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ICT-metrics on computer use and Internet ability (Török, 2007)

The following questionnaire asks about computer use and Internet ability. Please, tick 
one box on each row.

How well can you do these tasks (on a computer) ?

Appendix 1

Without
any
help

With
somé
help

With
significant

help

Icannot 
do it

Fiié management
Moving files □ □ □ □
Arranging files intő directories □ □ □ □
Compressing files □ □ □ □
Renaming files □ □ □ □

Word Processing
Using word Processing programs in generál □ □ □ □
Text formatting □ □ □ □
Changing the view of the text □ □ □ □
Checking spelling □ □ □ □
Inserting text and pictures intő a text □ □ □ □
Printing a text □ □ □ □

Internet usage
Downloading and saving pictures from the 
internet

□ □ □ □

Downloading and saving texts from the internet □ □ □ □
Using search engines on the internet □ □ □ □
Navigating back to previously visited websites □ □ □ □
Saving links of important websites □ □ □ □
Downloading files from the internet □ □ □ □
Creating a simple website (homepage) □ □ □ □

E-mail
Creating an e-mail box □ □ □ □
Forwarding an e-mail □ □ □ □
Sending an e-mail to more addressees □ □ □ □
Sending an attached fiié □ □ □ □
Subscribing/unsubscribing to lists □ □ □ □
Opening files received as e-mail attachments □ □ □ □

Spreadsheets
Knowing a program fór creating spreadsheets in 
generál

□ □ □ □

Creating simple spreadsheets □ □ □ □
Making simple calculations in a spreadsheet □ □ □ □
Preparing diagrams, graphs □ □ □ □
Formatting spreadsheets □ □ □ □

Preparing slides
Preparing a síidé show with multimédia 
constituents

□ □ □ □

Preparing a síidé show with pictures □ □ □ □
Inserting a videó in a síidé show □ □ □ □

Photo editing
Preparing labels □ □ □ □
Resizing photos □ □ □ □
Changing the fiié formát of the photos □ □ □ □

Other
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Using LOGO □ □ □ □
Using a scanner fór digitalizing pictures □ □ □ □
Using a scanner fór digitalizing texts □ □ □ □
Taking a photo with a digital camera □ □ □ □
Using a vírus scan program □ □ □ □
Operating a projector, connecting it to the 
computer

□ □ □ □

Saving fiié from a pendrive to the computer □ □ □ □
Without With With Icannotany

help
somé
help

significant
help do it

Please, indicate the following Information:

Your group number:.......
A ge:........
Sex: Dfemale Dmale

Thank you.



Participant Satisfaction and Communication Questionnaire

Dear Participant,

with the following survey we would like to récéivé feedback from you as a participant about 
your experience. The results of the survey will be used to increase the quality of learning. All 
the data are handled with care, they are treated as strictly confidential -  alsó in the case of a 
possible dissemination.

Appendix 2

Part I.

Please, indicate the degree to which you Agree/Disagree with each statement as it 
relates to your experience.

strongly
disagree

disagree

agree

strongly
agree

1 I enjoyed the course.
2 I found the content of the course interesting and 

useful.
3 My experience with the course would encourage me 

to use ICT in the future as well.
4 My experience with the course would encourage me 

to apply ICT fór pedagogical purposes (teaching).
5 Access to facilitators /staff members was adequate.
6 The benefits gained from participating the course 

íustified my efforts.
7 The level of teaching and learning processes that took 

piacé in this course was of the highest quality.
8 Overall I am satisfied with the course.
9 The facilitator provided help fór the group members.
10 The facilitator created a feeling of an online 

community.
11 The instructor facilitated online discussions within the 

group, thus enhanced collaborative learning
12 The feedback received from the facilitator enhanced 

my learning.
13 Overall the facilitator fór this course met my 

expectations.
14 I felt comfortable collaborating through this médium.
15 I felt that participating in on-task course discussions 

was useful.
16 I felt comfortable participating in off-task course 

discussions.
17 I felt that other participants in the course 

acknowledged my point of view.
18 The feedback received from my tutorial group 

enhanced my learning.
19 This form of learning allowed fór the in-depth
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analysis of the discussion topics and answering the 
relevant questions.

20 Group work allowed fór opportunities to learn from 
other's expertise, skills and competence

21 I was able to form distinct individual impressions of 
somé course participants.

22 I was able to form distinct individual impressions of 
the facilitator in this course.

23 I felt comfortable conversing with the instructor 
through this médium.

24 My point of view was acknowledged by the 
facilitator.

25 Online or web-based education is an excellent 
médium fór social interaction.

Part II.
During this course, you had several tools available to you on the course web site fór 
accessing information and fór communicating with colleagues and the facilitator. Please 
rate the following (pút a cross to the relevant answer):

Nőt Less Important Important Very important Crucial 
used tool tool tool tool

26. Course information ____ ____ ____ ____ ____

27. Course documents ____ ____ ____ ____ ____

28. Fórum ____ ____ ____ ____ ____

29. Upload/download ____ ____ ____ ____ ____

30. Other:

Part III.
Mark the statement that applies to you.

3 1 .1 would rate my level of computer expertise as:
Novice_____Intermediate_____ Expert______

32. Where did you most frequently use a computer fór this course?
Home___Work___ Other___ If other, specify:______________________

33. Online Experience:
_This is my first online course
_I have taken two online courses including this course.
_I have taken more than two online courses including this course.

34. How often do you use the Internet?
_Several hours a day___daily___2-3 times a week___weekly___less frequently

35. On average, regardless of whether you posted a message or nőt, how often did you 
access the course Web site?

_daily___2-3 times a week___ weekly___ 2-3 times in a month___ monthly
36. How much time did you spend working on the course Web? (minutes)________
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—

37. How did you contact other students? (Mark more than one if appropriate)
_Only the CMS___Email___Telephoné___Personal

38. On average, how often did you post a message to the Fórum each week?
_lonce a week___twice a week___three times a week___four times a week---- five or more

times a week___other...................

39. On an average, how many (on-task) messages did you post in a week?------
On an average, how many (off-task) messages did you post in a week?------

40. How much interaction did you have with your facilitator on the Fórum?
daily___2-3 times a week___ weekly___ 2-3 times in a month-----monthly

General (Personal) information

Group number:

Institution:________

Age:________

Sex: Female___Male___

Date:______________

Thank you fór your time! 

Dorner Helga
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Appendix 3

Coding scheme fór cognitive presence in discussion (Bloom, 1956; Gunawardena et al 
1997; Henri, 1992; Zhu, 2006)

Seeking information (Vertical)

Inquiring or starting discussion (horizontal)

Responding (knowledge or elementary 
classification)

Question that has a direct and correct answer (e.g. 
What is an asynchronous discussion?)
Question that has no direct and correct answer (e.g. 
How can we facilitate an online discussion?) 

Statement
■ A statement that is made in direct response to a 

previous message, offering feedback, opimon etc.
■ A statement of observation/opinion/of agreement 

from one or more other participants
_ nr identiiication of a

Informative (comprehension or in-depth 
clarification)

Explanatory (application or application fór 
strategies)

Analytical (analysis)

Synthesis (synthesis or inferencing) 

Evaluative (evaluation or judgment)

Reflective of changes

Reflective of using cognitive strategies

problem
■ A statement that provides information (anecdotal 

or personal) related to the topic under discussion.
■ Restating the participants1 position, advancing 

arguments or considerations in its support by 
references to the participant's experience, 
literature, formai data collected, proposal of 
relevant methodology, allegory etc.

■ A statement that presents factual information 
with limited personal opinions to explain related 
reading materials.

■ Negotiation or clarification of the meanings ot 
terms

■ A statement that offers analytical opinions about 
responding messages or related reading materials.

■ Identification of areas of agreement or overlaps 
among conflicting concepts.

■ Negotiation of new statements embodying 
compromise, co-construction

■ A statement that summarises or attempts to 
provide a summary of discussion messages and 
related reading materials.

