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The Construction and Application of An Online Learning Evaluation System
Based on Learning Analytics Technology:
A Study of Teacher Systematic Evaluation Reference Indicator

CHEN Yao-hua, ZHENG Qin-hua, SUN Hong—tao, CHEN Li

[Abstract] Learning support services are the key factor that influences the quality of online education.
As the main provider of learning support services, online instructors play an important role in online
instruction. Learning analytics technology emphasizes the description, diagnosis, prediction and intervention
of learning based on data. Thus, it is possible to describe the whole process of students” learning using
learning analytics. Consequently, we can use learning analytics technology to assess and evaluate the effect
of the learning support services that online instructors provided based on the changes of students” learning
status. This research aimed at systematically evaluating teachers” instruction. We first constructed a
theoretical model for systematically evaluating instructors that had five dimensions: improvement,
engagement, connectivity, recognition, and regulation. Then, we developed corresponding computational
model on the basis of the theoretical model. Finally, we verified the theoretical and computational models
by applying them in the teaching practices in the School of Online Education. This research informed the
systematic evaluation of online instructors and the application of learning analytics technology.
[Keywords] Learning Analytics Technology; Teacher Systematic Evaluation Reference Indicator; T-
SERI; Teacher Evaluation

21 )

informationization. "Everyone is connected to online learning space" is the key to change teaching and

learning methods. Therefore, studying knowledge sharing behavior and its mechanism in online learning
space has important theoretical and practical values. Employing online students from the Central China
Normal University as research participants, this study used survey research method to examine students’
knowledge sharing behavior, their personal factors, and the online learning atmosphere. This study found
that: there were relatively more browsing and downloading behavior in online learning space, while there
were relatively less behaviors of asking questions, posting notes, and replying notes; students” perceived
self —efficacy, growth expectations, and evaluation hesitation in knowledge sharing were relatively high,
while their psychological expectation levels in knowledge sharing was relatively low; students” economic
trust level was higher than their affective trust level; students” perceived self —efficacy, outcome
expectations, trust, and knowledge sharing behavior were significantly and positively correlated; evaluation
hesitation and knowledge sharing behavior have minor negative correlation; students” grade (year of
learning) were not correlated to any tested variables; the influences of students” gender and their major on
each tested variable were very limited.

[Keywords] Social Cognitive Theory; Online Learning Spaces; Knowledge Sharing; Self— Efficacy
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