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Abstract

Screencasts, which are screen-capture videos, have been created by teachers delivering instruction or
feedback, reflecting a teacher-centered model of learning. Based on the constructivist principle, this
study explores an innovative attempt to position students as screencast creators, who must
demonstrate and explain their work. This innovative approach has the potential to promote authentic
learning and reduce dependence on generative artificial intelligence (GenAl) tools for completing
assignments. However, it is uncertain whether students will have positive attitudes towards this new
form of assessment. From 2022 to 2025, the authors used screencasts as assessments in computer
programming and English language subjects. Survey results were obtained from 203 university
students and analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The
results show that students generally hold positive attitudes toward creating screencasts, with
perceived usefulness for future applications exerting the strongest influence on acceptance, followed
by perceived performance benefits and ease of use. It is also found that gender, discipline, and study
mode did not significantly alter these relationships, although senior students perceived screencast
production as more effortful. These findings suggest that student-created screencasts can serve as an
effective, student-centred alternative to traditional written assessments. The research results imply
that student-created screencasts have the potential to help students develop their skills in an
increasingly GenAl-pervasive academic environment.

Keywords: screencast; higher education; PLS-SEM; UTAUT; student perception; generative Al;
framework; SmartPLS

1. Introduction

The emergence of software that combines artificial intelligence and large language models, with
examples like ChatGPT and DeepSeek, presents both prospects and hurdles for educators in terms of
assessing students' academic performance (Dehouche, 2021; Hosseini et al., 2023; Williamson et al.,
2023). This software can be a helpful assistant in many aspects, including preparing assignments in
universities. Consequently, educators are tasked with guiding students toward the responsible and
ethical utilization of these technologies to achieve prescribed learning outcomes. For instance,
students should be encouraged to leverage these tools not as generators of answers, but as sources
for inspiration, feedback, or reference materials. At the same time, there are substantial concerns
about the efficacy of current plagiarism-detection software in identifying content generated by these
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applications. While specialized tools, such as Turnitin, can detect and highlight plagiarized sections
in written work, students may circumvent these mechanisms by using techniques like the "back-
translation" method (Michael & Lynnaire, 2015; Yankova, 2020). Furthermore, such software often
provides probabilistic assessments indicating whether specific text segments are likely to be Al-
generated, without definitive proof. This ambiguity can lead to disputes between students and
teachers in cases of suspected academic dishonesty. Ultimately, the main role of teachers should not
be detecting plagiarism but instead cultivating critical thinkers.

Considering the rapid increase of Al applications in the careers of graduates, universities should
perceive them as valuable tools rather than software to be avoided. The new tools require a change
in the way student assignments are designed and graded. One such change is to require students to
articulate their work in their own words. This is achieved by requiring students to submit screen-
capture videos, also known as screencasts, in which students must explain their work. As students
create these videos, they are called student-created screencasts (SCSs). Optionally, teachers can
require students to turn on the camera and record their explanation as the audio of the video. The
requirement for students to demonstrate their knowledge is consistent with the principle of
constructivism. However, students may not be willing to submit screencasts as assignments. This is
because, when compared with traditional written assignments, students must acquire new skills and
exert additional effort to create screencasts.

A typical SCS is shown in Figure 1, together with the assignment instructions and an
anonymized script under the fake name CHAN Tai Man. This assignment requires students to record
their voice, but they do not have to show their face.

ASSESSMENT CONTENT

Submit the source code in Python(.py)

Submit a short video.

You don’t need to register or pay.

Submit a video of the running of your notebook.
The video should be in mp4 format.

Show your Blackboard student profile for about 3
seconds at the beginning.

. You don’t need to show the typing of the code.
You must record your spoken explanation in
English
Video Length: 2m to 3m (no marks will be
deducted for 10% shorter or longer videos).

Late submission: 30% of the full marks will be
deducted per calendar day.

CHAN TAI Man 1:55

To see the output, we should press the execute button
As you can see in cell one, we imported logistic
regression, train test split, confusion matrix and two
types of scalers from the sci skit learn library.

