Structure of this report 

This report provides a summary of the findings from the external evaluation and 

includes an outline of the evaluation methodology and focuses on specific 

research questions identified as part of an initial evaluation scoping exercise. The 

report also includes a limited technical, documentation and product review.  The 

report format is designed to be accessible to a non-technical audience. In 

particular the report focuses on the interests of the stated audience for this ‘meta-

evaluation’, namely the project staff, but will also be mindful of the ‘external 

validation’ role of the evaluation for the project’s funding body.  

1.2 The online course in Neonatal Training in Europe  

The project being evaluated was funded under the Leonardo da Vinci European 

programme and consists of a lead site (Southampton University Hospital, NHS 

trust) working in conjunction with partner sites across Europe. The project 

officially began in September 2004 and ran until April 2006. It was an extension 

of a much smaller previous EU-funded project also led by Southampton in 

conjunction with Denmark, Germany and Greece, which completed in September 

2001. Further details on the project are available from the initial project proposal 

and the project’s site (http://neo.ces.strath.ac.uk/moodle/).  

1.2.1 Modules 

The project aimed to develop an online course in Neonatal training, consisting of 

an induction module plus six modules of material, dates for each module are 

given in brackets:  
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• Induction - The Induction programme provided an introduction to the 

online learning environment, Moodle and an overview of the course and 

the aims of the Leonardo de Vinci project.  

• Module One: Neonatal Neurology (6th April 2005 – 27th May 2005) 

• Module Two: Perinatal Epidemiology (30th May 2005 – 15th July 2005) 

• Module Three: Ethics and neonatal practice (5th Sept 2005 – 21st October 

2005) 

• Module Four: Early care and very low birth weight infants (24th October 

2005 – 16th December 2005) 

• Module Five: Neonatal Nutrition (9th January 2006 – 24th February 2006) 

• Module Six: Neonatal Respiratory Management (27th February 2006 – 14th 

April 2006) 

 

Each module consisted of a set of core material. The core content of each 

module was available to participants either by using the Internet and the VLE or 

by CD-ROM. CD-ROMS were dispatched by post to participants. Participants 

were expected to log into each module on the first day to familiarize themselves 

with the aims, the module learning outcomes and the suggested study planner. In 

addition students were required to take part in a set of associated module 

activities (including formative summative exercises and participation in 

asynchronous and synchronous discussions). Therefore each module included 

discussion forums and chat. In terms of commitment and involvement 

participants were asked to notify colleagues if they were not available: 

“We would like you, if possible to notify your moderator and your 

colleagues of any times that you know you will not be available for 

participation. This will just help everyone be aware of who is around at any 

time and we will all be posting our "whereabouts and holiday plans" so you 

can easily see who is around and about!”  



 6 

Each module included details of what was expected of the participants in terms 

of involvement, an outlined of module aims, assessment strategy and content. 

For example the ‘Your participation section of module one stated: 

“All the core reading material is available for you to download and print as 

PDF files. 

In order to achieve the learning outcomes of this module we would expect 

that you commit a minimum of 4-6 hours study each week. This should 

include covering the cases and the core lectures as well participation in 

your online learning group. 

However, the module has been developed to meet a wide range of 

learning needs and each section provides you with the option of extended 

reading and resource materials embedded as links. These are indicated 

by the icon for links to other parts of the core materials and  for extra 

reading on any related topics. 

This is provided in addition to the core curriculum and it is not expected 

that you will cover and assimilate this extra material in the time allocated.” 

 

Against the course topics there was a schedule of activities by week, for example 

for week one in module one the following instructions were provided:  

“Within your learning group divide into 3/4 subgroups. Choose one of the 

four tasks you want to work with during this module.   

Task 1: Write a parent leaflet about birth asphyxia 

Task 2: Plan follow-up for extremely preterm babies without signs of brain 

injury  

Task 3: Write guidelines for the treatment of neonatal seizures  

Task 4: Write a protocol for the introduction of aEEG monitoring in a NICU  

 Each subgroup should have a maximum of 4 members  

Elect a Chairperson  

You will need to start working on the task as soon as possible” 
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All groups are expected to complete their task by the end of week 5 to allow the 

material produced to be presented and discussed during week 6. The final week 

(7) was reserved for review, reflection and evaluation. Each module also had 

associated a link to an image gallery, a video gallery, general reference library 

and relevant electronic journals. The students were divided into seven online 

learning groups at the beginning of the course: Finding Neo, Neo Hopes, Mona 

Lisa, NeoForce, Antz, Space Cowboys and Pluto. However the later two were 

disbanded and groups merged after Module two and by Module five most 

discussion activities took part in a combined plenary session. 

1.2.2 Project partners 

The course was to be delivered online to doctors across Europe, supported by 

the six project partners,  Dr. Hall was overall partner co-ordinator and grant 

holder. Each of the other  Partners agreed to be responsible for the development 

of one specific neonatal module which reflects their own area of interest and 

expertise.  To enable them to do this effectively they have also each recruited a 

co-worker. The individuals involved in module development and their area of 

interest were:  

• Prof. Gerard Breart - Perinatal Epidemiology - Prof. Patrick Truffert 

(France) 

• Dr Marina Cuttini - Ethics - Prof. Tore Nilstun (Italy) 

• Prof. Gorm Greisen - Neurology - Dr Christian Heiring (Denmark) 

• Prof. Neil Marlow - Nutrition - Mrs Chris Jarvis (UK) 

• Prof. Andreas Schulze - Respiratory Innovations - Dr Andreas Flemmer 

(Germany) 

• Prof. Adolf Valls i Soler - Early Care of the VLBW Infant - Dr Begoña 

Lourerio (Spain) 

 

Initially participants were divided into seven groups supported by the following 

online tutors/moderators:  
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• Group 1 - Patrick Truffert and Maggie Meeks  

• Group 2 - Gorm Greisen and Esther Fackeldey  

• Group 3 - Marina Cuttini and Andreas Flemmer  

• Group 4 - Adolf Valls i Soler and Ryan Watkins  

• Group 5 - Andreas Schulze and Eduardo Domenech  

• Group 6 - Neil Marlow and Begoña Lourerio  

• Group 7 - Klaus Borch and Andreas Holzinger  

 

In addition during each module it was agreed that both Mike Hall and Susan 

Smith from the core team would dip into the groups to provide an overview and 

act as a form of quality assurance.  

1.2.3 Project aims and objectives 

The project aimed to  

“offer trainees the opportunity to access a crosscultural training 

programme which can address their own individual vocational needs 

whilst providing a broader collaborative learning experience which 

encourages individuals to reflect on and value the diversity and range of 

skills, knowledge and attributes that each has to offer. The outcomes of 

this project will aim to bridge the theory/practice gap and create a mutual 

awareness of Europe’s diversity which will be adaptable for both the target 

group and a wider community.” 

1.2.4 The development of the online course 

The development of the course and associated materials was carried out by the 

core project team, some of whom had being involved in the developed of the 

precursor neonatal course which ran between 2000-2001. The course was 

launched in April 2005 and ran for twelve months until April 2006. The external 

evaluation was carried out alongside the development and running of the course, 

from October 2004 – April 2006.  
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The project staff at the lead site, Southampton University Hospital, NHS Trust, 

carried out the development of the learning framework for the six modules. 

Technical developments and in particular the development of the web 

architecture were carried out by Learning Services at Strathclyde University, 

under the project management of Jalshan Sabir. This included development of 

the Moodle website associated with the course, translation of course materials 

into CD ROM format and creation of associated formative assessments and 

evaluation surveys. Assessments were created using the freely available TOIA 

software (http://www.toia.ac.uk). The framework was designed to build on the 

experiences gained by the project team on developing and running previous 

online courses. In particular the experience of the team and the findings from the 

external evaluation for this prior course helped indicate key strengths and 

weaknesses in the design and delivery of that course. Decisions about the 

learning framework also took account of recent technological developments. To 

ensure inclusion, all course materials were available both via the Moodle Virtual 

Learning Environment (VLE) website and on CD ROM, however participants 

were required to contribute to the discussion forums and chat sessions, which 

therefore required them to have Internet access.  

Module development took place prior to the running of the course in April 2005. 

Initial material development was assigned the responsibility of the named project 

partner for each module along with a named facilitator. The materials and 

resources were then passed to the central team for final editing, copyright 

clearance and loading into the online environment. Once up, the project partners 

were able to check the materials for accuracy.  

1.3 The role of the external evaluation 

The focus of the external evaluation was agreed in consultation with the lead site 

project team during a series of meeting in late 2004 and early 2005. Part of the 

external evaluation was intended to provide a measure of success against the 

project’s stated aims and objectives, and a reflection on any deviations or 
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unanticipated outcomes. In addition the evaluation assessed the extent to which 

key project aspirations and issues have been addressed.  Further details of the 

focus for the evaluation and how this related to key concerns across the 

evaluation stakeholders is given in section three. 

2. Course format and underpinning pedagogical assumptions  

2.1 Module development 

The course was divided into six modules: 

• Module One: Neonatal Neurology (6th April 2005 – 27th May 2005) 

• Module Two: Perinatal Epidemiology (30th May 2005 – 15th July 2005) 

• Module Three: Ethics and neonatal practice (5th Sept 2005 – 21st October 

2005) 

• Module Four: Early care and very low birth weight infants (24th October 

2005 – 16th December 2005) 

• Module Five: Neonatal Nutrition (9th January 2006 – 24th February 2006) 

• Module Six: Neonatal Respiratory Management (27th February 2006 – 14th 

April 2006) 

 

A number of core assumptions underpinned the development of the modules to 

ensure consistency of approach, as well as consistency in the overall ‘look and 

feel’ of the modules. All modules were designed in the same way, using a project 

template provided by the central project team, which was underpinned by sound 

pedagogical assumptions using Bloom’s Taxonomy of learning outcomes. The 

intention was that modules would be designed from good, solid pedagogical 

principles, with an associated set of clear learning objectives and outcomes. 

Each module was designed in the same way, beginning with the module 

objectives, followed by four sequential sections: revision materials, curriculum 

topics, resources, and a section entitled ‘the future’. All course materials and 

project communications were in English. 
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2.2 Course format 

The six modules ran consecutively, each module running for approximately 

seven weeks (Module 1 – 6th April 2005 – 27th May 2005, Module Two - 30th 

May 2005 – 15th July 2005, Module Three - 5th Sept 2005 – 21st October 2005, 

Module Four- 24th October 2005 – 16th December 2005, Module Five - 9th 

January 2006 – 24th February 2006 and Module Six - 27th February 2006 – 14th 

April 2006), with two breaks for Summer and Christmas between Module Two 

and Four respectively. A Summer School was also set up for participants, which 

was designed to maintain contact and continuity for those who had not taken 

holidays during the summer break.  This was not the case over the Christmas 

break as it was recognised that most participants would, at some point, be 

unable to participate. 

 

Each module required 4-6 learning hours a week, 28-42 in total. Overall the 

whole programme therefore represented 168-252 learning hours. This is similar 

to the  number of hours that junior doctors would normally be involved in studying 

as part of their ongoing vocational training..  

 

The online resource was divided into three columns. The main menu and 

administrative tools were available on the left hand side, general calendar details, 

news and events etc on the right hand side and the main course or module 

content and details in the main central column. All materials for the course were 

made available on CD-ROMs, which were distributed to participants by post at 

the start of each module. All materials were also mirrored on the Website. The 

hope was that this would reduce the amount of time students needed to be online 

and hence reduce costs. It was also hoped that this approach provided a more 

structured user-friendly learning environment for the participants. 

 

The project used both asynchronous and synchronous communication. 

Asynchronous communication for each module was available for each individual 

learning group as well as a general overarching plenary forum. Participants also 
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had access to synchronous chat facilities. Partners also had a dedicated 

discussion forum and chat facility. 