■ A statement that offers evaluative or judgmental 
opinions of key points in the discussion/related 
readings.

Reflection
A statement that reflects on changes in personal 
opinions and behaviours.
A statement that explains or reflects on one s use of 
cognitive strategies/skills in accomplishing certain
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Expression of emotions "I just can't stand it when..." "ANYBODY OUT 
THERE"
Teasing, cajoling, irony, sarcasm

Self-disclosure (présén! details of life outside of “Where I work this is wha, we do...” “ Ijustdo nőt 
eláss, or express vulnerability) understand th.s question

Interactive category
Continuing a thread (using reply function of Subject Re......... . Branch formát
software rather than starting a new thread)
Quoting írom others’ messages Referring explicitly "Martha writes ...

Askin^questions (students ask questions of other "Anyone had expenence with...?"

Complementing, expressing appreciaüon reaiiy hit ,he
Expressmg agreement „ail on the head."

Cohesive category
Vocatives (referring to participants by name) " I think John made a good point." "John what o

you think?
Addresses or refers to the group using inclusive "Our textbook refers to..." " I think we are off the

fornow'' ”w e " havin8purely social function) lovely weather,,-
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___________ Indicator
Setting curriculum 
Designing methods 
Establishing time parameters 
Utilising médium effectively

Establishing netiquette

__________ Description/ Example
“This week we are discussing.
“1 am going to divide you intő groups...”
“Please, post a message by Friday...”
“Try to address issues that others have raised when
you post”
“Keep your message short”

Facilitating Discourse
Identifying areas of agreement/disagreement

respond to it?"
Seeking to reach consensus/understanding "I think Joe and Mary are aaying essentially .he

same thing
Encouraging, acknowledging, or reinforcing student "Thank you fór your insightful comments.”

contributions “This is a piacé to try out ideas after all”
Drawing m plnicipamT^rompting discussion “Any thoughts on this issue?” “Anyone care to

°  comment?
Assess the efficacy of the process “I think we are getting a little off track here”

Direct Instruction
Present content/questions
Focus the discussion on specific issues

Summarise the discussion

Confirm understanding through assessment and 
explanatory feedback 
Diagnose misconceptions

Inject knowledge írom diverse sources, e.g. 
textbook, articles, internet, personal experiences 
Responding to technical concerns

■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... We still haven't addressed 
that...”
“You’re close, bút you did nőt account fór... this is 
important because”
"Remember, Bates is talking from an admimstrative 
perspective, so be careful when you are saying...
"It was at a conference with Bates, and he 
said... You can fínd the proceedings at..."
"If you want to include a hyperlink to your 
message, you have to...
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Appendix 4

Data on the second phase of regression analyses (MULTIPED Sí IE)

Components of the model f i Df F
Significanc

e

Importance
after

transformati
on

Importance

lst step: Course satisfaction as dependent variable
(R2= .78)

MULTIPED
N=43

Calibrate 1 
Calibrate 2

Facilitator’s role (independent 
variable)

.12 2 1.64 p = .21 - .07

Social presence (independent variable) -.04 3 .20 p = .901 - -.01

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.86 3
110.0

6
p < .001 .734 .94

2nd step: Online communication as dependent 
Variable (R2-.77)

Facilitator’s role (independent 
variable)

.21 2 4.88 p =.013 .135 .17

Social presence (independent 
variable)

.75 2 63.28 p < .001 .641 .83

3rd step: Social presence as dependent variable
(R2=l)

Facilitator’s role (independent 
variable) - - - - - -



Appendix 5

Data on the second phase of regression analyses (DELP site)

Components of the model f i Df F
Significanc

e

Importance
after

transformati
on

Importance

lst step: Course satisfaction as dependent variable
(R2= .58)

DELP
ÉLT Methodology 1 

N=20
Spring 2007

Facilitator’s role (independent 
variable)

.16 2 2.37 p = .109 .062 .04

Social presence (independent variable) .11 2 1.18 p =.319 .058 .03

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.73 4 47.39 p < .001 .879 .51

Ind step: Online communication as dependent
variable(R2= .51) -------------------------------------

Social presence (independent 
variable)

.09 1 4.33 p = .004 .175 .12

Facilitator’s role (independent 
variable)

.33 2 13.47 p < .001 .165 .11

3rd step: Social presence as dependent variable
(R2= .51)

Facilitator’s role (independent 
variable)

.61 2 26.67 p < .001 .868 .39

Components of the model fi Df F Significanc
e

Importance
after

transformati
on

Importance

lst step: Course satisfaction as dependent variable
(R2= .70)

DELP
ÉLT Methodology 2 

N=20
Fali 2007

Facilitator’s role (independent 
variable)

.29 3 9.63 p < .001 .215 .15

Social presence (independent variable) -.18 2 3.67 p = .06 .-109 0

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.79 5
113.3

5 p < .001 .773 .54

2nd step: Facilitator’s role as dependent 
variable
(R2= . 6 2 ) ________________________________________________

Social presence (independent 
variable)

.59 2 57.87 p < .001 .910 .56

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.11 3 2.17 p = .008 .260 .16

3rd step• Online communication as dependent variable
ÍR2= .75) --------------------------

Social presence (independent 
variable)

.59 6 87.85 p < .001 .624 .47
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Components of the model fi Df F
Significanc

e

Importance
after

transformati
on

Importance

lst step: Course satisfaction as dependent variable
(R2= .70)

DELP
ÉLT Methodology 3-4 

N=36
Spring 2008

Facilitator’s role (independent .29 3 9.63 p < .001 .186 .13
variable)

Social presence (independent variable) -.18 2 3.67

r-©110- .000 .0

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.79 5
113.3

6
P < .001 .716 .50

2nd step: Facilitator’s role as dependent
variahlelR2-  . 6 2 ) ------------------------------- ---------------

Social presence (independent 
variable)

.60 2 57.87 P < .001 .812 .50

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.12 3 2.17 p = .038 .325 .20

3rd step: Online communication as
(R2= .75)

dependent variable

Social presence (independent .59 6 87.85 p < .001 .544 .41
variable)

Components of the model fi Df F Significanc
e

Importance
after

transformati
on

Importance

lst step: Course satisfaction as dependent variable
(R2= .51)

DELP
ÉLT Methodology 5 

N=21
Fali 2008

Facilitator’s role (independent 
variable)

-.24 1 9.26 p = .043 .019 .01

Social presence (independent variable) .14 3 2.69 p = .051 .007 0

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.70 6 62.73 p < .001 .938 .48

2nd step: Facilitator’s role as dependent 
Variable (R2-  .32)

Social presence (independent ^9 4 
variable)

8.34 p < .001 .373 .12

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.50 5 18.58 p < .001 .685 .22

3rd step: Social presence as dependent variable
(R2= .46)_______________ .