B

After that, we need to read the data file correctly by
using the method to read CSV. Then, we encode the
categorical data into numerical values one and zero.

o

=

After that, we should set the features and the target. By
doing that, we need to define the value of X and Y
respectively. In this case, we set X equals to myDE
drop diagnosis. Then, we set Yas ...

@

Figure 1. Example of assignment instructions (left), student-created screencast (middle), and anonymized

transcription (right).

Educators cannot realize the potential benefits of SCSs if it is not feasible for students to create
screencasts and accept them as a form of assignment. Therefore, this research study aims to
understand students” acceptance of SCSs as assignments in universities using a modified version of
the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT). The results of this research will
pave the way for future research to exploit the benefits of SCSs. The rest of the paper is structured as
follows. Firstly, will review the use of screencasts in education and the background and applications
of the UTAUT. Then the Literature Review section will examine the gaps in screencasts in education
and discuss the constructs in the UTAUT. The Methodology and Research Design section will present
the hypotheses and describe the design of the survey questionnaire. The Results and Discussions
section will discuss the results. Finally, the Conclusion section will summarize the findings, state the
limitations, and suggest future research directions.

1.1. The Potential of Screencasts as a Pedagogical Tool

A SC is a screen-capture video that shows the contents on the screen and the users interactions
with the computer. The user actions include mouse clicks, drags and keyboard entries. The user’s
voice can also be part of the video. Thus, a SC created by a student is called a student-created
screencast (SCSs). Screencasts are useful tools in education. Previous research show that teacher-
created videos can increase student engagement and improve student performance than attending
traditional lectures (Pereira, Echeazarra, Sanz-Santamaria, & Gutiérrez, 2014; Orus et al., 2016).
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Students react positively when teacher-created videos are used in lessons (Peterson, 2007; Kawaf,
2019). However, Morris and Chikwa (2013) found despite an “overwhelmingly positive” perception
towards videos there was only a “modest” effect of videos on undergraduates’ knowledge
acquisition. The principles of constructivism imply that students will benefit even more when they
make their videos to explain certain concepts or demonstrate particular skills. (Shieh, 2012, p.206).
Hence, we propose requiring students to create videos to explain their work to their teachers.
Explaining to someone else is the best evidence that one has understood something. Albert Einstein
summarized this with the statement: “If you cannot explain it simply, you don’t understand well
enough” (Bindu & Manikandan 2020, p. 4894). This study investigates student perceptions of
submitting assignments as videos, called screencasts, which they must explain their work.

It is reasonable to assume that students would not accept SCSs as assignments because it would
involve different skills and efforts than the usual “search-edit-submit” method. However, they are
likely to accept this new assignment format if they see the future value self-created screencasts for
their future study and career. Hence, we propose studying students’ acceptance of SCSs by modifying
a proven framework — the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT).

1.2. Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT)

This research project proposes using a modified version of UTAUT to examine students'
acceptance of creating screencasts as assignments. The UTAUT framework was created by
Venkatesh, Morris, Davis & Davis (2003). It states that a person accepts and uses a technology based
on that person's attitude towards the technology. The attitude towards technology is, in turn,
influenced by four factors known as constructs. The constructs of the original UTAUT are listed
below.

“Performance Expectancy (PE): the degree to which an individual believes that using the system
will help them to attain gains in the job” (Venkatesh et al., 2003, p. 447).

“Effort Expectancy (EE): the degree of ease associated with using the system” (Venkatesh et al.,
2003, p. 450).

“Facilitating Conditions (FC): the degree to which an individual believes that an organizational
and technical infrastructure exists to support the use of the system” (Venkatesh et al., 2003, p. 453).

“Social Influence (SI): the degree to which an individual perceives whether others believe they
should use the new system” (Venkatesh et al., 2003, p. 451).