2.3 Participants 

The initial profile and distribution of participants who signed up for the course (as 

outlined in an email from the project manager, S. Smith, on 10th December 2004 

was as follows:   

• Denmark, Finland, Norway, The Netherlands, Sweden n = 27 

• Germany n = 26  

• UK and Ireland n = 24 

• Spain n= 12 

• Italy n= 11 

• Portugal n= 2 

• Croatia n =2 

• Ireland n = 2  

• Egypt n =2 

• Austria n = 1 

 

In total, 109 participants were accepted onto the course, although there was then 

some subsequent attrition.. Participants were initially divided into seven cross-

cultural groups however because of the levels of engagement and participants 

these were subsequently merged into five groups 

2.4 Induction 

The Induction programme ran prior to the start of the course in April 2005. As 

part of the induction programme, each student was required to post information 

about themselves and to explore the tools available with the Moodle VLE. The 

participants were introduced to the VLE and encouraged to use the conference 

areas to meet their tutors and fellow participants. The induction also provided 

information on the overall aims of the project and the structure, content and 

timescale. Each group was assigned online moderators/tutors (from each of the 
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project sites), who facilitated the students’ learning process and experiences and 

provided help and assistance as required.   

2.5 Key issues identified in the early stages of the project and coping 

strategies adopted 

A potential key concern identified at the start of the project was the issue of drop 

out and low completion rates. This was deemed a potential risk factor given that 

busy working professionals were completing the modules on a voluntary basis. 

The central team agreed to keep a close watch for problems and to use the 

tutors to keep in regular contact with the participants. Tutors were briefed to track 

participants’ use of the system, which materials they used and how long they 

were online for. They also checked the postings from participants to the 

discussion boards.  

 

The tutors involved in the programme varied in their experience of using online 

learning systems; some were novices whilst others had been involved in a 

previous EU-funded online course developed by the team. All tutors received 

tutoring guidelines to support them in developing good online techniques.  

 

The team were interested in exploring the ways in which language issues might 

impact on the success of the project, in particular given that the participants are 

drawn from across Europe. They were interested to see how the use of English 

as the course language might influence or potentially inhibit collaboration.   

 

The core team were concerned that it was evident from the early stages of the 

running of the project that participation in the online activities were not as 

frequent or as coordinated as they might have hoped. Initially participants were 

divided into seven groups, but as a result of the lack of participation these were 

then reduced to five and further changes to the nature of the types and frequency 

and size of discussions were made throughout the course to ensure there were 

reasonable numbers to ensure good interaction and discussion.  
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The core team were interested in understanding the participation and 

engagement of all those involved in the course – both students and tutors and an 

analysis of the presence of each group and in particular what learner and tutor 

roles individuals involved in the course adopted and how these changed during 

the lifetime of the project. It was agreed that this would be achieved through the 

coding scheme adopted for analysis of the discussion forums and chat sessions 

content and through a technique called Social Network Analysis (see Scott, 2000 

for an overview and Haythornthwaite,(forthcoming) for an outline of its use in 

studying online communities) (to map out the relationships between people 

based on their contributions and responses to other messages). 

 

It was agreed that both a mid-term and an end of course survey would be 

distributed online - divided into three parts focusing on i) the learning 

environment, ii) aims and objectives of project  and iii) the online learning 

experience.  

 

In terms of associated assessment, there was no formal accreditation associated 

with the programme, however all modules did include pre and post module 

formative, self assessment.  

3. Scoping the evaluation 

The scope of the external evaluation was agreed in conjunction with the project 

team between late 2004 and early 2005. This included identification of project 

stakeholders and articulation of key evaluation issues. The evaluation 

methodology, associated instruments, and the focus of the research study were 

then developed.  
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3.1 Stakeholders analysis 

Table 3.1 maps the project stakeholders and respective concerns and interests. 

Six key stakeholders were identified ranging from those involved directly in the 

project (project partners and participants) to the wider associated communities.  

Table 3.1 Stakeholder analysis 
Stakeholders Concerns and interests 
Project Co-
ordinator/budget holder 

• Ensuring that the project is successfully completed 
on time and to budget and meets the original aims 
and objectives of the proposal 

Project Manager • Ensuring the smooth running of the project 
• Facilitating communication between partners  
• Monitoring of project activities against project plan 

Project Partners • Relevance and value of the project to their local 
context 

Programme Participants • Value and relevance of the programme to their 
own CPD 

• Is the course easy to use and enjoyable? 
Funders • Applicability and transferability of the project 

outputs to the wider European community 
• Mapping of the project to the original funding call 

and the wide European Framework directives 
• Does the project represent value for money? 

The research 
community 

• What has the project contributed to our 
understanding of the development and delivery of 
online learning environments, student motivation 
and involvement, and understanding of best 
practice in collaborative project work? 

3.2 Evaluation issues 

This section provides a grouping of evaluation issues associated with the project, 

which is used as a baseline for the data collection and analysis described in 

Sections 4-6. 

 

Table 3.2 Evaluation issues 
Grouping Detailed issues  
Project 
outcomes 

• Has the project achieved its stated aims and objectives? 
• Is the programme accessible (anywhere, anytime, by 
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anyone)? 
• Is the programme cohesive, with modules of a similar 

standard and level throughout?  
• Does the project indicate that a uniform programme 

across Europe is feasible?  
• Does the programme provide a valid way for doctors to 

acquire new skills? 
• How have the six modules been developed and trialled? 
• Has the project created collaboration amongst doctors in 

Europe? 
• Has the developed programme identified potential 

benefits and limitations of online learning? 
 

Transferability • Are any aspects of the project scalable to provide a 
European neonatal programme? 

• Are any aspects of the project adaptable for other subjects? 
• How transferable are materials developed in one country to 

the curriculum of another country? 
 

Online learning  • In what ways does this work contribute to our 
understanding of online learning environments? 

• Did the student motivation levels change during the 
programme? 

• In what ways did the students use the communication 
tools? 

• How did the students work through the learning materials? 
• Which aspects of the programme did the students’ 

enjoy/dislike? 
• How did this compare to their experience of more traditional 

forms of learning? 
• What study patterns and learning strategies did the 

students adopt? 
• What were the students’ views on assessment of these 

materials? 
• How much help did the students need and with what? 
• How did the students and the online tutors interact? 
• How did the learning groups work? 
• How did the students’ initial ICT baseline map to their 

enjoyment and success on the programme? 
• How much use of the online tracking facilities did the tutors 

make and for what? 
 

The online 
learning 
environment 

• How easy was the site to navigate and use? 
• Did the students enjoy using the site? 
• Did the students understand the underlying pedagogical 

assumptions of the programme? 
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Project 
Collaboration 

• What issues arose as a result of this being a consortium 
project across the participating countries? 

• How clear was communication and understanding between 
the central team and the partners? 

• What processes and materials (meetings, workshops, and 
templates) were beneficial, which weren’t? 

• How easy were the modules to develop? 
• Were all modules compatible in content, level, and look and 

feel? 

4. Evaluation methodology 

To address these questions a multi-faceted evaluation was carried out. This 

consisted of the following components: 

• Two online evaluation questionnaires distributed to all participants – one mid-

term and one at the end of the course 

• An analysis of the Moodle VLE Website and associated CD ROM material, 

including 

• a baseline evaluation of project documentation, the Website and the 

learning materials  

• a selection of the discussion threads across the modules 

• a selection of the chat transcripts across the modules 

 

The purpose of this approach to data collection was partly to focus in on 

particular aspects of the evaluation through different data collection approaches, 

but also to triangulate between the data. In addition it was felt that with this 

approach it would be possible to gather responses from a greater number of 

participants.  
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4.1 Questionnaire 

Online surveys were issues to both tutors and participants mid-way through the 

course, in November 2005 and at the end of the course. The surveys focussed 

on three main issues: 

• The extent to which the programme had achieved its desired aims and 

learning outcomes  

• The teaching and learning environment  

• Each individuals teaching and learning experience within the course 

(either as a participant or as a tutor).  

  

The questionnaires were primarily developed and administered by the core 

Neonatology project team, with input and advice from the evaluation team. An 

example of one of the online surveys is provided in Appendix One. A total of nine 

(82%) responses were received from tutors to the mid-term survey and eleven 

responses (100%)  at the end of the survey. A total of 62 responses (70%) were 

received from the target group at the mid-term point and 67 (78%)  responses 

were received for the end of course survey.. The evaluation questionnaire 

(Appendix A) was divided into three sections covering the issues outlined above. 

It included questions on how the learning environments could be improved and 

whether the chat sessions were useful Also participants were asked how much 

time they spent on the modules on average.  

4.2 Analysis of the Website and CD ROMs 

In addition, the course was monitored throughout the duration of the programme. 

A selection of the discussion forums across the six modules were analysed, as 

well as a selection of the chat transcripts. Discussion forums were analysed 

using a coding schema which identified utterances related both the learner and 

tutor activities within the discussion threads and chat sessions. As discussed in 

section 5.3 the coding schema was adapted from two previously tested and 

validate coding schema (see also Appendices one and two). In addition a limited 
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Social Network Analysis was undertaken to identified group patterns and 

dynamics across the course. 

5. Methodology and outline of approach to data analysis of content and 
interactions in discussion forums and chat sessions 

This section provides a description of the methodological approach adopted to 

the evaluation in terms of theoretical philosophy underpinning the evaluation and 

a description of the approach adopted to data analysis. It also outlines some of 

the key current thinking in best practice and pedagogy for e-learning as a 

benchmark for the approach instantiated in the Neonatal course. The evaluation 

is designed to try and capture the experiences of those participating in the course 

in relation to this wider body of understanding of good pedagogy.  

5.1 Theoretical background to the analysis  

Our approach to the evaluation is rooted in modern socio-cultural approaches. In 

particular our view is that learning in an online environment is complex, multi-

faceted and contextualised. Hence the approach adopted to analyse and 

understand this needs to reflect this complexity. We contest that there is a need 

to draw on a plurality of theoretical perspectives in order to develop both theory 

and praxis through a conversation between them, mediated by multi-method 

analysis. In this section we outline briefly some of the key theoretical ideas upon 

which our analysis is based. We also indicate how the overall direction of the 

work draws upon each of these ideas, and the kinds of analysis to which each 

perspective has led us.  

This builds on a body of research adopting a similar approach (see for example 

Conole and Oliver, forthcoming for an overview, examples of methodological 

approaches and issues and the following references for specific examples - De 

Laat, De Jong, & Simons, 2001; De Laat, De Jong, & Ter Huurne, 2000; Lally & 

De Laat, 2002;). This previous work has attempted to explore a range of aspects 

of collaborative learning and begun to develop analytical frameworks in order to 
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understand the complex tutoring and learning processes that are occurring in 

learning communities.  

We contend that the interaction between tutoring and learning processes is of 

central importance in all educational endeavours. Therefore, one of our central 

aims is to enquire systematically into this key educational interaction. Unless we 

make rich links between tutoring processes and students' learning processes it is 

difficult to fully understand or improve these processes. This is not a new idea in 

some senses: teachers will naturally claim responsibility if their students are 

successful in examinations. In their attribution, their tutoring acts have brought 

about learning in their students - as measured by the output, usually examination 

performance. But it may be a rather bold and unhelpful assertion. It offers no 

detailed insight into what 'worked' and what 'didn't'. Therefore, it provides no local 

evidence base on which the individual teacher can act about the details of her 

tutoring. Nor does it provide any systematic basis for communicating the effective 

and efficient aspects of praxis to others. Learning and tutoring, as ongoing sets 

of processes, happening in time and space, within an individual or a group, do 

not feature in detail in this general analysis. Sotto (1996) has argued this point 

very cogently: that good tutoring in higher education is far from self-evident, and 

that its connection to learning is complex, both in terms of learning outcomes at 

the end of an event, and learning processes occurring during that event.  