Online communication (independent ^  5 20.79 p < .001 .857
variable)____________ ____________________________________
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Components of the model fi Df F
Significanc

e

Importance
after

transformati
on

Importance

Iststep: Course satisfaction as dependent variable
(R2= .50)

Facilitator’s role (independent . 20 2 7.91 
variable)

DELP
ÉLTMethodology 6 

N=I9

p < .001 .040

Spring 2009 

.02

Social presence (independent variable) -.21 1 8.39 p =.055 -.017 -.01

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.80 6 119.4
9

p < .001 .796 .40

2nd step: Facilitator’s role as dependent
Variable (R -  .43)

Social presence (independent 
variable)

.15 3 4.01 p =.009 .187 .08

Online communication (independent 
variable)

.64 5 60.99 p <.001 .280 .12

3rd step: Social presence as dependent variable
(R2= -51) ______________

Online communication (independent 26 2 4.52 p = .017 .804
variable)__________________ __________ .______________________
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Appendix 6

Kano model summary

Barriers of satisfaction

M o d e l  
N= 159

R
R

S q u a re

A d ju s te d
R S td . E r r o r  o f t h e  E stim á ié

1 .79 .62 .56 13.59

A N O V A
S u m  o f

D f
M ean

S q uare
F Sign ificance

R egression
10226.0

0
5 .00 2045 .20 11.07 .000

R esidual 6280 .72 34 .00 184.73

T otá l
16506.7

2
39 .00

P red ic to rs

C o e ffic ie
n ts

B éta

S td .
E rro r

C o e ffic i
en ts
B éta

t S ig n ifica n ce

(C onstan t) 13.61 18.94 .72 .477

F ac ilita to r’s role .09 17 .07 .54 .591

Social p resence .01 16 01 .06 .954

O n lin e com m u n ication .98 .19 .73 5.09 .000

IH K 14.56 6.04 .35 2.41 .022

SZ H K 15.98 4 .90 .46 3 .26 .003

Drivers of satisfaction

M o d e l  
N  = 159

R
R

S q u a re

A d ju s te
d R

square
S td . E rro r  o f t h e  E s tim á ié

1 .48 .23 .16 11.95

A N O V A

S u m  o f
D f

M ean
S q uare

F Sign ificance

R egression 2271 .23 5.00 454.25 3 .18 .014

R esidual 7562 .72 53.00 142.69

T otá l 9833.95 58 .00

P red ic to rs

C o e ffic ie
n ts

B é ta

S td .
E r r o r

C o e ffic i
en ts
B éta

t S ig n ifica n ce

(C onstan t) 17.98 24.91 .72 .474

F ac ilita to r’s role -.17 .14 -.17 -1 .24 .221

Social p resence .05 .14 .05 .34 .736

O n lin e com m u n ication .57 .17 .49 3 .28 .002

IH K .73 6 .36 .02 .11 .909

S Z H K 5.92 5.66 .18 1.05 .300
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Appendix 7

Totál number of participant and facilitator messages in Calibrate 1 and Calibrate

Humanities
Foreign Mathematics & Sciences Totál

Calibrate 1 language Informatics

Without the 
facilitator

72 240 95 179
JO ö

M = 26.63 
SD = 27.77

Number of 
facilitator 40 46 35 18 189

messages 775
With the 

facilitator 112 286 130 197 M = 29.87 
S7) = 21.37

Humanities
Foreign Mathematics & Sciences Totál

Calibrate 2 language Informatics 985
Without the 
facilitator

N/A N/A N/A N/A M = 51.84 
SD = 25.67

Number of 
facilitator N/A N/A N/A N/A 70

messages 1055
With the 

facilitator
N/A N/A N/A N/A M = 52.75 

SD = 25.31



Appendix 8

Totál number of participant and facilitator messages in the ÉLT Methodology
cases

Without
the

facilitator

ÉLT 
Methodologyl 
Spring 2007

148 
M = 8.22 
SD = 7.64

ÉLT 
Methodology2 

Fali 2007

136
M = 6.8 

SD = 5.02

ÉLT 
Methodology3 
Spring 2008

220 
M = 14.23 
SD = 15.25

ÉLT 
Methodology4 
Spring 2008

158
M = 11.06 
SD = 7.09

ÉLT 
Methodology5 

Fali 2008

155
M = 7.75 
SD = 5.30

ÉLT 
Methodology 
6 Spring 2009

76
M = 4.47 
SD = 2.83

Number of 
facilitator 64 44 70 42 32 44

messages

With the 
facilitator

212
M = 10.6 

SD = 10.36

180
M = 8.2 

SD = 6.57

290
M = 15.26 
SD = 14.76

200
M = 10.53 
SD = 7.07

187
M = 8.5 

SD = 6.12

120
M = 6.05 
SD = 5.50



Results and detailed analyses of the interaction patterns at the individual level 
S  ón the t  and out-degree centrali.y values of .he participan.s and ,he 
graphical representation of the interactions

Appendix 9

ÉLT Methodology 1

In Group 1, out of the six group members two had higher out-degree values h e n «  
they were more eager to make connections than the others; they evenmal y had more 
influence than the others. These participants were nőt the facilitators bút Student 
Student 3. As fór the facilitators’ role, when considermg the network centrahty d
column without them, the in-degree centrálisadon values dropped, . ;  n and 
popular -receiver’ was excluded from the network. As concems the individual in-
nnt-dearee ccntrality, we witnessed the same process.

As the graphical representation of the interaction patterns demonstrates (Figure 
1) three participants had more intensive relations, Student 1, Student 3 and Student 2. 
Unfortunately, Student 2 and Student 3 were nőt linked to each other, thus we can claim 
that even though belonging to one group, they formed pairs of interacting (an 
collaborating) group members.

Figure 1 Sociogram of the interactions m Group 1 in ÉLT Methodology 1 with and
without the facilitator

Group 2 consisted of one highly active participant and three active participants (as 
identified based on the descriptive statistics). The individual in- and oubdepee  
centrality values revealed the same in the network. The highly active S '0UP 
(Student 1) whose out-degree measure was four limes higher as compared to the ofter 
members dominated the interactions. As concems the in-degree values n the ca«l of 
the three participants, the values were almost the same, mdicating 
received approximately the same amount of messages. The in- and out je g rtt^  results 
without the inclusion of the facilitator suggested the same, the individual in- and out- 
degree values dropped in the case of all the group members. The out-degree wasih gher 
t a n  L t-d e g re e P o„ly in the case of the most active student. This suggests .hat th, 
participant dominated the interactions and established hnks to other members of 
small group. The sociogram of the interactions alsó supports this claim (Figure Z).
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Group 3 was identified as the loosest network in the ÉLT Methodology 1 case. As 
a network it even ceased to exist when we excluded the facilitators m the analyse, 
Accordingly the group was made up of four passive students, two of which we 
inactive áuúng th f  onlhie mentoring, teaching and learning process The most active 
o a r S a n t was one of the facilitators. Her/his out-degree centrahty values were 
somewhat higher than the in-degree values, signallmg the effort to tngger int^ ra^ ^  
and establish connections in the network, with nőt much success, though. When 
excluding the facilitator, the low in- and out-degree values became zero which c*ear^  
seggested that there were nőt any relations established without the involvement of the
facilitators. The same is represented by Figure 3.

Figure 6.14 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 3 in ÉLT Methodology 1 with and
without the facilitator

Group 4 was composed of two active participants and a passive one. Both
facilitators belonged to the passive participants, as the individual £  ^ d t f l )  
centrality values seggested. Just as in Group 2, there was one p a rta p á n  <Student 1) 
who was more active in establishing connections than the others thus her/h i'* * £ * £ *  
value was higher than that of her/his group mates. Interestingly however, if we consider 
the results without the facilitators, we see that the in- and out-degree measures 
Student 1 did nőt change, bút the out-degree values of the others decreased. This 
sueeests that Student 1 communicated with the rest of the group, imtiated interactions 
w fhout the faciütator), bút the rest of the group preferred interaction with the 

instructors thus sent messages towards them, or decided nőt to commumcate at all 
The visual’representation of the relations venfied the above. The sociogram (Ftgure ) 
demonstrates that only one of the facilitators took part in the interactions, and the 
direction of the lines (arrows) shows that it was Student 1 who tned to establish 
connections to the other group members.
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* '•---
- “j H  <■

Figure 4 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 4 in ÉLT Methodology 1 with and
without the facilitator

Based on .he network density analysis, Group 5 was de.cribed as <j» < > « «  
network in .he ÉLT Methodology 1 case. Thrs group mc uded te_ m o .  acüve 
communicators in the study group. The faclnators agam
Datterns- one of them was acüve; the other one was rather passive. The netw
centrálisadon values seggested that there was more outbound c0™ ™ Ca“ "  es as 
incomine. This was supported by the individual in- and out-degree centrality values as 
well- the^out-degree of Student 1 was the triple/double of the other members out-degree 
value AcxordSgly, it was Student 1 who was more ambitious than the rest of the 
groupS to establisít relations. The in- and out-degree values of the others were almos, 
equal -  they responded to the same amount of messages as they received.