Modifications to constructs were necessary when applied in different fields of study when the
UTAUT was used in various contexts (Negahban & Chung, 2014; Bagozzi, 2007). In this project, the
constructs of FC and SI are not applicable. For FC, the teacher provided free online tools for creating
the screencasts. The condition for creating screencast is just a computer with an Internet browser.
Therefore, there is no extra cost or software installation required. For SI, the students are required to
submit screencasts as assignments. Hence, their use of screencasts is not affected by social influence.
However, students may have a positive attitude towards SCSs because they can use them to practice
for online interviews, or make pre-recorded demonstrations to their clients or colleagues. Therefore,
we propose the new construct of Future Utility (FU) as below:

Future Utility (FU): the degree to which an individual believes that the technology can be used
in a future situation to achieve the individual’s purpose.

This study surveyed students on their perceptions of Student-Created Screencasts (SCS) using
the constructs of PE, EE and FU to form the modified UTAUT research model. Then, the data was
analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Modeling (PLS-SEM) to examine the influencing
factors and the moderators.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Gaps in Existent Research on Student-Created Screencasts

Finding students who are having difficulty in a subject is crucial. However, the typical
educational design in many university courses consists of only a few tasks and one critically
important assessment at the end. Students who perform well on the assignments but fail on the final
examination are frequently observed. As Bernacki, Chavez & Uesbeck (2020) pointed out that most
of the “early warning” research is focused on “alternative, more data-rich contexts including massive open
online courses (MOOCs)”. At the early stage of the course, SCS may be a more reliable measure of
students’ performance than regular assignments. Which pupils need assistance would be determined
by it. Lynch (2019) refers to intervention in education as a set of steps a teacher takes to help students
improve in their area of need. According to Wong et al. (2017) and Korkmaz (2021), since that the
intervention can significantly enhance the reading and writing skills of the students, it is important
to identify those who are having difficulty learning English as a second language.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no using SCSs as an assessment. We examined research
papers on screencasts that involved university education to get an overall view of the current state of
research in this area, and to identify any gaps in literature. In the research papers about screencasts
in higher education, there are many papers that do not explicitly investigate student-created
screencasts, or no insufficient details are provided for a clear classification. We found several research
articles that focused on using screencasts in higher education. These articles are listed in Table 1. An
analysis of these research articles revealed a significant bias toward teacher-created screencast
research. This represents a substantial research gap that warrants immediate attention from the
educational technology research community. Among the articles that focused on instructor-produced
content, we classified them into 4 categories as shown in Table 1. It shows that the teacher-provided
screencasts are used in five main areas — optional supplementary learning materials, feedback
delivery, enhancements to lectures, and specialized subject support such as statistics.

Table 1. Qualitative Analysis: Teacher-Created Screencast Research

Focus Author(s) Main research task(s)

Supplementary | Morris &  Chikwa | Examined customized screencast as optional
Learning (2014) additional learning resources.

Materials

Mullamphy et al. (2010) | Documented mathematics lecturers creating

screencasts for student support

Feedback Penn & Brown (2022) Conducted a systematic review comparing

Delivery screencast feedback with text feedback

Din Eak & Annamalai | Reviewed screencast feedback in online higher

(2024) education
Lecture Pinder-Grover et al. | Documented instructor-developed screencasts
Enhancement (2011) posted to supplement lectures

and Recording

Ghilay & Ghilay (2015) | Examined courses fully covered by instructor-

produced screencast videos
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Specialized Dunn et al. (2015) Analyzed “StatsCats” with lecturer-provided

Subject Support narration

Mullamphy et al. (2010) | Documented mathematics lecturers creating

screencasts for student support

The identified research gap is significant because current research only examines one side of the
educational equation—content delivery—while ignoring content creation by students. This
pedagogical imbalance may imply miss missed learning opportunities. The principle of
constructivism indicates that creating content enhances learning more than consuming it, yet this
principle remains unexplored in research related to screencasts. This research represents an
innovative first step to explicitly study student-created screencasts.