We base our analysis and theorising to the evaluation by drawing on several 

theoretical perspectives about learning. One of these is a social-constructivist 

view of learning that also considers the situativity of learning processes. This is 

currently a popular and much aspired to approach to teaching and learning and is 

evident in the implicit thinking and aspirations of the Neonatal team in both their 

aims for the course (as outlined in section one) and their overall approach to the 

design of the course which is: student-centred, collaborative, activity-based and 

built around the development of shared construction of meaning.  
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For the evaluation work, this has led us to want to focus in particular on a search 

for evidence, in the online discussions, of cognitive processes in which 

participant’s link new knowledge to their prior knowledge, and actively construct 

new internal representations of the ideas being presented (Boekaerts & Simons, 

1995). We also draw on ideas about the meaningfulness and situativity of 

learning. That is, we view learning as a set of processes by which the learner 

personalises new ideas by giving meaning to them, based upon earlier 

experiences. However, meaning is also rooted in, and indexed by experience 

(Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989). Therefore, each experience with an idea, and 

the environment of which that idea is part, becomes part of the meaning of that 

idea (Duffy & Jonassen, 1992). Learning is therefore understood and viewed by 

us as situated by the activity in which it takes place (Brown et al., 1989; Lave & 

Wenger, 1991). This view has led us to also seek evidence, in the online texts, 

for the cognitive, social and affective processes in which participants engage in 

trying to make meaning of the ideas presented to them by the tasks they are 

undertaking.  

In our thinking we have also drawn on a wide body of work that has focused 

more explicitly on the social or group dimensions of learning. Influenced 

principally by the work of Vygotsky (1962; 1978) many authors (Dillenbourg, 

1999; Goldstein, 1999; Lave, 1988; Lave, 1996; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Levine, 

Resnick, & Higgins, 1996; Moll, Tapia, & Whitmore, 1993; Resnick, 1991; 

Salomon & Perkins, 1998; Smith, 1994; Wegerif, Mercer, & Dawes, 1999; 

Wertsch, 1991), have focused on the role of the group in shaping and driving 

individual cognitive (i.e. learning and tutoring) processes (group-mediated 

cognition or gmc). Key aspects of this view include the suggestion that, in a 

group meeting, the situation itself may exert a strong mediating effect on 

individual cognitive and conceptual processes: the thinking of individuals is 

influenced by the group in which they are working. Furthermore, the merger of 

intellectual and social processes may be another fundamental feature of group-

mediated cognition. A third key feature is the tension between the conceptual 

structure or understanding (of the problem or ideas under discussion) of the 
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group and that of the individuals within it. These individual understandings may 

vary from each other as well as from the group. This tension may be the driving 

force for the collective processing of the group. So, for example, when an 

individual member of the group expresses his or her opinion in relation to the 

shared public understanding of the group, this may be based on an attempt to 

synthesise this understanding with the public (that is group or shared) one. The 

other members of the group might compare this new synthesis with their own 

understandings of the group-accepted version and their own disagreements with 

it.  Depending on the outcome of this process there may be further interaction 

and negotiation until a new meaning or understanding is accepted by the group. 

In this way interaction between individuals, as well as their shared and individual 

cognitions, can be viewed as key aspects of the co-construction of knowledge, 

meaning and understanding. Our interest in the cogency of these ideas has led 

us towards a parallel focus on individual processes and group processes, as well 

as the interactions between them, in the group activities that are the focus of our 

empirical work.  

The other perspective that we have drawn upon is socio-cultural theory. Whereas 

the social-constructivist perspectives make a distinction between the individual 

cognitive activities and the environment in which the individual is present, the 

socio-cultural perspective regards the individual as being part of that 

environment. Accordingly, learning cannot be understood as a process that is 

solely in the mind of the learner (Van Boxtel, Van der Linden, & Kanselaar, 

2000). Knowledge, according to this perspective, is constructed in settings of 

joint activity (Koschmann, 1999). Learning is a process of participating in cultural 

practices, a process that structures and shapes cognitive activity (Lave & 

Wenger, 1991). The socio-cultural perspective gives prominence to the aspect of 

mutuality of the relations between members and emphasises the dialectic nature 

of the learning interaction (Sfard, 1998). Construction of knowledge takes place 

in a social context, such as might be found in collaborative activities (see 

McConnell, 2000 for a much more detailed exploration of collaborative learning). 

In addition, Lehtinen et al. (1999) argue that conceptual understanding is 
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fostered through explaining a problem to other students. Therefore, in 

collaborative learning it is necessary to formulate learning objectives, to make 

learning plans, to share information, to negotiate about knowledge and to take 

decisions (Veldhuis-Diermanse, 2002). In a setting of collaborative learning, 

students can criticise their own and other students’ contributions, they can ask for 

explanations, they can give counter arguments and, in this way, they will 

stimulate themselves and the other students. Additionally, they can motivate and 

help each other to finish the task. Arising from our interest in these ideas is a 

need to focus on tutoring processes, that is the processes of interaction by which 

participants guide, facilitate and structure the contributions of others, and in so 

doing modify and develop their own learning processes. To probe the online texts 

for evidence of these processes we have employed a second coding schema for 

content analysis, which we will describe below.  

In conclusion, we contend that this complex collection of theoretical ideas, 

drawing on social-constructivist and socio-cultural theory, and ideas about 

situativity, is necessary to take account of the real complexities of individual and 

group processes in the online learning context that is the focus of our evaluation. 

Furthermore, we have tried to indicate how, together, they direct us towards a 

focus on individual and group processes, towards the interactions between 

these, and towards learning and tutoring. They also suggest the kinds of 

methodological tools that might help us understand and investigate collaborative 

learning in our networked community. 

5.2 Analysing individual learning and tutoring processes  

The students featured in this analysis are undertaking the Neonatal programme 

in E-Learning. The programme is hosted in the electronic learning environment 

Moodle. Students also communicate with each other, and the designated 

moderator, informally and outside the course environment. The students are a 

sophisticated group of professionals, in several senses. Many are mature 

learners who bring more than one established and relevant body of expertise to 

the course with them. They often already have extensive postgraduate 
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experience of higher education, and may be  professionally engaged with 

teaching responsibilities within their organisations. In the course they become 

engaged in collaborative learning and tutoring processes (McConnell, 2000) 

through a set of tasks and activities associated with each of the six modules. 

They act as both tutors and learners as they dynamically support each other and 

the group as a whole in a range of structured activities. Tutoring processes in this 

course are not the exclusive domain of the designated tutors. They may be 

undertaken by any of the participants in this course environment. This kind of 

integration of learning and tutoring processes has been documented in other 

networked learning settings (Gartner & Riessman, 2000). The more traditional 

role of the ‘teacher’, with its central position, may be transformed within such 

collaborative structures, towards fostering an online learning culture in which 

participants take charge of their own learning and tutoring (Collinson, Elbaum, 

Haavind, & Tinker, 2000). 

5.3 Multi-method approach  

In research terms, much is still unclear about the effective forms of online 

learning and there is a need for more empirical descriptive research to provide an 

evidence base for the pedagogical processes both teachers and students are 

engaged in. In order to provide a more holistic and complementary description of 

the participants’ engagement in the online course, we have adapted a multi-

method research approach previously tried and validated (see de Laat, 2006 for 

a recent empirical study which adopts this approach). Hakkinen et al. (2003) 

suggested a multi-method approach that is process-oriented and takes into 

account different contextual aspects of networked learning (NL) which is the 

particular type of online learning they are focusing on. They argue that research 

is needed that captures the process and organisation of collaborative interaction 

and its contribution to learning: ‘Methods should be developed not only for 

capturing processes and outcomes of learning, but also experienced effects and 

individual interpretations of participation in CSCL settings.’ (Hakkinen et al., 

2003, p. 402).  
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The aim of this kind of research is to provide a more complete picture of NL 

processes. This is important because it is designed to focus on the central 

processes of NL, that is: learning and teaching.  We believe that these 

understandings will contribute to the development of better pedagogical 

frameworks and software that more effectively support learning and tutoring by 

design. In this evaluation we have adapted the previously developed multi-

method research framework to study NL processes (see Figure One). The 

approach combines Social Network Analysis (SNA) with Content Analysis (CA) 

and Context Analysis (CXA). In this evaluation we are focusing on use of SNA 

and CA, although the online survey completed by the trainees and trainers 

provide a Context Analysis to a limited extent. The social network analysis (SNA) 

is useful in terms of finding out ‘who is talking to whom’, the content analysis 

(CA) through coding teaching and learning activities is useful as a way to find out 

‘what they are talking about’. 

 

 

Figure 1. Multi-method research framework for studying networked learning 

 

These methods, along with an analysis of the online survey, were used to 

triangulate and contextualise our findings and to stay close or connected to the 

first hand experiences of the participants themselves. 

CA 

what they are 
talking about? 

 

CxA 

why they are 
talking as they 

do? 

 

SNA 

who is talking 
to whom? 

 NL 
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To find out who is talking to whom we used SNA to study the way people 

participated and interacted with each other. This provides information about the 

activities of such a community and the way they learn collaboratively. Moodle 

generates log-files through which information about the activity of the members 

can be obtained. The information retrieved from Moodle can be treated as 

relational data and stored away in a case-by-case matrix to analyze interaction 

patterns. For this purpose we focused on the cohesion of the network (Scott, 

1991; Wasserman & Faust, 1997), based on writing and responding to 

messages.  

To get a first indication of the cohesion of the network we calculated the density 

of the network. Density is a property of a whole network and describes the 

general level of linkage among the nodes in a network. The density is at a 

maximum (100%) when all the nodes are connected to each other.  

Secondly, we conducted centrality measures to find the central participants within 

the network. For each participant this has been done using Freeman’s degree. 

Freeman’s degree calculates the activity of individual members in the community. 

With this the network activity of individual members can be indicated. Since we 

know the nature of the relationship between the participants, i.e. who interacts 

with whom, we can work with directional relationships. Directed ties, called arcs, 

specify the orientation of the relationship (Wasserman & Faust, 1997). This is of 

special interest for the centrality measures and the creation of the sociograms. In 

a directed case-by-case matrix, a participant can be either adjacent to, or 

adjacent from another node, depending on the direction of the arc (Wasserman & 

Faust, 1997). This means that we can consider these cases separately by 

differentiating between in- and outgoing connections. This is done by calculating 

the in-degree and out-degree centrality measures. In-degree centrality is a form 

of centrality that counts only those relations with a focal individual reported by 

other group members and is therefore not based on self reports as is out-degree 

centrality (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2000). In this evaluation in-degree 

measures provide information about the number of people who respond to a 
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message from a certain participant. Out-degree gives an indication of the number 

of messages a person has sent to other individual members of a network.  

UCINET, the program we used to carry out the analysis, also allows one to make 

different kinds of visualisations of the relationships within the network. For this 

study we chose a sociogram representing the connections between the 

participants and its direction in a way that it includes the actual number of ingoing 

and outgoing messages (Wasserman & Faust, 1997).  

The next step of our analysis of the online activities was concerned with finding 

out what they are talking about. The central purpose of content analysis (CA) is 

to generalize and abstract the complexity of the original messages in order to 

look for evidence of learning and tutoring activities. In order to probe 

collaborative NL (learning and tutoring) we ‘coded’ the contributions using two 

coding schemas (Appendices 1 and 2) which we have previously used (De Laat 

& Lally, 2003). 

The first coding schema, developed by Veldhuis-Diermanse (2002), was used to 

code units of meaning that were regarded as ‘on the task’, focussing on the 

learning processes used to carry out the task. This schema includes four main 

categories:  

• cognitive activities used to process the learning content and to attain learning 

goals (Cog); 

• metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive skills used to regulate the 

cognitive activities (M Cog); 

• affective activities, used to cope with feelings occurring during learning; (Aff) 

• miscellaneous activities.  

We decided to exclude miscellaneous category in our analysis since we are 

interested in the evidence of learning activities.  
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The second schema is used to code units of meaning that are ‘around the task’ 

where the focus is on tutoring (Anderson, Rourke, Garrison, & Archer, 2000). 

This schema includes three main sub-categories:  

• design and organisation (D&O),  

• facilitation of discourse (Fac) 

• direct instruction (DI).  

