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Abstract. The attitudes of students with respect to open learner models have 

been extensively explored, whereas the attitudes of instructors have not been 

fully explored. I have, therefore, begun the development of a scale to assess 

this. I describe the initial item development and revision which was based on 

cognitive interviews. I then describe a pilot study that was performed to further 

refine the scale before attempting to validate it. Once the scale has been validat-

ed, it could be used to assess individual instructors’ views towards specific open 

learner models or open learner model use within specified contexts.  
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1 Introduction 

Considerable effort has been invested in assessing the use of open learner models 

(OLM) from the learner’s perspective. While some researchers have considered the 

instructor’s perspective, few have thoroughly evaluated instructor attitudes towards 

student use of OLM. This work takes additional steps towards this goal: it starts the 

development of a scale that can be applied to assess instructor attitudes towards the 

use of OLM in tutoring systems that augment instruction. A set of scale items was 

developed, evaluated, and refined using cognitive interviews and a pilot study. This 

scale is now ready to be validated. Following this, the scale could be used to assess 

instructors’ openness towards the use of OLM or their opinions of specific OLM. 

2 Related Literature 

There has been little work that directly considers the instructor’s perspective of OLM; 

most work has focused on the learner’s perspective [1–4]. Much of the work that has 

discussed the instructor’s role within open learner modeling has assumed that instruc-

tors want them. This assumption has been made both implicitly and explicitly.  

When the assumption that instructors desire systems with OLM is implicit, the re-

searchers discuss their needs without reporting on consultations with instructors, as is 

the case in Bull and Kay’s work where they described how a teacher could use the 

OLM to adapt their teaching [5]. Additionally, researchers design OLM representa-

tions to be used by instructors and while instructors are sometimes involved in the 

development process [6] their attitudes towards OLM are rarely assessed. When the 
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desirability of OLM by instructors is assumed explicitly, researchers have used gov-

ernment policy to defend this assumption [7]. 

The work that has explored instructor perceptions of OLM [1, 8, 9] has gathered 

the opinions of small groups that were not necessarily representative of the popula-

tion.  Bull and McKay designed an OLM for use by teachers [8]. This was followed 

by a small survey of 15 teachers that asked how they felt about students using OLM 

[9]. While this work provides a glimpse into the attitudes that instructors have to-

wards OLM, a more thorough treatment of the subject is due.  

3 Scale Item Design 

Scale items were designed by consulting the SMILI [5] framework and reviewed to 

ensure item clarity and consistency.  The different elements described in SMILI 

were divided into four sub-scales (Adaptation & Personalization, Learner Access to 

Evaluation Metrics, Feedback Presentation, and Learner Control). Combined, these 

subscales form the OLM Attitudes scale.  

A silent brainstorming session was conducted, with 20 researchers who received an 

introduction to OLM.  A stimulus statement was presented (e.g., what do instructors 

think about the timeliness of feedback) and participants wrote a related word or 

phrase on a sticky note. Participants grouped their sticky notes (ideas) according to 

the subscales and voted to rank the themes (grouped sticky notes) by importance. 

The identified themes were reviewed by one person and 54 scale items were creat-

ed using positively (e.g., Learners should be able to see their feedback.) and negative-

ly worded statements (e.g., Changes in a learner's abilities should be hidden from 

him/her). Some statements were also included to check for response consistency [10].  

The initial scale items were reviewed by 3 people. This resulted in the rewording 

of 21 items and the removal of 1 item. Cognitive interviews were then performed to 

ensure that the scale items were being interpreted as intended [11]: a convenience 

sample of people with teaching experience was used. These interviews resulted in the 

rewording of 6 items and a major reorganization of the remaining scale items. 

4 Pilot Test 

A convenience sample of 12 instructors was used. This sample was biased towards 

special education (16.7%) and university level instructors (50%) when compared to 

the Canadian instructor population (3% special education, 9% university) [12]. Com-

puter science instructors were also overrepresented (50%). 

The questionnaire was administered through the Internet and included the 53 scale 

items; they were rated using a 5-point Likert scale. This resulted in a Cronbach’s al-

pha of 0.81for the scale as a whole. However, each of the sub-scales did not demon-

strate this level of reliability. Items were removed to decrease the size of the scale and 

increase each subscale’s reliability to a sufficient level (α ≥ 0.70 [10]). Cronbach’s 

alpha, for the scale as a whole, increased to 0.82 after reducing the scale to a size of 

34, and all subscale alphas increased to acceptable levels.  



5 Conclusions and Future Work 

Now that this scale has been piloted, it can undergo field testing where it can be vali-

dated using a representative group of participants.  

Following validation, the scale can be used to assess instructor attitudes towards 

learner use of open learner models. This will allow designers to make informed deci-

sions about which components of the learner model should be opened up to instruc-

tors and learners for a target domain and population. It will allow researchers and 

practitioners to customize their systems in a way that will be appreciated by users, and 

it will allow them to effectively evaluate changes to the OLM that their systems use.  
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