2.2. The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT)

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) framework was created by
Venkatesh, Morris, Davis & Davis (2003). It states that a person accepts and uses a technology based
on that person's attitude towards the technology. The attitude towards technology is, in turn,
influenced by four factors known as constructs. As discussed in the Introduction section, we propose
removing the constructs FC and SI, and add FU. The constructs in our proposed modified UTAUT
are shown in Figure 2 and are discussed below.

2.2.1. Effort Expectancy (EE)

EE refers to the degree of ease associated with using the technology (Venkatesh et al., 2003).
According to Nguyen and Nguyen (2024), individuals” behavioral intention and actual use of a
particular technology related to their belief on free of effort while using it. For students” perception
on SCS, the ease of creating SCS must be examined. Additionally, individuals” EE proved positively
influence their attitude and intention towards acceptance of a technology (Moon & Hwang, 2016).

2.2.2. Performance Expectancy (PE)

PE refers to the degree to which an individual believes that using the system will help them to
attain gains in the job (Venkatesh, 2003). According to Sari et al. (2024), performance expectancy
positively influences the intention to adopt technologies, indicating that higher expectations of
performance lead to more favorable attitude towards technology adoption in individuals’
educational context. In this study, the performance expectancy refers to students’ belief on creating
SCSs help improve their learning activities.

2.2.3. Future Utility (FU)

FU refers the degree to which an individual believes that the technology can be used in a future
situation to achieve the individual’s purpose. FU share similar concept with perceived usefulness in
TAM (Davis, 1989), but specifically aiming at perceiving its usefulness in the future. In this study, we
examine students’ view on using SCSs in future, which also shows their attitude towards SCS.

2.2.4. Attitude (ATT)

ATT refers to the individuals’ favor or not favor to a particular technology. According to Or
(2023), ATT is influenced by performance expectancy, effort expectancy in the context of information
technology adoption. According to Ernst et al. (2014), individuals’ attitude toward usage of a
technology is influence by perceived usefulness, which was considered similar to future utility.
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2.2.5. Behavioral intention (BI)

BI is the most important variable in UTAUT. In this study, it represents students” intention to
use SCS. According to Venkatesh et al. (2003), individuals’ BI will have a significant positive influence
on their usage towards the discussed technology. We hypothesize that BI was jointly determined by
latent variables including effort expectancy, performance expectancy, future utility and attitude.
Moreover, Buabeng-Andoh and Baah (2020) suggested that BI is influenced by attitude. Therefore,
we propose the following research model and hypotheses.

3. Research model and Hypotheses

As noted by Negahban & Chung (2014) and Bagozzi (2007), when using UTAUT in a specific
research area, the researcher should make the necessary changes to the constructs to suit the research
project at hand. In this project, the constructs of FC and SI are not applicable, as students are required
to use videos, and the infrastructure needed to create screencasts is simply a computer with an
Internet browser. Therefore, FC and SI are not included in this study. Since this research is on students
in higher education, it is possible that these students may have a positive attitude towards SCSs
because they can use them to practice for online interviews and make pre-recorded demonstrations
to their clients or colleagues. Therefore, we propose the new construct of Future Utility (FU). In
summary, this study used a modified UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003), and it includes the constructs
of effort expectancy (EE), performance expectancy (PE), future utility (FU), attitude (ATT) and
behavioral intention (BI). The research model and our hypotheses are shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Research Model and hypotheses

3.1. Research Hypotheses

Under the modified UTAUT framework, we proposed the following hypotheses:

H1: Student attitude towards SCSs is affected by the effort expectancy.

H2: Student attitude towards SCSs is affected by the performance expectancy in their study
H3: Student attitude towards SCSs is affected by the perceived future utility.

H4: Student behavioral intention towards SCSs is affected by their attitude.

HS5: Students have a positive attitude towards SCSs.

3.2. Moderators

The effects of above constructs may be moderated by factors such as gender, year of study at the
university, discipline of study and mode of study. The years of study are represented by the numbers
which correspond to the stage in a 4-year university curriculum. The students in this study belong to
different programs of study such as language, engineering and information technology. In our model,
the discipline of study is classified as science and non-science. The mode of study is either full-time
or part-time. Therefore, we have the following hypotheses.