Figure 5 Sociogram of the interactions m Group 5 in ÉLT Methodology 1 with and
without the facilitator

lf we consider the results without the facilitator, the in- and out-degree values did 
nőt change substantially, which means that participants interacted with each other even 
withouUhe invo,vemen, of the instructors (Fi5) There was a decrease of measure 
in the case of Student 1, which signals that she/he commumcated more with the
facilitator than the others. Student 1 controlled the communication “ hSe  
establishing strong links to three other group members and the facilitator), bút there 
were initiations of evolving interactions (weak ties) in the rest of the group.

ÉLT Methodology 2

Group 1 merely consisted of less active and passive participants. The facilitators 
belonged to the less active group members. At the same time, based on the network
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centrálisaik® measures (when excluding the faciIllatot in the arra lyses, the "-degree 
measures dtopped, and the out-degree values grew), it was assumed that a substantial bt 
of communication was linked lo the facilitators. This was supported by he mdrvrdua 
in- and out-degree centrality measures (Appendix 10). The particrpants individual 
measures decreased when the facilitators were nőt consrdered, indrcating that even this 
modest amount of interaction was connected to the instructors.

The visual representation of the interaction patterns supports the above: the more active 
narticipants (Student 1, Student 3 and Student 4) communicated with each other 
forming a triad. Strong ties, implying intensive interaction and work in mutual 
collaboration, were established between them and the two facilitators (one of the
facilitators was even more connected to them as the other).

As per network density measures, Group 2 was considered as the densest small 
group in the ÉLT Methodology 2 case. The descriptive statistics and the individual m- 
and out-degree measures supported this, since the number of established links was 
higher in this network. The network centralisation values revealed that the m-degree 
centralisation was higher than the out-degree, which implied that certain members were 
more often contacted than the others. Based on the individual in- and out-degree 
centrality values, we can claim that most probably the two facilitators were among these 
very ‘popular’ members, since without them the individual values dropped 
considerably. Similarly to the network centralisation, the individual in-degree measures 
were higher! demonstrating that certain members had more ’prestige in the group.than 
the others. The same was suggested by the sociograms of the interactions in the group

(.Figure 7).
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One of the facilitators was more included in the discussions than the other, bút 
without their contributions Student 1, Student 3 and Student 4 established strong ties o 
each other. These participants however, commumcated and worked with each other i 
pairs, rather than forming a triad or a group, which would have been more ideál fór
potential collaborations. , .. • p i t

Group 3 was considered as the most balanced commumty in the hL I
Methodology 2 case. The centralisation values were the lowest (suggesting that t e 
interactionf did nőt so much centre on particular members of the group). Netther drd 
thev change significantly when excluding the facilitators in the analysrs, which 
indicated that communication, did nőt rely too much on the instructors. The group 
structure most probably contributed to the balance of interactions: two highly active 
participants, one active, one less active and only one mactive pre-service teacherma 
up the group. The two facilitators maiutained diffeient activ.ty levels: one of them was 
active fhe other one was rathei passive. The individual in- and ou.-degree centialny 
measures supported the above however, we have to note that when excluding t 
instructors, the measures decreased, especially in the case of the two lg y ^ i v e  
participants. This suggests that one of the facilitators and two group members m 
intensively interacted with each other and worked in mutual collaboration.

Figure 8 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 3 in Methodology 2 with and
without the facilitator

Similarly to the above, the visual representation (Figure 8) demonstrates that three 
group members (Student 1, Student 2 and Student 3) togelher with one o thet facürtators 
formed a circle of more intensive communrcators, which exrsted alsó without the

facilitator. rou ^ ^  ^  ^  were certai„ group members who had more prestige m 

the network than the others. The network centralisation measures suffiested thisi where 
the in-degree values were considerably higher than the out-depee (almof  
This implied that somé participants were more often contacted by the rest ° f  S »up, 
thus they were recipients of messages bút nőt respondents at the 
Accordingly, their behaviour contributed to the imbalance of interaction pat erns. The 
descriptive slatistics showed the sarué: the group consrsted of two ac“ve’.one !“ S “  
and two passive members. The two facilitators maintarned au rdent.cal mteract on 
pattéin, belonged to the less active group of par•ticipants^• When “ c' “d,nf  * e 
facilitators in the analyses, the network centralisation rn-degree doubled r t ó f ,  
underlining the imbalance of interaction patterns. The individual m- and out-de8 
centrality values (Appendix 10) revealed the same. Wrthout the mstructors the 
individual centrality measures decreased, which showed that the interactions were 
intensively linked to the online instructors. The socrograms (Figure 9) alsó 
demonstrated that three participants and especially one of the instructors commumcate
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more intensivelv with each other. However, the established hnks were nőt mutual i.e 
recipients were nőt respondents at the same time. When we excluded the facditator i 
became even more obvious that in this group as well partictpants fenned pairs rather 
than a triad or a group, which could have provtded suffictent background fór

collaborations.

ÉLT Methodology 3

Group 1 included three highly active participants, who mostly dominated the 
discussions, and two passive and one inactive member. One of the facilitators was 
highly communicative, while the other one belonged to the passive participants. The 
individual in- and out-degree centrality values mirrored the same (Appendix 10)

There were three highly communicative participants: Student 1, Student 4 and 
Student 6. In the case of all the three, the out-degree values were much higher than e 
in-deeree suggesting that they aimed at triggering and maintaming discussions in the 
network They acted as ‘crucial cogs’ i.e. channelled information within t e ne wor . 
The out-degree values of one of the facilitators were higher than the m-degree, thus 
she/he was alsó considered as an ambitious participant wishing to establish contacts

with the rest of the group üci nts where Student 1, Student 4, Student 6 and

FacilitaforT w ere connected by strong ties is clearly visible in the sociogram of the 
interactions (Figure 10). The other participants, Student 5, S t u d e n t  3 j d  Faci i a 2 
were linked by weak ties. However, when excludmg the facilitators, the network 
consisting of only two strong ties (linking three students) and s0^ e weak ^  
established without the instructors, survived. Consequen ly, even rf one_ of the 
instructors substantially impacted the interaction patterns m the commum y h group 
still managed to build a modest network of commumcators, in which at least three pre 
service tea^hers interacted more intensively. They presumably attempted to collaborate.

Group 2 was a densely knit network where four highly active and two passive 
students interacted. Both facilitators actively participated in the online mentoring 
Z d ú n z  Ind learning processes, one of them belonged to the highly active network 
members. As the dLcriptive statistics revealed, this group was one of the most
communicative ones.
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Figure 10 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 1 in ÉLT Methodology 3 with and
without the facilitator

The individual in- and out-degree measures demonstrated that there were certam 
members in the network who had more prestige than the others, and thus were 
often recipients of messages than the rest of the group (Appendu:10). I t  t te  rase ° f h 
highlv active participants, the in-degree values were hrgher (exceptfór Student 5 w 
bodr measures are equal), which suggests that these group members as recipients of 
most messages, dommeered group interactions. When excluding the ms.ructors m he 
analvses, the measures considerably dropped. Based on this, we assume that 
facilitators were involved in many of these interactions. The visual representation o e 
[méráction patterns provided additional information (Figure 11). When ,he facd.tatom 
were considered in the analysis, members seemed to form a network where all of them 
were connected. A substantial part of the links was weak, this way the mformal on 
provision did nőt exclusively depend on the pentagon of the frve strongly connecte 
‘crucial eogs’ (including Faeilitator 1). The network o f commumcators hved on and 
mutual relationships were established even without the instructors’ presence.

Figure 11 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 2 in Methodology .1 with and
without the facilitator

In the ÉLT Methodology 3 case, Group 3 was the looses network As the 
descriptive statistics revealed, the participants of this network were the^ least 
mmmunicative ones in the case. There was more outbound commumcation provided by 
certain participants. However, as the individual in- and out-degree centrality values 
demonstrated ^here was only one active student (Student 2) who attempted to link 
members of the community -  with nőt much success, though. The activity level of the 
rest of the group remained rather low. Only one of the facilitators maintained the same
activitv level as the referred Student 2.

