Calculation of the digital score required at least 17 substantive responses across the 22 questionnaire items. The primary digital analysis included 122 respondents with complete covariate information. Course designations correspond to the four administratively defined educational contexts, while the comparison between the 122 included respondents and the 28 excluded respondents is provided in Appendix A (Supplementary File S1: Statistical Tables).
Table 1. Distribution of Participants Across Courses and Coverage of Outcome Measures.



All measures were evaluated on a five-point scale ranging from 1 to 5. Cronbach’s alpha (α) was calculated using respondents with complete item-level data, comprising 89 participants for the digital pedagogical measure and the sample sizes reported in Table 2 for the remaining measures. Appendix A (Supplementary File S1: Statistical Tables) provides the supporting statistical results, including cluster-bootstrap confidence intervals for Cronbach’s alpha, detailed definitions of the composite scores, and distributions of individual questionnaire items.
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Internal Consistency of the Study Measures.



G represents the number of administrative project units, while β indicates a standardised regression association. The arrows identify the direction of the regression relationships and should not be interpreted as evidence of causality. Confidence intervals were calculated using the CR1 cluster-robust estimator and the t(G − 1) distribution, with degrees of freedom of 108, 93, 24, and 109 for the four models, respectively. The Holm correction was applied to two separate families of hypothesis tests, comprising the two primary analyses and the two supplementary analyses. The RQ1 and RQ2 models incorporated perceived project design/support, general and critical reflection as separate measures, four reported experience variables (Q8a–d), practical teaching experience (Q5), and course indicators. Project-specific reflection was additionally included as a predictor in the RQ2 model. The supplementary teamwork model adjusted for perceived design/support, general reflection, critical reflection, and course membership. The future-use intention model included project-specific reflection, perceived design/support, general and critical reflection, Q8a–d, and course indicators. The residual degrees of freedom, calculated as n − k, were 137, 109, 43, and 138 for the respective models. Complete regression coefficient estimates for the primary and supplementary analyses are provided in Appendix A (Supplementary File S1: Statistical Tables).

Table 3. Key Regression Coefficients from the Primary and Supplementary Analyses.


The excerpt labels do not represent participant identifiers. All 12 original excerpts are linked to their respective contributors’ Q20j ratings, which are measured on a five-point scale (1–5). These excerpts were selected prior to conducting the linkage diagnostic. A further six excerpts illustrate distinctions within the coding process and are not included in the joint display. The illustrative presentation does not provide a basis for determining category frequencies or explaining any regression coefficient. The retrospective reconciliation process maintains the eligibility criteria established for the manuscript.

Table 4. Integrated Presentation of Quantitative Findings and Supporting Illustrative Written Responses.
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Table 3. Regression results for the primary and supplementary analyses.

Analysis and Key Predictor n/G B [95% CI] Unadjusted p | Holm-adjusted p R?
Bil=desipnisapot= 149/109 | 0.256[0.118, 0.393] <0.001 <0.001 0.359
project-specific reflection

RQ2: project-specific reflection — | 155,04 | (268 [0.075, 0.462] 0.007 0.007 0.395
digital self-ratings

Sigp o Tbattey ipmm Fotl 50/25 | 0.136 [-0.107, 0.379] 0258 0.517 0.498
project-specific reflection

s AT S T T L 150/110 | 0.091 [-0.121, 0.302] 0.397 0.517 0.250

reflection — future-use intention
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Table 4. Integrated overview of quantitative findings and illustrative written responses.

Quantitative pattern

Ilustrative written account

Integrated interpretation and limitations

Design/support—reflection
B =0.256

Reflection—digital
B = 0.268 in the full model;
estimates depend on specification.

EO1 links the use of technology to
learning goals; E06 describes mutual
review and feedback.

E02 proposes checking accessibility
guidelines; E03 mentions verifying
image licences.

Educational purpose and feedback may be relevant
reference points for positive evaluations; no underlying
mechanism or measurable effect is demonstrated.

The accounts connect digital practice with pedagogical
and ethical considerations; actual implementation and
competence development were not independently assessed.

Teamwork
B =0.136; 95% CI crosses zero.

Selected accounts describe challenges
in collaboration.

EO07 reports duplicated work; E08 refers
to communication needs; E12 raises the
issue of shared responsibility.

These examples are presented alongside the generally high
teamwork ratings observed in the sample. This is an
aggregate juxtaposition and does not demonstrate that
these specific contributors provided higher teamwork
ratings, nor does it indicate the prevalence of their
experiences.

Future use intention

59.3% selected the maximum rating;
the adjusted association is uncertain.
Linked Q20j ratings: E04 = 5;

EO05 = 5; E09 = 1; E10 = 4.

E04 and EOS5 anticipate reusing or
adapting resources; E09 rejects the use
of technology in classroom teaching;
E10 plans personal study use.

The linked cases distinguish different intended targets
of future use, from resource reuse and personal study to
classroom teaching. Ratings and written accounts do not
establish subsequent implementation or the prevalence
of these intentions.
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Table 1. Distribution of participants across courses and coverage of outcome measures.

Cohe Chatezt - Proj.ect Individual Collaborative Digital Score
Units n n n

BAICT 80 80 80 0 66

MA ICT 37 11 2 35 31

ICT Didactics 25 14 0 25 19

Multimedia/Hypertext 8 Si 0 8 7

Total 150 110 82 68 123
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and internal consistency of the study measures.

in the future (Q20j)

Measure n Mean SD a At Maximum (%)
Perceived project design/support 150 4.30 0.58 0.812 18.7
Project-specific reflection 150 3.86 0.65 0.792 53
General reflection 150 3.85 0.64 0.715 6.7
Critical reflection 150 3.80 0.65 0.756 5.3

gl pagagcthputatined 123 3.07 0.79 0.947 0.0
capability self-ratings
Perceived teamwork quality 50 4.62 0.55 0.939 32.0
Intention t ly knowledge/skill

ntention to apply knowledge/skills - £a0 0166 = 593
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Table 3. Regression results for the primary and supplementary analyses.

Analysis and Key Predictor n/G B [95% CI] Unadjusted p | Holm-adjusted p R?
Bil=desipnisapot= 149/109 | 0.256[0.118, 0.393] <0.001 <0.001 0.359
project-specific reflection

RQ2: project-specific reflection — | 155,04 | (268 [0.075, 0.462] 0.007 0.007 0.395
digital self-ratings

Sigp o Tbattey ipmm Fotl 50/25 | 0.136 [-0.107, 0.379] 0258 0.517 0.498
project-specific reflection

s AT S T T L 150/110 | 0.091 [-0.121, 0.302] 0.397 0.517 0.250

reflection — future-use intention