H1la, H2a, H3a: Gender moderates the effects of EE, PE and FU.
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H1b, H2b, H3b: Disciplines of study moderate the effects of EE, PE and FU.
Hlc, H2¢, H3c: Mode of study moderate the effects of EE, PE and FU.
H1d, H2d, H3d: Year of study moderate the effects of EE, PE and FU.

4. Methodology

4.1. Research Method and Participants

This research adopted a quantitative approach. The students in this study were studying at
different stages in a higher education institution. These students had to complete an individual
assignment in which they must submit a screencast to explain their work. All the screencasts are less
than 3-minutes in length and the students must record their voice in English to explain their work.
However, the students did not have to show their face. After the subjects have finished and the grades
are released, the students completed an online survey. This timing ensured the students that their
response in the survey would not affect their grades. Table 2 shows the subject code, subject names,
and the number of respondents. In the survey, there was a consent statement, and the students can
opt out of the survey. Eventually, there were 203 valid responses. The demographics of the students
are shown in Table 3.

Table 2. Respondents from different Subjects

Subject Subject Name Academic Number of
Code Year Respondents

SEHS4696 Machine Learning for Data Mining 24/25 49
SEHS2307 Computer Programming Concepts 22/23 37
SEHH?2042 Computer Programming 24/25 33
SEHS4517 Web Application Development and Management 22/23 29
SEHS4678 Artificial Intelligence 22/23 26
LCS3175 Effective Professional Communication in English 24/25 21
SEHS4678 Artificial Intelligence 24/25 8

4.2. Research Instrument

The survey was separated into two parts. In part one of the survey, the questions collected the
students” demographic information, including their gender, age and their previous qualification
before joining the university. The results of this part are shown in Table 3. In part two of the survey,
the questions are adopted and adapted from Khechine et al. (2014) and Wu & Chen (2017), plus the
two questions on FU. The questions and their source are shown in Table 4. These questions asked
students to rate their answers using a 5-point Likert Scale. The answers were coded as 5 for “Strongly
Agree”, 4 for “Agree”, 3 for “Neutral”, 2 for “Disagree”, 1 for “Strongly Disagree”.

Table 3. Demographic questions (N = 203)

Characteristics Items Number Percentage
Gender Male 165 81.28
Female 38 18.72
Discipline of Study Science 162 79.80
Non-Science 40 19.70
Not answered 1 0.49
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Mode of Study Full-time 169 83.25
Part-time 33 16.26
Not answered 1 0.49
Year of Study 1 33 16.26
2 0 0
3 136 67.00
4 34 16.75
Table 4. Survey question on 5-point Likert scale
Constructs / Questionnaire Items (5-point Likert Scale) Source
Performance Expectancy (PE)
Creating screencasts improves the quality of my learning activities. Adapted from
Creating screencasts makes my learning activities more effective. Khechine et al.
If I create screencasts, I will improve the skills I want to learn. (2014)
Effort Expectancy (EE)
It will be easy for me to create screencasts. Adapted from
The steps to create screencasts are clear to me. Khechine et al.
It'll be easy for me to become skillful at creating screencasts. (2014)
Future Utility (FU)
I can use my screencasts to help me revise my learning tasks. Authors of this
I can use my screencasts to help me demonstrate my work to my colleagues at work, research
Attitude (ATT)
I believe that creating screencasts is a good idea in this subject. Adapted from
I'believe that creating screencasts is good advice in this subject. Wu & Chen (2017)
I have good impression about screencasts.
Behavioral Intention (BI)
Iintend to create screencasts in future. Adapted from
I predict I will create screencasts in future. Khechine et al
(2014)

I plan to create screencasts in future.