Our intention here was to attempt to reveal the ways in which the participants 

were facilitating and regulating each other’s learning, while undertaking the 

workshop project task. 

Codes were assigned to parts of messages based on semantic features such as 

ideas, argument chains, and topics of discussion (Chi, 1997).  Capturing these 

activities using strict syntactic rules was not possible because of the elaborate 

nature of a discussion.  We chose to use NVivo software to help us to partially 

automate this process: to highlight segments of the text with coding that we claim 

represents a particular learning or tutoring activity.  In effect, these coded 

segments were our units of meaning.  NVivo was also used to conduct searches 

of the coded data, in order to produce summary tables (see the tables in the 

results section).  To determine our inter-coder reliability we firstly, for each coded 

message, checked to see if the codes assigned by the two coders referred to the 

same parts of the message (i.e. the same units of meaning).   Secondly, we 

checked to see if the two coders had assigned the same codes to each unit.   

The content analysis provided us with evidence of learning and tutoring process 

patterns that were occurring in the groups during the completion of the tasks 

associated with each module.  

5.4 Triangulation 

The final part of the analysis involved looking at the data captured via the online 

surveys administered to both tutors and participants mid-term and at the end of 
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the course. The project team also undertook an analysis of this data, our main 

focus was to use the data from the surveys as a means of triangulating and 

validating the findings from our more in-depth analysis of the discussion forums 

and chat sessions through SNA and CA. Survey data was analysed to determine 

emergent themes in relation to the overall focus of the evaluation.  

6. Results 

In this section we will present our findings of the tutoring and learning activities 

found in three groups (Neo Hopes, NEO Force and Finding Neo) of the Neonatal 

project. These three groups were chosen as an opportunistic sample to provide 

representation of the wider activities across all the groups. Given the scale of the 

course and the number of participants such sampling is necessary in order to be 

able to undertake in-depth analysis of the online interactions. In contrast the 

survey data provides a snapshot across all participants at two key points – mid-

term and towards the end of completing all six modules. First we will present the 

SNA findings, followed by the coding results and we will round up with a 

summary of some of the key findings from analysis of the survey data. 

6.1 Social Network Analysis – who talks to whom? 

The density values show that the overall connections between the participants 

remain rather low (see table 1). There is no real increase between Module 1 and 

3, except for Finding Neo. A reason for this can might be that the fact the group 

composition had completely changed between each module. This way there was 

little opportunity for community building between the members. Another reason 

for the rather low group cohesion is that some of the participants made little or no 

contributions, while on the other hand most of the group communication was 

centralised amongst a few core participants, which often included one or two 

group tutors.  

Table 1 Density values for module 1 and 2. 

 Module 1 Module 3 
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Neo Hopes 16% (N=20) 17% (N=19) 
Neo Force 15% (N=20) 16% (N=15) 
Finding Neo 12% (N=21) 20% (N=15) 

 

To find out more about how balanced the interactions in these groups are we 

have to analyse the exchange of messages a little further. This can be done by 

looking at the out- and in-degree values for each participant (see table 2 – 4). 

Overall we can see now that there is a considerable difference in contributions 

between the participants in each of the groups.  

 

Table 2 Out-and In-degree and initiated threads by the participants of Neo 
Hopes. A * indicates the tutors of the group 

Neo Hopes 
Mod 
1 

OutDegree    InDegree   Initiated 
threads 

module 
3 

OutDegree    InDegree   Initiated 
threads 

mc  8  8   as     5  1  1 
ds   0   0    ab     0  3   
ak   0   0    ds     2  4   
rf    12   9   1 mc*    8  9  4 
mb  11  10  1 da     5  10   
mh*  25  35  10 Ey     2  1   
pp  30  22  8 ef*      23  21  7 
ss*   6   12  2 gg*    29  27  5 
s2  3  1   hc     7  4   
ef*   31  33  8 rf     6  8   
pp2 4  4   mb   1  4   
as  4  3  1 pp2   1  1   
js   1   3   1 rm    0  1   
io   2  6   rr     1  1   
Ms 8  3  2 ra     0  1   
Rm 5  2  2 ss     13  6  5 
sa  1  1       
ey  2  1       
gg  1  1  1     
ch  1  1  1     

 

In this group the range of contributions made (out-degree) stretches from 0 to 31 

in the first module and from 0 to 29 in the third module. Also the in-degree 

(responses received) has a similar spread ranging from 0 to 35 in module 1 and 
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0 to 27 in module 3. Of the 8 participants with a relatively high out- and/or in-

degree (>8) are mh, ef and pp the most central participants, where mh and ef are  

the tutors of this group. This can indicate that this group is rather tutor centred in 

their learning and tutoring activities. This can be verified later on when we 

describe the coding results. In the second module a similar pattern emerges 

where also the tutors (ef and gg) are central actors in the group. 

 

Table 3 Out-and In-degree and initiated threads by the participants of Neo 
Force. A * indicates the tutors of the group 

Neo Force 
Mod 
1 

OutDegree    InDegree   Initiated 
threads 

module 
3 

OutDegree    InDegree   Initiated 
threads 

da    23  6  2 cn    1  1   
ds    2  2   mc   5  4  3 
ea    5  4   oa    0  5   
ak    0  0   ec    0  1   
ds    0  1   as    2  1   
ec    7  9  2 ka    0  2   
as    6  11   km   4  3  1 
sf     0  2   sm   9  7  1 
ka    1  2   st     0   0    
 ml  4  6    pm  0  1   
 md  6  11.   pj   9  6  1 
 rw*  14  19.   rw  5  2   
 ss*   30  19  11  ss   15  8  5 
 uh   3  3   sm2 3  6  1 
 rs    2  6    rw  1  7   
 pf   2  3       
 mh*  1  2  1     
 kb  1  1       
 gg   1  1       
 ch   1  1       

 
In the second group the range of contributions made to the group varies from 0 to 

30 in module 1 and ranges from 0 to 15 in the third module. Replies made to 

messages vary from 0 to 19 in the first module and from 0 to 8 in the third 

module. Compared with the previous group there is less communication in this 

group, but also in this group there are a few central participants ‘dominating’ the 
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discussion. Here one can also say that the discussion is rather tutor centred, 

where ss, rw and sm have high out- and in-degree values. SS also is responsible 

for starting off most of the discussion threads, 11 compared with only 2 (da and 

ec) or 1 (mh) by some of the other participants, of whom the last one is a group 

tutor as well. 

 

Table 4 Out-and In-degree and initiated threads by the participants of 
Finding Neo. A * indicates the tutors of the group 

Finding Neo 
module 
1 

OutDegree    InDegree   Initiated 
threads 

module 
3 

OutDegree    InDegree   Initiated 
threads 

ci      3        3          bs   7      2       1 
jd      6        6         2 fp   0      1        
jz      7        10        2 mw 6   8    1 
mm* 12    12    1 mc* 9    10    4 
mi     6       4        1 hb  3     3       
mh    1      1       1 tl    1       2         
pj      12       10       2 mm* 3   6    1 
pt* 8        11        1 mi  2     2       
rm     9       5        3 md 15   12   1 
fp     12      11      2 mr 0    1      
hb    4      7       1 pp 13   8    2 
mf    3      3        pt* 5     5      3 
ak    1      1        ss*  12    13    7 
ch    2      2       1 sv  1     2       
ds    1      1       1 rm 0    2      
gg    1      1       1     
us     1       1             
ar     0       1             
ar2    0      1            
rm2   0     0           
ss*     5       3        2     

 
In the third group we see a somewhat similar behaviour, although in this group 

the tutors seem to be less central when compared to the other two groups. The 

other members in the group initiate many discussion threads as well and some of 

them also have a relatively hig out- or in-degree (jz, pj, rm and fp). The difference 

between this group and the previous two is that the tutor scores do not really 



 33 

stand out, though they still remain central participants in the group as well, only 

more or less shared with a few other members in the group.  

The low density of the groups in relation with the appearance of a few central 

participants in the groups leads to sociograms or interaction patterns with a 

rather star-like shape. Star shapes indicate that the members of a group have 

links through one central actor, instead of having many links amongst each other. 

The communication is therefore centralised through that one key member of the 

group. Round shapes where there are many links between every member 

indicate a more balanced interaction, where everybody is involved. Next we will 

present the network visualisations of each group to provide an impression of the 

links established between the participants during there conversations in the 

threaded discussion (see figure 1 – 6). The nodes represent the participants and 

a line between two nodes indicates the messages send to the discussion forum. 

For example an arrow from rm to sa (see figure 1) indicates that rm send a 

message to sa.  

In figure 1 and 2 we can see that the participants with the relatively high out- and 

in-degrees (mh, ef, and mb) appear in the centre of the map. However around 

them (see for example figure 1) there is a group of participants that have many 

links amongst them (ms, pp, ss, mc, as, io, rf and ms). This means that the 

interactions amongst most the members in this group is rather established and 

most members are engaged in a group discussion. The rather low density is 

more or less explained by the non-participants and the more peripheral acting 

members of this group (rm, sa, js and ey).  
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Figure 1 Interaction patterns of Neo Hopes during module 1 

 

 

Figure 2 Interaction patterns of Neo Hopes during module 3 

In Module three however the interaction pattern became more star-like, with a 

core group of about six participants (gg, da,hc, mc, ef, and ss) with very few links 
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between the other members apart from having connections with one of the six 

core members. In both modules the tutors appear central on the maps, with an 

increase in Module 3, which indicates that the communication in this group was 

tutor centered. 

The second group, Neo Force, was believed to be even more tutor centered. The 

next two figures will show the interaction patterns of this group. During module 1 

the interaction amongst the participants is reasonably well developed. This is a 

core group of about 7 participants, with many links going through ss and rw. This 

pattern changed more ‘dramatically’ in module 3 where most of the interactions 

go via the tutors sm and ss. Especially with ss a star-like shape is clearly visible. 

 

 

Figure 3 Interaction patterns of Neo Force during module 1 

 



 36 

 

Figure 4 Interaction patterns of Neo Force during module 3 

The third group, Finding Neo showed an increase in density in the third module 

suggesting more intensified communications amongst the participants resulting in 

a round-like shape. This is clearly visible when we compare figure 5 and 6. In 

figure 5 we can see that most of the interactions are to and from mm and to 

some extent pt and jd. There are some links between other participants as well, 

but still the map shows a bit of a gap in the centre of the map, indicating poor 

relationships amongst all the members in this group. In figure 6 we can see this 

situation has improved significantly show many more links between the members 

of the group in module 3. This shape is more round-like with student pp and mw 

in the middle.  
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Figure 5 Interaction patterns of Finding Neo during module 1 

 

 

Figure 6 Interaction patterns of Finding Neo during module 3 
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6.2 Content analysis – what are they talking about? 

The content analysis presented in this report reflects participation in the 

discussion forum as well as the chat sessions. We will discuss the findings for 

each group separately. However before interpreting the results of the CA 

presented in the tables below, we would like to present a few examples of the 

units of meaning coded using our two coding schemes (see appendix 1 and 2), 

The most frequent coded categories of table 5 from Neo Hopes were selected for 

this purpose. 

Typical Design and Organisation contributions in this group are concerned with 

discussing an approach on how to work together and to decide on which topic 

they will be working in their group. For example: 

“I think we are all members of subgroup 1 and will work together on one of 

the tasks of the neurology module. I am interested in writing a parent leaflet 

about birth asphyxia or in writing a protocol for the introduction of aEEG 

monitoring in the NICU. What would you like to do?” 

“I will discuss with [the tutor] how to proceed best. Does anybody still have 

technical problems? Probably we are discussing at too many levels already 

making things tedious for hard working people. Hope you will find your way 

during or after work to log in regularly.” 

“On Friday and Saturday I won`t be in Lübeck and won`t have the 

opportunity to go into the internet, but I´ll be back on Sunday.” 