As the graphics shows, Student 2 was nőt only the participant who established 
most of the outgoing linkages, bút she/he was alsó the most often contacted group
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member (Fieure 12). Consequently, Student 2 maintained two positions at the same 
S  a group member with (1) the highes. prestige and (2) influence. Results alsó 
revealed that Student 2 established stronger ties to Student 3 and Student 5 w 
possessed the ‘brokerage positions’ and conneeted the rest o f the network by weak t es. 
Without the facilitators, the network was made up of three pairs (Student ..-Student 5, 
Student 1-Student 2; and Student 4-Student 6), only Student 2 look part in more 
intensive interactions with two different partners. The rest of the group was conneeted 
to the participants on ‘brokerage positions’ -  in most cases only erther by one outgomg
or one incoming link.

ÉLT Methodology 4

Group 1 consisted of one highly active participant, three active participants, two 
passive and one inactive member. As it was predictable írom the network centrálisadon 
measures, the individual in- and out-degree values in the case of all the participants 
were equal (Appendix 10). Accordingly, all the group members sent and received the 
same amount of messages, which means that nőne of them obtained pnvileged 
positions within the community. This was alsó true fór the two facilitators. As concerns 
their level of activity, both of them were considered as active group members.

When considering the results without the facilitators, the in- and out-degree 
measures of the highly active member and the two active participants decreased which 
signals that the facilitators were actively involved in the interactions. However the m- 
and out-degree measures still preserved balance, which implted that the instructors did 
nőt substantially impact the group members’ position in the network. If we consider the 
visual representation of the interaction patterns (Figure13) the tr.angle “ " “  '"8  
the strong links between Facilitator 1, Student 2 and Student 3, was clearly i ^ n  fi*le_ 
The relationships were mutual as the arrows demonstrate. Student 1 and Faci Hatot 2 
were both intensively conneeted to this triad. Two participants, Student 4 and Student 5 
were weakly tied to the three aforementioned active group members. In this group the 
number of incoming and outgoing messages was the same, which revealed a balanced 
network where the two instructors obtained similar positions as the other group 
members. Nevertheless, since there were two passive members and one member located 
on the periphery, the above statement should be revisited and shghtly modified.
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Figure 13 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 1 in ÉLT Methodology 4 with and
without the facilitator

We shall claim that the sub-group of active, collaborating communicators demonstrated 
a balanced interaction pattern (with or without the facilitator), bút as a whole group 
consisting of eight members the networked failed to exhibit equal opportunity to 
contribution.

As per network centralisation measures, in Group 2, the facilitator was assumed to 
maintain an important role in the evolving interactions. Without the facilitators, the in- 
degree centrality value of the network was higher. This indicated that without the 
facilitators the discussions were more centred on certain members of the group. The 
individual in- and out-degree centrality measures alsó verified this (Appendix 10). Both 
the degree values and the descriptive statistics showed that the group consisted of three 
highly active members and three active participants. In their cases, the in-degree values 
were higher, which implied that they were very often addressees of messages bút nőt 
respondents at the same time. Both facilitators belonged to the group of active members 
however, their position somewhat differed. In the case of Facilitator 1, the out-degree 
value was considerably higher than the in-degree, which meant that she/he was more 
eager to establish relations to the others, than the rest of the group wished to interact 
with her/him. The ratio of incoming and outgoing linkages, in the case of Facilitator 2, 
was balanced.

Figure 14 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 2 in ÉLT Methodology 4 with and
without the facilitator

When considering the network without the facilitators, the in- and out-degree 
measures did nőt change significantly. The visual representation of the network (Figure 
14) confirmed this finding. The highly active and active group members were linked by 
strong ties: Student 1, Student 4, Student 5 and Student 6 established a collaborating 
quadrangle. At the same time however, they were linked to Student 2 and Student 3, 
even if with weak ties. Consequently, even though the facilitators maintained an

193

é



important role within the network, they did nőt obtain their positions at the costs of the 
other participants’ willingness to establish and participate in the interactions. In fact, the 
strongest ties were nőt created with the involvement of the facilitators, bút the pre- 
service teachers built a network of their own.

Evén though Group 3 included three highly active participants (besides one active 
and two passive members), the activity level was lower as compared to the previous two 
groups -  as the descriptive statistics revealed. As concerns the facilitators, both of them 
took an active part in the interactions. In the case of the most active participants, the in- 
degree values were higher, underlining their prestige in the community. This however, 
dropped when we excluded the facilitators in the analyses. Hence, the facilitators 
actively contributed to the discussions maintained by the referred pre-service teachers.

Figure 15 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 3 in ÉLT Methodology 4 with and
without the facilitator

The sociogram of the interaction patterns (Figure 15) confirmed the above finding, 
since Facilitator 1 established strong ties to Student 2 and Student 4. By doing so she/he 
was member of the quadrangle consisting of the three of them and Student 3. The 
relations within the quadrangle were balanced (mutually established incoming and 
outgoing links are visible). The rest of the group was alsó connected to each other, the 
relations were somewhat weaker, bút when excluding the instructors the participants 
stayed networked. The triad of the most active participants alsó remained visible (even 
without the active instructor presence), which supported the previous assumption that 
certain members of the community led the interactions. This we shall acknowledge as a 
sign of evolving collaboration among a limited number of participants.

ÉLT Methodology 5

As per network centralisation measures, Group 1 appeared to be the most 
balanced network, even without the intensive involvement of the instructors. The 
individual in- and out-degree centrality values in accordance with the descriptive 
statistics revealed that the group was mainly composed of active students (four active 
participants), and there was only one inactive member. The network centralisation 
values suggested that the instructors did nőt dominate the interactions. The individual 
degree centralities alsó confirmed this. In fact, both facilitators participated in the 
discussions only moderately. Their lack of dominance was alsó implied by the data 
without computing the facilitators’ activity: the participants’ individual in- and out- 
degree centrality values did nőt change, which showed that the active group members 
most often mutually contacted each other, and established balanced interaction patterns
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as a small community. Hence, nőne of them acquired monopol positions within the 
network.

The sociogram of the interactions demonstrates the same (Figure 16): Student 1, 
Student 2, Student 4 and Student 5 were connected to each other by strong ties. It is 
very important that those students whose positions were quite remote (Student 2 and 
Student 5 or Student 1 and Student 1) established relations to each other. The two 
Crossing lines in the middle of the quadrangle represent this. Consequently, the 
participants of Groupl (except fór the only one inactive member who did nőt post any 
messages) formed a small team, which the facilitators were able to jóin whenever they 
considered it as necessary. However, the four active participants engaged in active 
mutual interactions and most probably collaborated as a micro network without their 
instructors’ too active contribution.

Figure 16 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 1 in ÉLT Methodology 5 with and
without the facilitator

Group 2 displayed considerable differences as compared to the previous 
community. The group consisted of two highly active participants, two active and one 
passive member -  as the descriptive statistics suggested. One of the facilitators 
maintained a very active participation in the discussions, while the other one withdrew 
from the conversations, and kept a low profile. Thus, she/he behaved the same way as in 
Group 1. Evén though only one of them participated more intensively in the discussions, 
the in-degree network centralisation value dropped substantially when we excluded 
them in the analyses. This suggested that at least one of the crucial members on which 
considerable amount o f interactions centred, Teft’ the network. The individual in- and 
out-degree centrality measures revealed the same (Appendix 10).

Figure 17 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 2 in ÉLT Methodology 5 with and
without the facilitator

195

*



In the case of the two highly active members both measures dropped, while the two less 
active participants’ values did nőt show any changes. From this it follows that the active 
facilitator and the two highly active participants formed a triad to which the three other 
members (including the second facilitator) got connected at certain times in the course 
of the mentoring, teaching and learning process. As the visual representation of the 
network displayed (Figure 17), Student 1 and Student 3 (the two highly active 
communicators) grew to the Central figures of the community. The almost star-shaped 
bunch of lines prevails around them. Together with the facilitator, the three of them 
created the strongest connections, and established a triad within the group.