5. Results and Discussions

In this study, SmartPLS v4.1.1.2 was used to implement the PLS-SEM approach. All data were
retrieved through PLS-SEM algorithm and 5000 sampling sized Bootstrapping in 0.05 level. There are
two components in PLS. The first component is the measurement model which specifies the
correlation between constructs by evaluating their validity and reliability. The second component is
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the structural model which specifics the interaction and influence between constructs. The results of
these two components are presented and discussed below.

5.1 Measurement Model Assessment

Table 5. Construct reliability and validity (Both >=0.7 = Good)

Latent construct Cronbach’s alpha Composite Reliability AVE
(CR)

Effort Expectancy 0.891 0.932 0.820

Performance Expectancy 0.910 0.943 0.848

Future Utility 0.866 0.937 0.882

Attitude 0.954 0.970 0.915

Behavioral intention 0.964 0.977 0.933

Error! Reference source not found. shows the validity and reliability of the collected data. It is
important to carry a reliability testing when assessing data consistency, stability, dependability of
measurement data and outcomes to determine the reliability of the data. There are standard of
acceptable range regarding different latent variables suggested by Hair et al. (2020). For a reliable
latent variable, the Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (CR) should not be below 0.7 to be
considered as dependable. In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha and CR were in range between 0.866
and 0.977, which surpassed the 0.7 threshold. Moreover, the average variance extracted (AVE) should
exceed 0.5 to indicate that the latent variables have ideal convergent validity. In this study, the AVE
were in range between 0.820 and 0.933, which surpass the 0.5 threshold.

Table 6. Fornell-Larcker criterion

EE PE FU ATT BI
EE 0.906
PE 0.634 0.921
FU 0.582 0.760 0.939
ATT 0.651 0.805 0.828 0.957
BI 0.569 0.718 0.739 0.806 0.966

To examine the discriminant validity of the constructs, Fornell-Larcker criterion was performed
as shown in Table 6. According to Ab Hamid et al. (2017), the Fornell-Larcker value of a construct
correlated itself (square root of AVE) should be greater that its Fornell-Larcker value correlated to
other constructs as shown above. As a result, all constructs were confirmed to have acceptable
discriminant validity.

Table 7. VIF values for the inner model (VIF <5 represent generally accepted of the presence of collinearity)

Path VIF

EE -> ATT 1.740
PE -> ATT 2.729
FU > ATT 2.467
ATT ->BI 1.000

To diagnose the presence of collinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF) was performed. Hair
et al. (2020) suggest that having VIF values of 5 or above indicate critical collinearity issues. In this
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study, all paths are within the acceptable range of 5. The measurement model assessment shows the
reliability and validity of the constructs, allowing further analysis.

In summary, the above results show that the measure model is valid. The next section examines
the results in the structural model assessment, in which the hypotheses were tested using the results
from the survey.

5.2 Structural Model Assessment

Table 8 shows the structural model with the results from the survey. The path coefficient, t
value, p value, R2, and f 2 are some of the components used to test the hypotheses. The strength of
the association between latent variables can be determined by looking at the path coefficient value.
Huber et al. (2007) state that to account for a particular influence within the model, the path
coefficients claimed significant when exceeding 0.100 in the 0.05 level. The size difference of relation
to the variation in the sample data is measured using t values. According to Winship and Zhuo (2020),
t values of the path should be greater than 0.196 to be deemed significant, as the traditional critical
value of the t statistic is 1.96 for two-tailed tests at a significant level of 0.05. Therefore, the hypotheses
H1, H2, H3 are H4 accepted.

Table 8. Structural model result

H Path Coefficients tvalues pvalues R2 f2 Confirmed
H1 EE -> ATT 0.157 2.755 0.006 0.773 0.062 Yes
H2  PE->ATT 0.344 5.092 0.000 0.773 0.190 Yes
H3 FU->ATT 0476 7.328 0.000 0.773 0.404 Yes
H4  ATT->BI 0.806 24.563 0.000 0.650 1.859 Yes
5.3 Moderating Effect

Table 9 shows their moderating variables and their effects in the structural model. The
moderating effects with p values exceeding 0.05 are considered not statistically significant. Therefore,
all the moderators were not significant except for H1b, which states that the students’ years of study
moderates the influence of EE on ATT.