Cognitive contributions are coded when the students are actively discussions 

course content. Examples of cognitive statements are: 

“As to the infant, intrauterine hypoxia seems to be the explanation for 

the condition of this case. Many underlying events (for example, 

preeclampsia or hypotension of the mother that may result from 

compression of the vena cava and aorta, inadequate oxygenation of 
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maternal blood due to cyanotic heart disease or respiratory failure, ablatio 

placenta, impedance to the circulation of blood through the umbilical cord or 

placental insufficiency, etc.) may have caused this.” 

“I would tell the parents that something particular that interfered with arterial 

oxygen concentration (intrauterine) caused the infant to be born depressed. 

Although the respiration and circulation may improve, this does not 

necessarily mean that the prognosis of the infant will be as desired. Follow-

up is necessary to guess the condition in the future.” 

“Most parents are extremely worried about their child being mentally 

disabled and find it very difficult to accept that a precise prognosis cannot 

be made right away.” 

Affective comments refer to social –chat like- comments made to each other, as 

well as making emotional statements to fellow students. Some examples are: 

“Good luck!” 

“Thank you very much for your message!” 

“Hello I am very happy to work with you” 

Students are facilitating group learning when they make statements to help each 

other to stay motivated, ensure group participation and setting a climate for 

learning. Examples of facilitation are: 

“Would anyone be willing to start our discussions? Don’t be shy!” 

“So come on XXX and XXX we are falling behind from rest of the other sub 

groups. Now we should think a little ahead and discuss where to start” 

“XXX has actively participated in the introduction module, and will probably 

join you in the next week. From XXX I have not heard anything so far 

(maybe XXX has). But the three of you will manage well.” 
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Direct instruction refers to comments made directly aimed at (some members of) 

the group, to ensure certain activities or to focus the discussion on specific 

issues. Some examples are: 

“Please post your response in the “Birth Asphyxia Case” forum” 

“Hello to all of you. XXX just start with the case, please” 

“Please could you arrange for your final proposal to be posted into the 

Pleanry Session by the ned of the day on Wednesday 18th May.” 

Neo Hopes 

Table 5 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
threaded discussion in module 1 

 MB EF MH EY PP SS PP MC AA MB RF IO JS RM SA Tota
l 

Co
g 

2 2 6 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 2 21 

M 
Co
g 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aff 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
D&
O 

4 14 10 1 7 5 3 4 1 1 7 4 1 2 0 64 

Fac 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 8 
Di 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
Tot
al 

11 19 24 5 8 6 3 5 2 2 11 4 1 2 3 106 

 
 
In this group there were a total of 15 participants (including 3 tutors). In terms of 

the breakdown of messages into the learning and teaching schema:  Design and 

Organisation (D&O) dominates the discussions (60%) followed by Cognitive 

(Cog) (20%) and then equally Affective (A) (5.6%), Facilitative (Fac) (7.5%) and 

Direct Instruction (DI) (6.6%) messages.   

Two of the tutors were very active with total contributions of 18% and 22% 

respectively, it is notable that a significant proportion of their activity is D&O. Two 
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of the participants are significantly more active than the others (10% each), four 

others are reasonable active (7.5- 3.7%) with the remaining six participants only 

contributing between 1 to 3 units of meaning.  

There appears to be more teaching done than learning (26% of all codes concern 

learning activities whereas the remainder (74%) are about teaching in terms of 

D&O, fac and Di).  This suggests that the students and tutors are more 

concerned with the organisation of the work in the initial stages than the actual 

content and cognitive focus. There are no meta-cognitive units of meaning in this 

snap shot of this group. However, it is worth noting that one of the tutors provides 

a lot of the cognitive input 6 UoM (28.6%).  

In terms of the affective messages these are only from two of the participants 

with 5 and 1 UoM respectively.  

 

Table 6 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
chat sessions in module 1 

 MH JS MC EF RF PP RM M S EY D PP SS IO EC MB Total 
Cog 28 0 11 9 27 20 15 0 2 18 0 1 0 18 0 8 157 
M 
Cog 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Aff 40 7 8 15 8 15 9 3 0 11 1 9 20 1 2 2 151 
D&O 41 7 15 43 12 36 14 6 17 7 0 8 6 13 0 3 228 
Fac 3 0 1 7 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 22 
Di 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Total 113 14 35 76 52 72 38 9 19 37 1 18 30 32 2 13 561 

 

This consisted of 16 participants including 4 tutors. Although D&O is still the main 

activity (41%), there is an increase in the coding of learning activities where 28% 

is cognitive and 27% is affective. There are slightly more learning-related codings 

in comparison with teaching, with a total of 55% learning cf. 42% teaching. In 

terms of activity, two of the tutors are very active again (same tutors as in 

threads) (20 % and 14 % respectively). The other tutor is more active in the chat 

than the discussion contributing 6%.  
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Six of the participants are particularly active contributing ranging from 5 % to 13 

% of the UoM. Five are moderately active (1 % to 2 %). The remaining two 

participants only contribute 1 and 2 UoM respectively.  

There are some quite high cognitive contributions from six of the sixteen 

participants – one of which is the tutor (this is the same tutor who did a lot of 

cognitive UoM in the threads).However, again there is little meta-cognition, with 

only one UoM concerned with meta-cognition. 

One of the tutors is the highest in terms of affective UoMs, contributing 40, 

another tutor contributes 20 UoM. Eight others contribute between 7 and 15 

UoM, with the remaining six only contributing between 0 and 3 UoM.  

D&O in this snapshot has dropped in comparison with the threads – tutors again 

dominate two contribute 41 and 43 respectively. Eight contribute between 36 – 

12 UoM. The remaining six contribute 0 – 8 UoM. Fac is generally quite low, the 

highest is 7 UoM from a tutor. Also there is very little Di with onlu two UoM from 

the tutors.   

Table 7 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
threaded discussion in module 3 

 GG EF RF DA MC HC ZM MB AB SS DS Total 
Cog 8 6 4 3 1 2 3 2 1 1 1 32 
M-
cog 

2 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 7 

Aff 4 5 2 4 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 20 
D&O 1 4 1 1 0 2 2 0 1 0 0 12 
Fac 5 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 
Di 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 
Total 25 22 7 10 5 7 7 3 2 1 1 90 

 

In this snapshot there are 11 participants of which 3 are tutors. It is important to 

note that given the changes which occurred during the running of the course, this 

has different participants compared to module 1 and only one tutor is the same. 
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64% of the codes are learning related, compared with 33% of the codes focusing 

on tutoring activities.  

Compared with Module 1 there is a strong increase of learning activities, 

indicating that the groups moved from conceptualising work to focus on the group 

task. Two of the 3 tutors make a significant contribution to this group (28% and 

24%). Four students make a moderate contribution between 7 and 11 UoM all 

related to learning activities of which a lot are affective. Students hardly make 

any tutoring contribution in this module. Only the tutors in this  group seem to be 

doing tutor activities 

There are 12 D&O UoM which is significantly lower in this module at 13.3 % 

compared to those discussed above. The highest number of UoM were for cog 

and aff issues at 35.5 % and 22.2 % respectively. 

For Cog UoM the highest contribution was made by the tutors (8 and 6 UoM 

respectively) with the rest of the contributions ranged from between 1 – 4 UoM, 

however it is important to note that despite this all participants did contribute. In 

contrast to the earlier examples, there is a small amount of metacognitve 

contributions occurring, representing 7.8% of the total UoM. With respect to 

affective messages only three of the participants did not contribute. Similar 

patterns were evident for Fac and DI UoM which were mainly provided by the two 

active tutors. 

Table 8 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
chat sessions in module 3 

 EF DA ZM GG AB MC HC RM IF PP DS KB Total 
Cog 18 38 3 44 4 14 25 13 25 0 14 7 205 
M-
cog 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Aff 6 12 7 6 5 2 4 3 5 0 3 1 54 
D&O 11 8 5 4 5 0 5 3 11 0 2 0 54 
Fac 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 9 
Di 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
Total 41 58 15 54 14 16 35 21 43 0 19 9 325 
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For the chat session in Module 3, 80% of the UoM relate to learning activities and 

20% to tutor activities. The biggest contributions come from two of the tutors who 

contribute 12.6 % and 16.6% of the total UoM respectively and three of the 

students (17.8%, 13.2% and 10.8%). The remainder of the group contribute 

about 10 to 20 UoM (2.8 % - 6.5%). 

Cog UoM are the biggest by far, representing 63.1% of the total UoM, followed 

by aff and D&O each accounting for 16.6% (or 54 UoM) respectively.  

There is a significant cognitive contribution from one tutor (44 UoM) but also a lot 

from two other tutors (18 and 14 UoM respectively). There are also high 

contributions from two of students (38 and 25 UoM). Again there are virtually no 

meta cognition contributions. In terms of Affective contributions, most of the 

participants engaged to a degree, varying in the level of their contributions from 1 

-12 UoM, but with most doing a little bit. 

The D&O discussions were dominated by a few with one of tutors contributing 11 

UoM and two of the students contributing between 11 and 8 UoM. It is evident 

from the analysis that the other participants are engaged with D&O activities to a 

moderate degree. Both Fac and Di is low which might suggest that the 

participants felt more comfortable in this session focusing on the task and 

associated discussion rather than organisational and support issues.  

Neo Force 

Table 9 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
threaded discussion in module 1 

 D
A 

R
S 

M
D 

A
S 

S
S 

M
H 

R
W 

E
A 

PF EC DS UH KB M
L 

K
A 

SF Tota
l 

Co
g 

2 1 3 2 0 0 1
0 

3 1 5 1 1 1 2 1 2 35 

M 
Co
g 

1 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

Aff 0 3 3 2 2 0 1
0 

2 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 26 

D& 5 4 1 1 4 1 1 3 5 7 3 2 1 5 1 2 75 
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O 1 0 1 
Fac 0 1 1 2 1 0 5 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 16 
Di 0 1 0 0 1

1 
0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 

Tot
al 

8 1
1 

1
8 

1
8 

1
8 

1 4
2 

9 7 15 4 4 2 7 4 6 174 

 

In this session there were 16 participants of which 4 were tutors. 37.9 % of the 

UoM were related to learning activities and 62.1% to tutoring activities.  

D&O UoM were highest (43.1%), then Cog  (20.1 %), then aff (14.9%). There 

was a small degree of mata cog (2.9%). Fac and DI were similar at 9.2% and 

9.8% respectively and were mainly contributed by the tutors. In terms of cognitive 

contributions, 1 tutor dominates with 10 UoM, 2 tutors make no cog contributions, 

all other participants make at least one comment each. The metacog contribution 

is mainly provided by the tutors. Affective UoM are quite low and mainly from the 

tutors (who also did the cog).  

Two tutors were particularly active in terms of D&O contributions (11 and 10 

UoM) along with one student (11 UoM) but most students did engage to some 

degree, contributing between 1-5 UoM. The highest number of Fac UoM was 

from a  tutor who contributed 5 UoM. Similarly the highest DI was from one tutor 

who contributed 11 UoM. One of the tutors makes the highest overall contribution 

(24.1%), while two of the other tutors both make contributions of 10.3 %. The 

highest student contribution is also 10.3% with a significant proportion of this 

concerned with D&O issues. However, overall there is a reasonably even 

contribution and spread of messages. 

Table 10 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
chat sessions in module 1 

 RW DA EC RS EA PP SS MD ML AS KA PF Total 
Cog 59 21 45 18 28 0 0 17 1 16 1 27 233 
M 
Cog 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Aff 13 8 6 4 5 0 5 12 3 8 1 8 73 
D&O 25 13 29 9 12 0 2 25 8 25 6 6 160 
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Fac 8 2 2 1 1 0 0 6 3 5 1 1 30 
Di 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 
Total 107 45 82 32 47 0 7 60 15 55 9 43 502 

 

This snapshot focuses on 12 participants of which 3 are tutors. 61 % of the UoM 

were learning related; 39% tutoring. Cog UoM are the highest in terms of learning 

coding (46.4%) followed by aff (14.5%) with hardly any metacognition. In terms of 

coding for tutoring, D&O is the highest with 31.9% followed by fac 6% and 

virtually no DI. 