When excluding the facilitators in the network, the strongest ties linked Student 1 
and Student 3. They established weaker connections to Student 2 and Student 4. The 
evolving weak relations however, in most cases were nőt bi-directional. These group 
members either did nőt reply to the incoming messages or were nőt addressed in the 
course of interactions. In both scenarios, the weak ties were most probably inadequate 
fór transmitting complex knowledge or mediate new information. Accordingly, the only 
route where substantial communication evolved was between Student 1 and Student 3, 
which occasionally involved Student 4.

The network centralisation measures implied that the facilitators’ activity 
influenced the interaction patterns to a great extent in Group 3. The descriptive statistics 
suggested something similar. There was only one active participant, and the rest of the 
group (including the facilitators) were considered as passive. However, since the 
instructors created the same amount of incoming and out-going links as the other 
passive members, they grew to important ‘nodes’ o f the network. Thus, when excluding 
them in the analysis, the in-degree centralisation values dropped to a considerable 
extent, indicating that popular addressees of the group withdrew. The individual in- and 
out-degree centrality measures supported the above (Appendix 10). In generál, the 
number of incoming and outgoing linkages was very low in Group 2. The only active 
participant (Student 1) and the two instructors carried out a substantial bit of 
communication. It was nőt surprising that the in-degree network measures seriously 
dropped when we did nőt consider the online instructors in the analyses.

Figure 18 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 3 in ÉLT Methodology 5 with and
without the facilitator

The sociograms clearly demonstrate the prevailing role of Student 4 (Figure 18): 
most of the strong ties were connected to her/him. However, it is alsó visible that 
participants with low in- and out-degree values (the passive members) got connected to 
each other and Student 1. These one-directional weak ties (suggesting that the relations 
were nőt mutually established) existed without the instructors, bút most probably were 
nőt appropriate fór effective information exchange. Consequently, group-level
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discussions and collaboration presumably did nőt evolve in this community. 
Nevertheless working pairs were created whose activity level stayed at the minimum.

In the last network of the ÉLT Methodology 5 case, in Group 4, the network 
centralisation analyses revealed that certain members were more often contacted by the 
others, and that most probably the network and the interactions centred on these 
participants. Alsó the individual in- and out-degree centrality measures verified that in 
this community the incoming linkages were more than the outgoing ones, which 
supported that certain participants were addressed more often as the others. As the 
highest in-degree value suggested, Student 2 had the most prestige among the active 
members. This participant got alsó connected to other group members by strong ties as 
the lines in the sociogram demonstrate (Figure 19). The facilitators kept themselves 
back from the interactions, participated only in a modest way. Thus, they belonged to 
the less active group members. The individual in- and out-degree values confirmed this, 
since when excluding them in the analyses, the respective participant measures did nőt 
change significantly. What can be concluded from both the individual in- and out- 
degree values and the visual representation of the interaction patterns is that most of the 
links were connected to Student 2. Hence, this person stood in the focus of the 
interactions. Student 1, Student 3 and Student 6, the active participants established 
incoming and outgoing linkages among themselves, they created a network of weak ties 
(we can claim this on the basis of the degree measures).

Figure 19 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 4 in ÉLT Methodology 5 with and
without the facilitator

Importantly however, this network ‘survived’ without the instructors, verifying the 
claim that the two facilitators did nőt heavily impact the interactions. The only passive 
student (Student 5) stayed on the periphery throughout the processes. In Group 4 
participants contacted each other, and interactions evolved as the lines in the sociogram 
suggest, bút the individual in- and out-degree values implied that in generál the amount 
of linkages was relatively low and most of them were one-directional. The ties 
established were in most cases weak, thus information exchange and transmission was 
nőt sufficiently carried out.

ÉLT Methodology 6

There were nőt any highly active students in Group 1, it included only less active 
and passive participants. Both facilitators contributed to the interactions, one of them 
was the most active member of the group (with the highest in- and out-degree values). 
When excluding them in the analyses, the in- and out-degree values dropped, suggesting 
that important members of the community withdrew. When the facilitators were nőt
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considered, the individual in-degree measures dropped. This implied that the facilitators 
established a considerable amount of incoming linkages. At the same time, the out- 
degree values decreased, demonstrating that the group members created an extensive 
number of outgoing connections to the two instructors. A prevailing example is the 
most communicative participant, Student 6, whose in-degree measure dropped to 1, 
meaning that she/he engaged in the interactions most often with the two instructors.

Figure 20 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 1 in ÉLTMethodology 6 with and
without the facilitator

The visual representation of the interaction patterns supported the above (Figure 
20). The two facilitators were located on the two edges facing each other in the 
hexagon; the incoming and outgoing lines took a star-like shape around the two 
instructors. Student 6 is positioned in the middle establishing mostly outgoing links with 
the rest of the group. Without the facilitators, the level of interaction among the 
participants was very poor, there were only a few linkages created, stronger relation 
developed only between Student 6 and Student 2.

In Group 2 as well, network centralisation analyses revealed imbalance of 
interactions and unequal relations. The individual in- and out-degree measures 
demonstrated that the two instructors were the most active (and dominant) participants 
with the highest in- and out-degree values. Nevertheless, the group included two other 
active group members as well, bút the participant activity of the rest of the group stayed 
very low. When excluding the instructors in the analyses, the in- and out-degree values 
dropped (even by 50%) -  especially in the case of the two active group members. This 
suggests that their interactions were most probably directly linked to the instructors. The 
same is displayed by the visual representation of the interactions {Figure 21). The two 
facilitators and the two active members (Student 1 and Student 2) formed a quadrangle.

Figure 21 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 2 in ÉLT Methodology 6 with and
without the facilitator
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Interestingly however, on the other end of the sociogram, Student 6 and Student 3 
created a pair. Thus, when excluding the instructors in the network, it becomes visible 
that the two strongly tied pairs (Student 1-Student 2 and Student 3-Student 6) were 
weakly tied to each other (by a one-directional linkage). Both the individual data and 
the visual representation supported that in this network, despite the efforts of the 
facilitators, two separate working pairs evolved in the course of the mentoring, teaching 
and learning process. Hence, pair work was based on a low participant activity level, 
which suggests that interactions did nőt necessarily provide fór sufficient knowledge 
and information exchange.

As the network centrálisadon measures implied, in Group 3, the relations seemed 
to be imbalanced. Nevertheless, the imbalance as oompared to the previous two networks was nőt too serious. 
The ieason fór this was most probably that besides one very active participant, two other adive partidpants and 
two less active partidpants formed a group. The facilitators took alsó an active part in the interactions however 
they did nőt grow to the most active members of the oommunity. The individual in- and out-degree centrality 
values (Appendix 10) showed that despite the higjrer activity levels that characterised two students, nőne of 
them overruled 'aggressively' the other contributors. In the case of all the students, the individual in- and out- 
degree measures were identical, suggpsting that each person (regirdless of whether they were highly active or 
less active) established an equal amount of incoming and outgping linkages. These measures however, 
dropped when nőt oonsidering the fadlitaíors, which indicated that especially in the case of the highly 
active participant and the two active members, a substantial bit of communication was 
linked to the online instructors.

