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BACKGROUND  
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Prior Study 
To what degree is perceived academic success achieved through the 
adopted course management system or CMS (variable named, SVC) 
predicted by university support of CMS (USC), instructor 
communication through CMS (ICC), instructor use of CMS (IUC) and 
student affinity for technology (AFF)? 

 
SVCi = α + β1 * USCi + β2 * ICCi + β3  * IUCi + β4  * AFFi + σI 
SVC = .07 * USC + .06 * ICC + .17 * IUC + .02 * AFF + 2.45 
 
R2 = .21, adjusted R2 = .20, F(4, 1683) = 108.96,  p < .01 
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Pan, C, Sivo, S., & Goldsmith, C. (in press). TechTrends. 
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Predictors  Correlation 
between each 
predictor and SVC  

Correlation 
between each 
predictor and SVC 
controlling for all 
other predictors  

University support 
of CMS (USC)  

.204** .130** 
Instructor 
communication 
through CMS (ICC)  

.274** .105** 

Instructor use of 
CMS (IUC)  

.367** .241** 
Student affinity for 
technology (AFF)  

.311** .200** 
** p < .01  
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Pan, C, Sivo, S., & Goldsmith, C. (in press). TechTrends. 
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Pearson Student Mobile Device Survey 2015 
National Report: College Students 

Mobile Device Ownership 
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Baiyun Chen, Ryan Seilhamer, Luke Bennett, and Sue Bauer. 
Educause Review Online, 2015 

Support & Training 
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Shakeel Iqbal, Zeeshan Ahmed Bhatti, 2015, IRRODL, 16(4) 

Usability 



“Which learner group(s) will require more 
attention of the university administration in 
optimizing limited resources and creating 
efficient incentives resulting into a social 
outcome that is efficient and makes all 
concerned parties better off?  
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Goal 



Questions 
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1. To what degree do eLearning students’ USC, 
IUC, ICC, and AFF contribute to the most 
plausible learner profile?  
 

2. What does the sought learner profile mean in 
the context of IIT? 

 



METHOD 
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Source: http://www.utb.edu/sa/sga/Pages/default.aspx 
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RESULTS 
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Question 
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1. To what degree do eLearning students’ USC, 
IUC, ICC, and AFF contribute to the most 
plausible learner profile?  
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n = 1,675 
Algorithm= Two-step Cluster Analysis 
Inputs =4  
Clusters = 4 
Cluster Quality = Fair 
Average Silhouette = .4 
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Question 
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2. What does the sought learner profile mean in 
the context of IIT? 
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IIT 

LTLC 

LELC 

TCFI 

CHMP 
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F(3, 1641) = 64.107, p < .001, η2  = .105 
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F(3, 1641) = 64.107, p < .001, η2  = .105  M/L 
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Welch’s T-Test 
Brown-Forsythe Test 
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Welch’s T-Test 
Brown-Forsythe Test 
 

Significant Different 
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Tukey HSD Test 
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Tukey HSD Test 
 

Games-Howell Test 
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Table 3 

Relationship Between Learner Clusters (CHMP vs. Non-CHMP) and Mobile Device Ownership  

Type of mobile device  Pearson X2 df N p Cramér’s V 

       

Laptop  .002 1 1675 .961 .001 

Tablet/iPad  7.684 1 1675 .006 .068 

Smartphone  4.432 1 1675 .035 .051 
 



55 



56 



57 



CONCLUSIONS 
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If… 
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Then… 
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Table 4 

Probability of Mobile Device Ownership within CHMP 

  % within device ownership  

Type of mobile device  With Without Probability 

     

Laptop  42.4 42.2 1.01 

Tablet/iPad  46.6 39.7 1.17 

Smartphone  43.9 38.1 1.15 
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PRIMARY CONTACT 
Sam PAN, PhD, MBA, PMP 

sam.pan@utrgv.edu 
956-882-7805 
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Supplemental Materials 
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CMS is rated very or extremely 
important tool to achieve the 
academic success  
 

UTB 85%  (U.S.A. 70%) 
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Who’s up for eLearning?  

• Skilled in learning and communication technologies 
 

• Having strong academic self-concept 
 

• Appreciative of collaborative learning 
 

• Good at time management and cognitive strategies 
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Who’s a “happy” e-Learner? 

• Facilitating learning 
 

• Communicating ideas & info 
 

• Respecting “me” 
 

82 



83 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Levene Statistic, p = .003 
 
 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means 
Welch p < .001 
Brown-Forsythe, p <.001 
 
Games-Howell post doc test  
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