The main contribution to the discussion is from one of the tutors, who contributed 

107 UoM or 21.3% of the total contributions. It is worth noting that this is the 

same tutor as above, their contributions are mainly cog and D&O. One other tutor 

has a high input with 11% of the contributions and five of the students contribute 

between 8.6% - 16.3% of the total, again mainly cognitive, apart from one 

student who’s main contribution is D&O compared with the tutors 

Table 11 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
threaded discussion in module 3 

 SM MC SS PJ SM RW CO KA OA KM Total 
Cog 3 0 0 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 11 
M-
cog 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Aff 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 
D&O 6 1 1 0 0 5 0 0 1 1 15 
Fac 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 
Di 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Total 10 1 2 2 1 10 1 1 4 2 34 

 

More of the messages related to tutor (57%) as opposed to learning (43%) 

activities in this snapshot. In general the contributions across the board are low 

with a higher degree of interaction from the tutors focusing in particular on D&O 

related issues. The two highest overall contributions of 29% each are made by 

the tutors.  
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Table 12 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
chat sessions in module 3 

 SM RW AV KA KM EC SM SS Total 
Cog 63 185 109 52 21 42 28 20 520 
M-
cog 

3 10 6 2 3 2 0 0 26 

Aff 19 43 38 9 7 8 3 5 132 
D&O 17 47 23 12 12 4 2 4 121 
Fac 1 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 15 
Di 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Total 103 300 178 75 43 56 33 29 817 

 

There are significantly more learning related activities in this session (83% of the 

total contributions). Of these Cog UoM dominate (520 UoM) followed by Aff (132) 

and some M-Cog (26). The tutoring contributions focus primarily on D&O issues 

(121 UoM) accounting for 87% of the tutor-related UoM. There are some 

significant contributions (three participants offer over 100 UoM and one of these 

contributes 300 Uom), but all participants are evidently involved to a significant 

degree.  

Finding Neo 

Similarly patterns to those discussed above are evident in the final group as 

illustrated in tables 13-16 so only salient features are highlighted here.  

Table 13 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
threaded discussion in module 1 

 HB FP RM HI JD JZ MM M 
I 

PJ PP SS MF US AR AH Total 

Cog 4 2 1 0 1 9 3 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 25 
M-
Cog 

2 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 

Aff 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
D&O 3 4 1 2 2 2 5 3 9 5 0 3 1 1 1 42 
Fac 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 10 
Di 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Total 12 8 3 4 5 13 16 3 13 10 2 3 1 1 1 95 
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There are predominately more tutor-related activities compared with learning 

ones (59% compared with 41%) suggesting that the group is focusing on 

operational issues associated with the work and indicating a degree of getting 

used to the environment and the group dynamics. Contributions are fairly well 

spread with five of the participants contributing 10 or more UoM but all 

contributing at least one UoM. Meta-cognitive contributions are again low and 

cognitive UoM dominate the learning related UoM. By far the most discussion is 

on D&O issues with 42 (or 44%) of the total UoM being concerned with this.  

Table 14 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
chat sessions in module 1 

 HB PP MF MM JD PJ AR FP CH HI JZ MI RM Total 
Cog 10 17 4 6 14 4 4 4 0 3 5 1 4 76 
M-
Cog 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aff 23 10 16 13 15 7 0 2 2 3 15 3 4 113 
D&O 16 10 15 5 11 11 3 2 0 1 13 10 9 106 
Fac 2 4 0 12 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 23 
Di 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Total 51 42 35 36 41 25 7 8 2 7 33 15 17 319 

 

59.2% of the UoM are learning focussed compared with 40.8% tutor UoM. This 

time there are more Affective UoM than Cog. There was no evidence of meta-

cognition. The tutor related UoM are dominated by discussion around D&O 

issues. All contribute to the discussions but contribution is variable with a number 

of the tutors and students dominating the discourse. Seven participants 

contribute 25 or more UoM. The lowest contribution is 2 UoM which are both 

affective in nature.  

Table 15 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
threaded discussion in module 3 

 MD PP MC BS FP HB MW MM MI PT SS RM TL SV Total 
Cog 6 5 5 0 1 4 4 0 3 3 1 2 1 1 36 
M-
Cog 

0 0 3 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Aff 2 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 10 
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D&O 5 2 1 1 1 2 0 2 2 1 4 0 0 0 21 
Fac 4 1 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 14 
Di 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Total 17 10 14 1 2 8 8 4 5 6 9 2 3 1 90 

 

In this snapshot 54% of the UoM are learning related and 36% tutor. Again there 

are a few particularly active participants with a number only contributing one or 

two UoM. Cog contributions dominate the learning related UoM. There is then a 

balance in terms of the number of meta-cognitive and affective postings. D&O 

again dominates the tutor related postings with a reasonable high number of 

facilitative posts and only one which was coded as DI.  

Table 16 Units of meaning coded for learning and tutoring processes of the 
chat sessions in module 3 

 MD HB RM PP MH MC Total 
Cog 31 9 0 18 8 29 95 
M-
Cog 

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Aff 11 4 0 4 2 3 24 
D&O 7 3 0 3 2 1 16 
Fac 1 0 0 1 0 1 3 
Di 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 50 17 0 26 12 34 139 

 

This chat session is almost entirely focussed on learning related issues with 

86.3% of the UoM coded as learning. Of this the emphasis of heavily skewed to 

cognitive messages (95 UoM or 79% of the total learning UoM) suggesting that 

the participants are comfortable in their group and focused and engaged on the 

topic. The group is dominated by the tutor who contributes 50 UoM 36% or the 

postings. Four of the students actively contribute (between 12-34 UoM) whereas 

one student does not contribute at all.   
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6.3 Discussion - overall interpretation across the groups 

All the discussion threads were analysed using the learner and tutor focused 

coding schemes outlined in Appendices One and Two. This was carried out first 

independently and then jointly by two researchers.  

Discussion forums and chat sessions represent different communicative 

environments and hence provide different affordances (Conole and Dyke, 2004) 

for learning. The unit of analysis in the discussion threads was taken to be the 

unit of meaning (UoM), whereas in the chat session, the unit of analysis was 

usually sentence/line based. 

It is important to state that there are a number of methodological issues which 

need to be noted. In particular the changing nature of the groups across the 

modules makes it difficult to do time line analysis on the interactions between 

students and tutors. Furthermore by its nature the Social Network Analysis is 

only possible for the discussion forums (and not the chat) and therefore was only 

carried out on Modules 1 and 3.  

Module 1 across the groups shows similar patterns – in particular D&O is the 

highest in all groups, second is cognitive (but actually quite low – especially if you 

look at the participants). In each group one person tends to dominate the cog 

coding and on average people make only two cognitive statements. Hardly any 

meta-cognition is evident. There is some affective talk but in one group it is 

noticeably larger (neo force). Facilitation is generally low across the groups.  

In comparison to the discussion threads analysed for module 1, chat figures are 

significantly higher – ie the totals number of interactions increased dramatically in 

contrast to discussions. There were 106, 174 and 95 UoM coded for NeoHopes, 

Neoforce and Finding Neo respectively for the discussion threads compared with 

561, 502 and 319 for the corresponding chat sessions.  

D&O appears to be evidently higher in the discussion threads particularly in 

module 1 which is to be expected. However there is still a lot of D&O occurring in 
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the chat session but here it is also evident that there is a lot of cognitive activity – 

which suggests that they maybe learning more as a group in the chat 

environment. There is still very little meta cognitive in the chats but a lot more 

affective activity. A slight increase in facilitation is evident. Direct instruction is 

low in all groups for both the discussion forums and the chat.  

Moving on to the analysis of Module 3 there are some similarities as well as 

differences in comparison with Module 1. The overall contribution to the 

discussion forum still remains low compared with the chat, especially in Neo 

Force where the group seemed to have dropped using the forum in favour of chat 

(only 34, 90 and 90 UoM for the three groups for the discussion thread cf  817, 

325 and 139 for the chat session. However as noted above it is important to be 

aware that these numbers are not directly comparable as in the chats each line 
is coded whereas in forum the code is the units of meaning  which may well 

spread over more than one line. It is also likely that this difference relates to the 

different nature or affordance of the chat and forum environments. In general the 

chat appears to be used a lot for cognitive activities and discussion. – and indeed 

this seems to be a fairly prominent feature of the interactions in the chat 

sessions. In other words the participants are focused on the discussion of the 

issues relating to the task for the module. They appear comfortable in the chat 

environment and waste little time in acclimatising themselves or arranging 

supporting or organisational issues. Therefore they appear to move straight into 

the higher levels of the e-moderating framework outlined by Salmon (2000). The 

D&O has dropped in comparison with chat for module 1, which suggests that the 

groups are more comfortable with each other and their environment and have 

less need for discussing organisational issues. Facilitation is also less than in 

Module 1, which again may be for a similar reason. Overall from both the 

quantitative analysis and the actual nature of the discussions they appear to 

have become more comfortable in chat. Affective messages have also dropped 

significantly in two of the groups.  
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There is some evidence that the group sizes seemed to have decreased as the 

course progresses in the chat sessions – this might suggests that the chat is a 

primary route of communication for a sub-set rather than the whole of the group. 

Overall participation of people within the groups within the chat is higher but still 

there are differences between people – not everyone contributes equally. For 

example Neo Force (300 cf. 29), Finding Neo (0 – 50), Neo Hopes (0 – 58).  

In general the nature of the flow of conversation in the forums and the chat 

sessions is different. For example there is more evidence of affective coding in 

the chat sessions – in particular in terms of warming up and finishing sessions. 

This may relate the affordances of each medium and in particular their impact on 

social norms – in a similar way that the flow of a conversation on a phone, in a 

tutorial or with fellow passengers on a train will be different and will be both 

culturally and contextually located.  

The boundaries between the roles of tutors and participants are blurred; tutors 

and students mix and match between tutor/student roles as appropriate and 

appear comfortable with this fluidity. This may in part be due to the fact that the 

students are all professionals and that the tutors are seen as peers rather than 

teachers.  

What is also evident from analysis of the content of both the discussion forums 

and the chat sessions is the importance of their own professional discourse in 

relation to their practice and in particular their use of subject specific discourse – 

this makes dialogue across the different cultural settings easier because they 

have a shared sense of identity/ownership and understanding based on their 

professional practice – a focussed community of practice (Wenger, 1998). There 

was evidence of the ways in which they used this shared language throughout 

the sessions such as the use of short hand professional notation and acronyms. 

One of the evident benefits of participation in the course cited by the participants 

is the opportunity it provides to enable a sharing of practice across difference 

countries in a way that would otherwise not be possible. This is perhaps 
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particularly valuable for a professional group like this – where the pace of change 

is so fast and where practice is inheritably connected to policy directives and new 

discoveries in the field.  

The SNA and CA showed that the groups all developed different dynamics and 

strategies of working on the task; this was in part due to the participants involved 

but may also have been linked to the nature of the tasks being undertaken. 

Activities and distribution in the discussion forums and chat sessions differed, 

with some evidence that the chat sessions were used more actively for group 

task discussion.  A range of dynamic and shifting teacher and tutor styles/ roles 

were evident across the groups, with some tutors taking more of a directive and 

instructional (traditional) approach whilst others adopted more of a facilitative 

role. This lack of clarity of specified tutor roles did not seem to be problematic 

and indeed the distinction between tutors and students was much less defined 

than in more formal courses – operating more at the level of shared, peer 

professional discourse.  

There is considerable difference between the threaded discussion and chats, 

some groups use chats to do their learning task while other group might rather 

use a threaded discussion. Discourse is sometimes very task and practice driven 

with the use of acronyms (relating to their professional practice as outlined 

earlier), that everybody in the online group seemed to know but which is not self 

evident to an observing looking in. 