Figure 22 Sociogram of the interactions in Group 3 in ÉLTMethodology 6 with and
without the facilitator

As the visual representation of the interactions displays, Student 1 is at the centre 
of the interactions (Figure 22). The lines around this participant took the shape of a star. 
At the same time however, Student 5 and Student 3 established linkages to each other 
and the rest of the group. All the three students were connected to the facilitators, 
forming a sub-group within the network. However, without the instructors somé of the 
relations -  the stronger ones -  ‘survived’, implying that Student 3, Student 1 and 
Student 5 formed two working groups, which shared one person in common: Student 1, 
the most active participant. The rest of the group created a very loose network, where 
weak ties domineered. In this case again, weak ties refer to linkages that are either one- 
directional, or which are the result of a limited number of mutual interactions. 
Accordingly, as suggested by the network centralisation values, a considerable amount 
of bi-directional interactions was linked to the two facilitators. Only three students were 
engaged more actively in discussions, they formed two working pairs, and most 
presumably exchanged information in this form. The rest of the group appeared to be 
cut off from the information route.
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Appendix 10

Individual in- and out-degree values fór the participants of the ÉLT Methodology
cases

In- and out-degree values fór the participants of the ÉLT Methodology 1 case
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S D = 4 .20 SD = 3.07 S D = 1.80 S D = 3.49 S D = 3.49 SD =.43

F acilita to r 1 2 2 0 - - -
S tuden t 1 13 9 4 12 9 3
S tuden t 2 7 3 4 6 2 4

S tuden t 3 3 0 3 3 0 3
S tuden t 4 5 1 4 4 1 3

F acilita to r 2 0 0 0 - - -
É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  1 G ro u p  5

W ith  fa c il i ta to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree
D

O ut-degree In -d eg ree
D ó i

D eg ree
D

O ut-degree
D ó d

In -d eg ree
o , d

M =12.57 M=6.29 M =6.29 M =12.00 M =6.00 M =6.00
SD=10.45 SD=5.84 SD=4.92 SD=8.41 SD=5.02 SD=3.58

F acilita to r 1 11 8 3 - - -
S tuden t 1 35 19 16 26 15 11
S tuden t 2 15 7 8 14 7 7

S tuden t 3 13 5 8 9 4 5
S tuden t 4 11 4 7 11 4 7

S tuden t 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

F acilita to r 2 3 1 2 - - -
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In- and out-degree values fór the participants of the ÉLT Methodology 2 case

É L T  M eth o d o lo g y  2 G roup  1

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree
D

O ut-degree
Dód

In -d eg ree
Djd

D egree
D

O u t-d eg ree
Dód

In -degree
Did

M =6.86 M =3.43 M =3.43 M =5.60 M =3.00 M =3.00

S D = 5.46 SD = 2.77 SD = 2.82 SD = 3.88 S D = 2.76 S D = 1 .90

F acilita to r 1 2 2 0 - - -

S tuden t 1 9 5 4 8 3 5

S tuden t 2 2 0 2 2 0 2

S tuden t 3 16 8 8 10 5 5

S tuden t 4 12 6 6 8 5 3

S tuden t 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

F acilita to r 2 7 3 4 - - -

É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  2 G roup  2
W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree
D

O ut-degree
Dód

In -d eg ree
D u

D eg ree
D

O u t-d eg ree
Dód

In -d eg ree
D,d

M = 12.86 M =6.43 M =6.43 M =6.80 M = 3.40 M = 3.40

S D = 8.39 SD =3.81 SD =4.81 S D = 4.53 S D = 1.86 S D = 3.07

F acilita to r 1 10 5 5 - - -

S tuden t 1 27 13 14 13 5 8

S tuden t 2 16 9 7 10 5 5

S tuden t 3 4 4 0 4 4 0

S tuden t 4 15 6 9 7 3 4

S tuden t 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

F acilita to r 2 18 8 10 - - -
É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  2 G ro u p  3

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Dód
In -d eg ree

D ,d
D eg ree  D

O ut-degree
Dód

In -d eg ree
Du,

M =11.43 M =5.71 M =5.71 M = 8.40 M = 4 .20 M =  4 .20
SD = 8.03 SD = 4.27 S D = 4.30 SD = 6 .22 SD =  3 .06 SD =  3.60

F acilita to r 1 15 9 6 - - -

S tu d e n t1 20 7 13 14 5 9

S tuden t 2 22 13 9 15 9 6

S tuden t 3 15 7 8 11 5 6

S tuden t 4 4 2 2 2 2 0

S tuden t 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

F acilita to r 2 4 2 2 - - -
É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  2 G ro u p  4

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Dód

In -d eg ree
Did

D eg ree  D
O u t-d eg ree

Dód

In -d eg ree
Did

M =7.71
S D = 3.33

M = 3.86
S D = 1.46

M =3.86
SD =2.03

M =5.60
SD = 3.38

M = 2.80
S D =.75

M = 2.80 
SD =2.71

F acilita to r 1 9 5 4 - - -

S tuden t 1 10 5 5 5 3 2

S tuden t 2 7 3 4 5 3 2

S tuden t 3 14 6 8 12 4 8

S tuden t 4 4 2 2 4 2 2

S tuden t 5 4 2 2 2 2 0

F acilita to r 2 6 4 2 - - -
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In- and out-degree values fór the participants of the ÉLT Methodology 3 case

É L T  M eth o d o lo g y  3 G roup  1

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Doj
In -d eg ree

Did
D eg ree  D

O u t-d eg ree
Dód

In -degree
Did

M = 19.50 M =9.75 M =9.75 M =10.00 M =5.83 M =5.83
SD = 15.19 SD = 7.76 S D = 7.92 SD = 10.20 SD = 4.34 S D = 5.64

F acilita to r 1 39 23 16 - - -
S tuden t 1 40 18 22 27 13 14
S tuden t 2 9 5 4 0 0 0
S tuden t 3 0 0 0 6 4 2
S tuden t 4 29 11 18 21 8 13
S tuden t 5 6 3 3 3 2 1
S tuden t 6 28 15 13 3 8 5

F acilita to r 2 5 3 2 - - -
É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  3 G roup  2

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Dód
In -d eg ree

Did
D eg ree  D

O u t-d eg ree
D ^

In -d eg ree
D,d

M =23.75 M =11.86 M = 1 1.86 M =17.00 M =8.50 M =8.50
S D = 16.00 S D = 7.66 SD =8.61 SD = 12.32 S D = 6.10 S D = 6.32

F acilita to r 1 32 19 13 - - -

S tuden t 1 21 10 11 12 6 6
S tuden t 2 6 4 2 4 3 1
S tuden t 3 54 25 29 36 19 17
S tuden t 4 26 11 15 20 9 11
S tuden t 5 36 18 18 28 13 15
S tuden t 6 2 1 1 2 1 1

F acilita to r 2 13 7 6 - - -
É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  3 G ro u p  3

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Dód
In -degree

Did
D eg ree  D O u t-d eg ree

Dód

In -d eg ree
Did

M =7.25 M =3.63 M =3.63 M =5.00 M =2.50 M =2.50
S D = 2.17 S D = 1.22 S D = 1.22 S D = 1.63 S D = .96 S D = .76

F acilita to r 1 10 5 5 - _ -
S tuden t 1 7 4 3 6 3 3
S tuden t 2 11 6 5 7 4 3
S tuden t 3 7 3 4 2 1 1
S tuden t 4 5 2 3 4 2 2
S tuden t 5 7 3 4 6 3 3
S tuden t 6 7 3 4 5 2 3

F acilita to r 2 4 3 1 - - -



In- and out-degree values fór the participants of the ÉLT Methodology 4 case

É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  4  G roup  1
W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Dód
In -d eg ree

Did
D eg ree  D

O u t-d eg ree
Dóé

In -d eg ree
D,d

M = 12.00 M =6.00 M =6.00 M =6.00 M =3.00 M = 3.00
S D = 8.66 SD =4.33 SD =4.33 S D = 5.26 S D = 2 .52 S D = 2.83

F acilita to r 1 18 9 9 - - -

S tuden t 1 18 9 9 9 5 4
S tuden t 2 24 12 12 14 7 7
S tuden t 3 18 9 9 10 4 6
S tuden t 4 2 1 1 2 1 1
S tuden t 5 2 1 1 1 1 0
S tuden t 6 0 0 0 0 0 0

F acilita to r 2 14 7 7 - - -

É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  4  G roup  2
W ith  fa c il i ta to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Doj
In -d eg ree