Participants are very keen to share expertise and country differences in all 

conversations. This matches closely with the findings of the external evaluation 

of the precursor neonatal practice – where the overarching benefit of the course 

seemed to be the opportunity to share practice and experience with colleagues 

from across Europe. The community of practice style of learning and legitimate 

participation as described by Lave and Wenger (Lave and Wenger, 1991, 

Wenger, 1998) seems to be particular relevant here in terms of describing the 

dynamics and structure of the group participation. A remaining question is to 
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what extent this is a natural characteristic of this type of professional grouping 

and interaction and to what extent the way in which the course was designed and 

structured influenced the behaviour of those involved.  

Module one is characterised by a lot of design and organisation of the activity, 

which leaves us to sometimes wonder where the 'learning' is to be found.... 

However, in Module three there was more cognitive and meta cognitive activities 

compared to Module one, suggesting that the participants were becoming more 

comfortable with the environment, the purpose and rhythm of the course and the 

nature of the tasks. Analysis of the types and nature of the interactions suggest 

that they' have settle more into this way of working on line on progressing 

through the course. 

These findings raise a number of issues which would benefit from further 

analysis: the difference between tutor and student roles, the dynamics in the 

discussion forums and the chats, the balance of tutor/learning activities, the role 

and influence of individuals on group dynamics, the changing nature of group 

dynamics as the course progresses and its impact on use of forums and chat, the 

influence of changing core membership and size of groups, the relationship 

between communication activities or focus and subject domain.  

7. Data analysis – online surveys 

This section provides a snapshot of some of the findings from analysis of the 

online surveys administered mid-way through and at the end of the course. The 

analysis described here is primarily used as a means of triangulating some of the 

findings discussion above from the SNA and CA. Additional  detailed analysis of 

the online surveys have been carried out by the project team as the surveys were 

in part designed to provide the team with informative formative feedback to 

improve the course as it was running.  
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7.1 The Trainees perspective  

A total of 67 responses(78%)  were completed and returned by the trainees at 

the end of the course. This section highlights some of the key points which 

emerged from their responses in terms of their perception of the course and its 

relevance.  

E-learning was seen as relevant and important across many of the survey 

returns. For some e-learning was still a relatively novel concept, but there was 

still a recognition that it was important and that its importance as a means of 

delivery would inevitably increase – hence opportunities like the Neonatal course 

were valuable as they enabled practitioners to experience  e-learning and gain 

an insight into a new way of vocational trainingt.  

One of the benefits cited by the target group was that it provided them with the 

opportunity to review basic concepts and share experiences with other peer 

colleagues. Another benefit cited was the opportunity the course provided in 

terms of application of the knowledge and experiences gained in the course to 

their own working professional practice – hence demonstrating the value and the 

impact this could have in terms of transferability to their own practice. practice. 

Participants noted examples of how they had applied aspects of their experience 

gained from the course into real practice. Another benefit clearly valued by 

trainees was the opportunity the course provided in terms of sharing experiences 

and in particular learning more about the different strategies that colleagues used 

in other countries. This finding is excellent in terms of an example of evidence-

based learning, with trainees communicating and learning from others 

internationally, enabling them to draw out common issues and reflect on their 

own practice.  

Participants stated that there was good subject coverage across the models, 

most valued the communication with people from other countries in the chat 

sessions and discussion forums and the chance to exchange views. They also 

valued the fact that the course provided the opportunity to access particular 
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subject expertise and that it provided up to date learning materials. However it 

was also noted  in this section that  participants would have liked to have work 

individually on some of the topics. . What is evident is that participants liked the 

course for a variety of different, personal, individual reasons –  some liked 

working through the material on their own, others valued the chance to 

collaborate via the discussion groups, others enjoyed the quick, fire conversation 

generated through chat. This suggests that it is important to build such variety 

into designing course of this kind, recognising that participants will have different 

skills, levels, interests and learning preferences.  

Issues of workload emerged as a barrier to fuller participation in the course. In 

particular, for some, participation in the timed chat sessions was difficult as it 

clashed with professional work or coincided with a busy period. Others expanded 

on this point stating that it was difficult to fit the chat sessions into their work 

timetable and there were requests for the programme to incorporate longer time 

periods in between modules. It was suggested that this would provide an 

opportunity to reflect on work to date and catch up on any aspects of the course 

missed. This issue of workload for professionals taking online courses is always 

problematic and there is a difficult balance between providing enough space for 

reflection and ensuring that the course flows and has cohesion.  

Tutor/participant interaction appeared to be different across the groups. This was 

evident in the replies to the survey but also triangulates well with the findings 

from the SNA and CA discussed earlier. Participants noted that feedback and 

interaction from the tutors was different – with some tutors taking a traditional 

lead role in discussions and directing activities whilst others adopted more of a 

peer participant role.  Some participants felt that there was a need for more 

group leadership – evaluation comments very much reflected which group the 

participants were in and the dynamics of each group and how well it did or didn’t 

work. 
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As might be expected there were a variety of learning strategies adopted by the 

participants. Some stated that they used the CDs as back up/referral material, 

others appeared to work primarily online – the different learning strategies clearly 

reflect both personal preferences and access and opportunities. There was 

variation too in terms of how much trainees participated in the online discussions 

and chat sessions – again reflecting the degree to which students were individual 

or social learners.  

In terms of the use of communication tools there were a sub-set of participants 

who used the discussion forums and chats extensively. There appears to be a 

variety of reasons for why some participants choose not to engage some much 

with the communication tools; examples cited included ’lack of time’, a stated 

preference to working on their own, or not feeling that they gained much  from 

communicating online.  

Regarding improvements to the learning environment, most found the VLE easy 

to use and accessible. There was a request for the course to be extended over a 

longer timeframe, and more consideration given to the pace and level of work - 

with less at the beginning to ease students into the course and the environment. 

Personalised tasks and deadlines were also suggested. For some,  there was an 

issue about the timing and purpose of the chat, also there were varied views on 

the relevance and value of group work, in particular there were perceived to be 

issues in terms of developing and maintaining group dynamics. This issue of 

group dynamics and cohesion was perhaps exacerbated in this course as the 

core team needed to shift and alter the group structures.   

Views on the use of chat were interesting – there seemed to be mixed views on 

the benefit of using chat but on balance there were more positive than negative 

comments about its use and value. This matches with the observation from the 

CA analysis which showed that chat sessions were effective and engaging for 

those who participated. Also evidence of the importance of the role of chat 

comes from the fact that some participants were downloading and reading 
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archived chat. There are perhaps some issues potentially in terms of the speed 

of the chat sessions, favouring native English speakers. However the chat 

sessions were seen as beneficial in terms of  encouraging people to participate, 

and a way of getting to know colleagues. The personal and informal nature of 

chat appears to be particular conducive for this. Participants valued the 

opportunity to hear different approaches and perspectives, which helped to 

contextualise the course materials and bring it alive.  

The stated time spent on the modules per week varied from as little as 2 -3  

hours, through to 4-6 hours and for one participant 10 hours. Most stated that 

they would be willing to participate in a course of this kind again. 

Exclusive benefits of the course included: access to material that they wouldn’t 

get to otherwise, the discipline of working through materials following the pre-

designed structure and sequencing of the course, the opportunity to exchange 

views with international colleagues and experts, and the general support and 

guidance provided by both the tutors and fellow participants.  

Overall the participants were very positive and enthusiastic about the course and 

aware of its benefits. The idea of some form of more formal certification of the 

course was suggested to encourage participation and wider uptake. A longer 

time frame for the course was suggested, although drop outs primarily appeared 

to be due to other life pressures and commitments, rather than dissatisfaction 

with the course itself. Participants seem genuinely sorry they weren’t able to 

complete the course and recognised its value. The role of Susan Smith as a 

general facilitator and to anchor the course was noted consistently across the 

survey responses – demonstrating the importance of such an overarching, 

pastoral role and individual input.  

7.2 Tutors perspective 

A total of 11 responses were received from the tutors, it is important to note that 

some of the tutors had been involved in the previous pilot Neonatal course and 

hence this provided the opportunity to reflect and compare. Those involved in 
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both courses felt that the modules were better designed this time. However, there 

was some dissatisfaction noted in terms of participating in the online 

communication, which was limited due to time constraints. Many stated that the 

chat sessions worked well and were useful.  

There was an issue raised about the degree of commitment required on such a 

course and the problem of drop out rates. Tutors commented that it was difficult 

to sustain enthusiasm for course of this type over a year without the explicit goal 

of working towards a qualification. There were real issues and concerns raised 

about the about the level of participation and motivation and the problem of 

passive involvement – this was particularly problematic and noticeable in the 

communication sessions which by their nature require a certain level of 

participation to be viable. One tutor reflected on the relative worth of an online 

course of this type compared with a traditional face to face event, suggesting that 

the later is easier to factor in – ie blocking a number of days to attend a training 

event is easier than putting aside the equivalent amount of time to participate in 

an online event.  

Suggested improvements included better explanation about the content from the 

authors to the tutors, longer time span for the modules, a summary of the chats 

with key points, and clearer definition of the role of the tutors. Some thought 

needs to be given also to providing better mechanisms for increasing the 

interactivity of the participants. More flexible use of materials was also suggested 

such as providing variable routes through the material to take account of 

individual time constraints (matches some of the participants comments about 

personalisation). Enhanced interactivity and better communicative activities were 

also put forward as suggestions for improvements.  

One major difference with this course and the previous online Neonatal course is 

more extensive use of chat for communication. All the tutors were positive about 

the use of chats, although it was suggested that chat sessions need to be well 

structured and timed. They were considered valuable in terms of providing the 
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opportunity to exchange views, talk to experts, and stimulated the trainees to 

voice their opinions and raise issues. They also provided the opportunity to apply 

theory to practice and engage in in-depth discussion on some of the issues 

raised by the course materials. However there were concerns that there was an 

issue in terms of the timing of chat sessions and that they were not appropriate to 

everyone. Finally a concern was raised about the dynamics and structure of chat 

sessions when the group size increased, this raises issues about the role of chat 

and discussion forums in terms of providing opportunities for students to share 

and discuss ideas and in particular on the relative merits of each.  

Most tutors spent between 2-4 hours per week on the course, some were 

spending up to 7/8 hours.  

The tutors cited a number of benefits of being involved (which reflect many of the 

benefits cited by the trainees): useful in terms of personal CPD, useful to be able 

to learn from others, experience of being involved in e-learning, access to up to 

date information and materials, participation in a well structured and organised 

course.  

7.3 In summary  

The data revealed that overall the course was well received by both tutors and 

tutees, providing them with a valuable vehicle for undertaking continuing 

professional practice, for keeping up to date with current developments in their 

field and enabling them to participate in a community of practice of likeminded 

professionals across Europe. The detailed analysis revealed that participation in 

the different elements of the course (materials, chat tools, discussion forums, etc) 

depended on a complex set of inter-related factors, including prior experience, 

learning approaches, personal preferences and interests, etc. Participants 

demonstrated that they mixed and matched the offerings of the course and 

personalised them to meet their own needs – for example the mixed degree of 

participation in the online communication sessions, the use of chat sessions – 

not for live discussion but as archived transcripts. These findings mirror other 
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recent studies on students’ use of and expectations of technologies (see the 

outputs of the JISC-funded LEX and LXP studies, available online at 

http://www.jisc.ac.uk/elp_learneroutcomes.html) – suggesting that use is multi-

faceted and personalised with students appropriating tools to their own needs. 

This suggests that the design process should reflect this – with courses designed 

to be used in a variety of different ways to suit different individual needs.  

8. Conclusion 

This report has summarised the key findings of the external evaluation. Overall 

the project appears to have been a success and has achieved many of its 

original aims and objectives. The project has been facilitated by a strong central 

team who has supported the development and implementation of the course. 

Participants clearly enjoyed the experience of working through the course and 

were on the whole very positive. The project has provided a useful insight to the 

potential benefits of online courses to support vocational training  and the 

facilitation of sharing of expertise and knowledge across Europe.  
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Appendix 1 Veldhuis-Diermanse Schema for Learning Processes Coding 
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10. Cognitive learning activities 
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CDPF 

 

 

 

 

CDPN
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CDAF 

 

 

 

 

CDAN
F 

 

 

CDAQ 

Debating 

• A problem, solution or idea is presented. This contribution is followed 
by an illustration or argumentation 

"These crops are very suitable for the field. One restriction is that these 
crops (certainly potatoes) can be grown only once every 4 or more 
years, because of diseases. It is not good to grow potatoes and 
sugarbeets in a sequence, either. So they should be separated by 
another crop." 

• A problem, solution or idea is presented. This contribution is not 
followed by an illustration or argumentation 

"The best research procedure would be watershed level (i + 3) with the 
use of simple comprehensive methods." 

• A student does or does not agree with the opinion or idea contributed 
by another student or author. This viewpoint is followed by a backing, 
refutation or restriction  

"I agree that Income Optimization is not an easy term, though I think it’s 
quite right here. A cognitive map only gives an overview of the problems 
to make things clearer. All influences concerning agriculture will affect 
the income of the farmers". 

• A student does or does not agree with the opinion or idea contributed 
by another student or author. This viewpoint is not followed by a 
backing, refutation or restriction 

"I like the idea!" 

• Asking a content-directed question 

"In that school the aim is diagnostic testing. What does that mean to the 
students? Is it not necessary for them to be coached? And what sort of 
coaching? Are these tests serious?" 
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CCEI 

 

 

 

CREI 
 
CSEI 
 
 

 

CREE 

Using external information and experiences 

• Contributing new information found in other information sources 
(mentioned or not) than the discourse  

"Yields according to Wofost when using sowing dates as mentioned in 
the CIM: potatoes - very high (15,847 kg/acre), winter wheat - low 
(7,653 kg/acre), sugar beets - very high (14,293 kg/acre)." 

• Referring to information found in other information sources 
(mentioned or not) than the discourse  

"I found an interesting site: http://www.sainsbury.co.uk/gm/."  

• Summarizing or evaluating the information found in other information 
sources (mentioned or not) than the discourse 

"Summarizing: A LUT is sustainable if it is ecologically possible, 
economically viable and socially acceptable. The three characteristics 
of a LUT distinguished in the article are… " 

• Referring to earlier experiences (scholastic or daily)/ Referring to 
outcomes of running a model  

"In Germany farmers told me that rape seed is grown on fallow fields. 
The legislation (15 % fallow) allows rape seed." 

 

CIL 

 

 

CIR 

Linking or repeating internal information 

• Linking facts, ideas or remarks presented in the discourse/ Referring 
explicitly to a contribution in the discourse 

"I found results similar to those of Eesge and Ries." 

• Repeating information without drawing a conclusion or interpreting 
that information  

"In approach 1 land units are derived from extensive soil sampling and 
Remote Sensing. Four functional layers are distinguished and 
combined to soil profiles. Two land units are distinguished: one with a 
mainly sandy texture, one more clayey. " (= note 34) 

 

11.  12. Affective learning activities  
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AM 

 

 

AA 

 

AC 

 

• General: reacting emotionally to notes of fellow-students, without 
directly reacting to the content of that note. This reaction can be 
positive, negative or neutral 

"It is a very interesting and mainly correct map…." 

• Asking for (general) feedback, responses or opinions by fellow-
students  

"What is your opinion about my minor case? " 

'Chatting' or 'social talks'; contributions that are not relevant to solve the 
case/task  

"Anton, Happy birthday! " 

 

 Metacognitive learning activities  

 

MPA 
 

MAA 
 

 

 

MEA 

Planning 

• Presenting an approach or procedure to carry out the task  

"I think we can take the report as point of departure to write our policy 
note." 

• Asking for an approach or procedure to carry out the task 

"I read a lot of articles, but I do not know if it was useful. Summarized: it 
is non-organic and better to the milieu. It is possible to acquire it 
synthetically, but it can also be found in nature. Is this wasting time or 
shall I search for more information?" 

• Explaining or summarizing the approach already adopted  

"After reading the article 'Dewey's Problem' I went back to my notes on 
the online document given above. There are several comments that 
Dewey makes there that bear on CSILE, and I thought that I would 
share them. I'll post my thoughts on the article separately." 
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MSD 
 

MAC 
 

 

MGE 

Keeping clarity 

• Structuring the contributions in the database 

"I think note 45 is related strongly to note 67 and 89. So, I replaced the 
note."  

• Asking for an explanation, clarification or illustration as a reaction to a 
certain note 

"I don’t understand how you are able to discriminate sandy and clayey 
soil from the CESAR image. Can you explain how to do that? " 

• Explaining unclear information in notes; answering a question asked 
by another participant 

"Legislation and the farming policy have a positive influence on the 
problem of leaching. That is what is meant with the +. " 

 

13.  

MKW 

 

MRP 

Monitoring 

• Monitoring the original planning, aim etc.  

"It is very unclear to me. What is the aim of this course? What do have 
we to do?" 

• Reflecting on one' s own actions or on certain contributions to the 
database 

"I notice some confusion about the meaning of + and – in the cognitive 
map." 

 

14.  15. Rest activities 

 

RNE 

 

Units that cannot be decoded by using the categories above  

"*$#@%#&#@. My computer crashed again and I was just going to 
save my note! I will stop, tomorrow try again..." 
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Source : Veldhuis-Diermanse (2002)
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Appendix 2 Anderson Schema for Tutoring Processes Coding 

 

Instructional Design and Organization  

Indicators 

• Setting curriculum 

• Designing methods 

 

• Establishing time 
parameters 

• Utilizing medium effectively 

 

• Establishing netiquette 

• Making macro-level 
comments about course 
content 

 

Examples 

• “This week we will be 
discussing…” 

• “I am going to divide you 
into groups, and you will 
debate…” 

• “Please post a message by 
Friday…” 

• “Try to address issues that 
others have raised when 
you post” 

• “Keep your messages 
short” 

• “This discussion is intended 
to give you a broad set of 
tools/skills which you will be 
able to use in deciding 
when and how to use 
different research 
techniques” 

Facilitating Discourse  
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Indicators 

• Identifying areas of 
agreement/disagreement 

 

 

• Seeking to reach 
consensus/understanding 

• Encouraging, 
acknowledging, or 
reinforcing student 
contributions 

• Setting climate for learning 

 

 

• Dawing in participants, 
prompting discussion 

• Assess the efficacy of the 
process 

Examples 

• “Joe, Mary has provided a 
compelling counter-
example to your hypothesis. 
Would you care to 
respond?” 

• “I think Joe and Mary are 
saying essentially the same 
thing” 

• “Thank you for your 
insightful comments” 

• “Don’t feel self-conscious 
about thinking out loud on 
the forum. This is a place to 
try out ideas after all” 

• “Any thoughts on this 
issue?” 

• “ I think we’re getting a little 
of track here” 

Direct Instruction 
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Indicators 

• Present content/questions 

• Focus the discussion on 
specific issues 

 

• Summarize the discussion 

 

 

• Confirm understanding 
through assessment and 
explanatory feedback 

• Diagnose misconceptions 

 

 

• Inject knowledge from 
diverse sources, e.g., 
textbook, articles, internet, 
personal experiences 

 

• Responding to technical 
concerns 

Examples 

• “Bates says…what do you 
think” 

• “I think that’s a dead end. I 
would ask you to 
consider…” 

• “The original question was 
…Joe said…Mary 
said…We concluded 
that….We still haven’t 
addressed” 

• “You’re close, but you didn’t 
account for…this is 
important because” 

• “Remember, Bates is 
speaking from an 
administrative perspective, 
so be careful when you 
say…” 

• “I was at a conference with 
Bates once, and he 
said…You can find the 
proceedings from the 
conference at 
http://www….” 

• “If you want to include a 
hyperlink in your message, 
you have to…” 

Source: Anderson et al. (2000) 

Appendix 3 – Example of one of the online surveys     

Neonatal Virtual Learning Project 
Participant Survey 
As we move towards the mid point of our programme delivery we are keen to 
reflect on our joint venture into the virtual world of online education. We hope that 
by undertaking this evaluation exercise we will be able to look at ways of 
improving our programme.  In order to help us achieve this we would ask that 
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you take the time to complete this evaluation form which has been designed to 
focus on three specific areas:  
              The extent to which the programme has so far achieved its desired  
              aims and learning outcomes  
              The teaching and learning environment  
              Your teaching and learning experience  
 
By completing this evaluation form you will be participating in our cyclical 
feedback loop whereby the results of this exercise will inform our future activites 
and plans. So we need your help and your feedback is very valuable! 
 
 
 
 
            1. Your details 
                        Please enter your name and e-mail address  
                              Full name   
                              E-mail address   
            2. Project outcomes (learning effectiveness) 
                        Do you think the programme has achieved the overall aims  
                        and objectives so far?  
 
                        Please can you identify any strengths or weaknesses of  
                        the programme and each module:  
 
                        Programme strengths  
                           
                        Programme weaknesses  
                           
                        Module 1 - Neonatal Neurology - Strengths  
 
                        Module 1 - Neonatal Neurology - Weaknesses  
 
                        Module 2 - Perinatal Epidemiology - Strengths  
                           
                        Module 2 - Perinatal Epidemiology - Weaknesses  
                       
                        Module 3 - Ethics and Neonatal Practice - Strengths  
                        
                        Module 3 - Ethics and Neonatal Practice - Weaknesses  
                           
                        How can we improve the modules? What would you suggest  
                        we do differently?  
                        
                        What is least valuable about this programme?  
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                        What is most valuable about this programme?  
                           
                        Would you recommend this programme to your colleagues?  
                              Yes 
                              No 
                              No answer 
 
            3. The learning environment 
 
                        Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements:  
                           The induction module prepared me for participation 
                           The VLE is a suitable environment for learning  
                           I have benefited from having a CD-ROM of each module 
                           I have made use of the resources within the VLE - e.g. the 
online library 
                           The discussion forums have been valuable  
                           The tutors have played an important role in promoting active 
learning 
                           The Plenary has been an integral part of the VLE 
                           Technical support and advice has been easily available 
                           The chat sessions have been valuable 
                             
                        How can we improve the learning environment?  
                           
            4. Your learning experience 
                        What had you hoped to achieve by taking part in the programme?  
                       At this point do you feel that this has been achieved?  
                              Yes 
                              No 
                              No answer 
 
                        If not, can you explain why not?  
                           
                        Please indicate your level of agreement with the  
                           Before starting the programme, I was well informed of the aims 
& objectives 
                           The programme activities stimulated my learning 
                           This programme lived up to my expectations 
                           The content is relevant to my job 
                           I have achieved the objectives of Module 1 
                           I have achieved the objectives of Module 2 
                           I have achieved the objectives of Module 3 
                           I will be able to use what I learned in this programme 
                           Formative assessment has been of value 
                           The level of support has been appropriate 
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                           The use of multimedia has enhanced my learning 
                             
                        Do you consider the academic level to be appropriate? 
                        Choose only one of the following  
                              Yes 
                              No 
                              Don't know 
                              Other  
                        How relevant and useful were the main course materials (the 
corpus)?  
                              Very useful 
                              Useful 
                              Partially useful 
                              Not useful 
 
                       We anticipated that each module would require four to six hours of 

study per week (24-36 hours per module).  
                        From your experience, was this an accurate estimation?  
                              Yes 
                              No 
                              Not sure 
                              No answer  
                        
                        How much time did you actually spend on the modules (per week) 
on average?  
                              Module 1   
                              Module 2   
                              Module 3   
                          
                       Having defined the amount of time you have spent on the 

programme, we are interested in finding out how you  would have 
used this time had you not been a participant? 

                       Check any that apply  
                                Other forms of academic activity/learning 
                               More recreation/leisure time 
                               More family/social time 
                               None of the above 
                        
                        By being a participant in the programme, do you feel  
                        that you have had opportunities/benefits that would not  
                        have been available elsewhere?  
                        
                        Thanks for taking the time to complete this survey. If  
                        you have any other comments to make, please enter them  
                        below. 