D »
D eg ree  D

O ut-degree
Dóé

In -d eg ree
Dié

M = 16.50 M =8.25 M =8.25 M =16.67 M =8.33 M =8.33
S D = 9.50 SD =4.41 S D = 5.29 S D = 8.40 S D = 4.57 SD = 3.99

F acilita to r 1 7 6 1 - - -
S tuden t 1 29 14 15 25 14 11
S tuden t 2 10 4 6 8 4 4
S tuden t 3 6 3 3 4 2 2
S tuden t 4 16 7 9 16 7 9
S tuden t 5 31 15 16 27 14 13
S tuden t 6 24 12 12 20 9 11

F acilita to r 2 9 5 4 - - -

É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  4  G roup  3
W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree  

D «,
In -d eg ree

D,d
D eg ree  D O u t-d eg ree

Dóé
In -degree

D,d
M =11.75 M = 5.86 M = 5.86 M =9.33 M =4.67 M =4.67
S D = 6.72 S D = 3.22 S D = 3.69 S D = 5.62 S D = 2.98 SD = 2.98

F acilita to r 1 15 9 6 - - -

S tu d e n t1 7 3 4 7 3 4
S tuden t 2 19 9 10 15 8 7
S tuden t 3 19 9 10 16 7 9
S tuden t 4 20 9 11 13 7 6
S tuden t 5 5 3 2 3 2 1
S tuden t 6 3 1 2 2 1 1

F acilita to r 2 6 4 2 - - -



In- and out-degree values fór the participants of the ÉLT Methodology 5 case

É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  5  G ro u p  1
W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c il i ta to r

D eg ree
D

O ut-degree
Dód

In -degree
Did

D eg ree
D

O u t-d eg ree
Dód

In -d eg ree
D,d

M =8.57 M =4.29 M =4.29 M =9.20 M =4.60 M =4.60
S D = 5.37 SD =2.71 SD =2.81 S D = 5.27 S D = 2.65 S D = 3.07

F acilita to r 1 5 2 3 - - -
S tuden t 1 11 6 5 7 5 2
S tuden t 2 14 6 8 14 6 8
S tuden t 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
S tuden t 4 14 8 6 14 8 6
S tuden t 5 13 6 7 11 4 7

F acilita to r 2 3 2 1 - - -
É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  5  G roup  2

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r
D eg ree

D
O ut-degree

D o ó

In -d eg ree
D,d

D eg ree
D

O u t-d eg ree
Dód

In -d eg ree
D,d

M = 18.00 M =9.00 M =9.00 M = 13.60 M =6.80 M = 6.80
SD = 11.45 S D = 5.32 S D = 6 .16 SD =6.68 S D = 3.54 S D = 3.37

F acilita to r 1 22 11 11 - - -
S tuden t 1 36 17 19 23 12 11
S tuden t 2 11 5 6 11 5 6
S tuden t 3 32 16 16 19 10 9
S tuden t 4 14 7 7 11 4 7
S tuden t 5 4 3 1 4 3 1

F acilita to r 2 7 4 3 - . -
É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  5  G ro u p  3

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Dód
In -d eg ree

Did
D eg ree  D O u t-d eg ree

Dód
In -d eg ree

Did
M =6.00

S D = 3.46
M =3.00

SD = 2.07
M = 3.00

SD =1.41
M = 5 .20 

SD =  2 .14
M = 2 .60  

SD =  1.36
M = 2.60 
SD =  .80

F acilita to r 1 6 3 3 - - -
S tuden t 1 13 7 6 7 4 3
S tuden t 2 6 3 3 6 3 3
S tuden t 3 1 0 1 1 0 1
S tuden t 4 6 3 3 6 3 3
S tuden t 5 7 4 3 6 3 3

F acilita to r 2 3 1 2 - _ -
É L T  M eth o d o lo g y  5 G roup  4

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

Dód
In -d eg ree

Did D eg ree  D
O ut-degree

D ^
In -degree

D td
M =9.25 M =4.63 M =4.63 M =8.67 M =4.33 M =  4 .33

S D = 4.55 S D = 2.34 S D = 2.40 S D = 4.03 SD = 2.13 SD =2.21
F acilita to r 1 9 5 4 - . -

S tuden t 1 11 5 6 9 3 6
S tuden t 2 15 7 8 14 7 7
S tuden t 3 12 7 5 11 6 5
S tuden t 4 13 7 6 10 6 4
S tuden t 5 1 1 0 1 1 0
S tuden t 6 10 4 6 7 3 4

F acilita to r 2 3 1 2 - _ .

204



In- and out-degree values fór the participants of the ÉLT Methodology 6 case

É L T  M eth o d o lo g y  6 G roup  1
W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D O ut-degree
Dód

In -d eg ree
Did

D eg ree  D O u t-d eg ree
Dód

In -d eg ree

M =7.75
S D = 3.38

M =3.88
S D = 1.97

M =3.88
S D = 1.97

M =3.67
S D = 2.05

M = 1.83
S D = 1 .77

M =1.83
S D = 2.03

F acilita to r 1 9 4 5 - - _
S tuden t 1 8 5 3 4 2 2
S tuden t 2 8 2 6 6 0 6
S tuden t 3 7 3 4 3 1 2
S tuden t 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
S tuden t 5 7 5 2 3 3 0
S tuden t 6 11 6 5 6 5 1

F acilita to r 2 12 6 6 - - _
É L T  M e th o d o lo g y  6  G roup  2

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D O ut-degree
Dód

In -d eg ree
Did

D eg ree  D
O u t-d eg ree

Dód
In -d eg ree

Did
M =6.89

SD =4.31
M =3.44

S D = 2.36
M =3.44

S D = 2.22
M =2.57

S D = 1.76
M =8.33

S D = 4.57
M =8.33

S D = 3.99
F acilita to r 1 12 8 4 - . _

S tuden t 1 11 5 6 4 2 2
S tuden t 2 10 4 6 4 1 3
S tuden t 3 8 4 4 4 2 2
S tuden t 4 2 1 1 2 1 1
S tuden t 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
S tuden t 6 6 3 3 4 3 1
S tuden t 7 2 1 1 0 0 0

F acilita to r 2 11 5 6 - _ _
É L T  M eth o d o lo g y  6  G ro u p  3

W ith  fa c ilita to r W ith o u t fa c ilita to r

D eg ree  D O ut-degree
D ^

In -degree
D,d

D eg ree  D O u t-d eg ree
Dód

In -d eg ree
Dói

M =11.5
S D = 5.83

M =5.75
S D = 2.82

M =5.75
SD =3.11

M =7.33
S D = 3.09

M =3.67
S D = 1.97

M =3.67
SD =1.25

F acilita to r 1 10 6 4 - _ _
S tu d e n t1 24 12 12 14 8 6
S tuden t 2 7 3 4 7 3 4
S tuden t 3 12 6 6 7 3 4
S tuden t 4 5 3 2 5 3 2
S tuden t 5 6 3 3 5 2 3
S tuden t 6 12 6 6 6 3 3

F acilita to r 2 16 7 9 - -
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Reliability measures of Calibrate 1 and Calibrate 2 cases

Appendix 11

H o l s t i  c o e f f i c i e t i t  o f  r e l i a b i l i t y

C o d i n g  s c h e m e C a l i b r a t e  I C a l i b r a t e  2

Cognitive presence .92 .98
Social presence .96 .85
Teaching presence .91 .87



Reliability measures of the ÉLT Methodology cases

Appendix 12

É L T M e t h o d o l o g y  c a s e s

H o l s t i  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  r e l i a b i l i t y

C o d i n g  s c h e m e C a s e  1 C a s e  2 C a s e  3 C a s e  4 C a s e  5 C a s e  6

Cognitive presence .71 .65 .92 .98 .95 .96
Social presence .64 .70 .96 .85 .86 .90
Teaching presence .65 .67 .91 .87 .84 .92