Table 9. Moderating Effects in the Structural Model

H Path Coefficient p values Moderating effect
(p<0.05)
Hla Gender x EE -> ATT -0.188 0.152 No
H2a Gender x PE -> ATT 0.074 0.639 No
H3a Gender x FU -> ATT 0.018 0.895 No
Hi1b Year of Study x EE -> ATT -0.103 0.020 Yes
H2b Year of Study x PE -> ATT 0.000 0996 No
H3b Year of Study x FU -> ATT 0.045 0.637 No
Hlc Discipline of Study x EE -> ATT -0.081 0.446 No
H2c Discipline of Study x PE -> ATT -0.033 0.835 No
H3c Discipline of Study x FU -> ATT 0.068 0.655 No
H1d Mode of Study x EE -> ATT 0.093 0.454 No
H2d Mode of Study x PE -> ATT -0.371 0.071 No
H3d Mode of Study x FU -> ATT 0.273 0.123 No
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5.4 Students’” Attitudes (ATT) Towards SCS

Students’ general attitude (ATT) towards SCS is crucial. As the survey was designed on 5-point
Likert scale, in which “1” means “strongly disagree”, “3” means “neutral”, and “5” means “strongly
agree”, it is crucial to if there is a significant difference between “3” and the average responses. To
determine whether the difference is significant, a one-sample t-test was performed.

First, there are three questions regarding students’ attitudes towards SCS. A student’s ATT was
calculated as the student’s average response to those three questions. For example, if a student
answered questions “I believe that creating Screencasts is a good idea in this subject.”, “I believe that creating
Screencasts is good advice in this subject.” and “I have good impression about Screencasts.” are 4, 4 and 5
points respectively, then the student’s ATT will be 4.333. In this study, average ATT from all samples
is 3.714. To determine if the students indeed have a positive attitude towards SCS, we need to
determine whether this average is statistically significantly higher than 3, we adopted the critical t-
value method (Ross & Wilson, 2017).

According to Ross and Wilson (2017), the formula for calculating the t-value in a one-sample t-

test is shown below.
X—u
=%

Vn
Where X is the sample average (which is 3.714). pis the hypothesized average, (which is 3), s is

the samples standard deviation (which is 0.922), 1 is the number of samples (which is 203). According

to the formula above, the t-value was 11.034. The p-value was calculated using the Excel formula
“T.DIST.ST(ABS(t-value), Degrees of freedom)”, and the critical t-value (1.972) was computed using
Excel formula “=T.INV.2T(0.05, Degrees of freedom)”, where degrees of freedom were 202 (number of
samples - 1). As the p-value (0.000) is smaller than 0.05, and the t-value (11.034) of the sample is
greater than the critical t-value. Thus, the hypothesis H5 was accepted.

5.5 Discussions

Insights from the modified UTAUT

As the hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H4 and H5 are accepted, the UTAUT model confirms that
students’ attitudes (ATT) toward SCSs are significantly influenced by EE, PE, and FU. According to
the results in Table 8, Future Utility (FU) exhibited the strongest influence on ATT. This result implies

that students are more likely to have a favorable perception of SCSs if they recognize the relevance
of screencasts for future use. This finding aligns with the principle of constructivism, which
emphasizes the importance of practical and transferable skills in learning. Similarly, Performance
Expectancy (PE) also demonstrated a significant strong positive effect on ATT. Thus, this result
indicates that students perceive SCSs as a tool that can enhance the quality of their learning activities.
This confirms the potential of student-generated content, in terms of screencasts, to improve learning
outcomes. However, the modest contribution of EE to ATT suggests that while ease of use is
important, students’ acceptance of SCSs is primarily driven by perceived benefits rather than the
simplicity of the process. Finally, Behavioral Intention (BI) toward using SCSs was significantly
influenced by ATT. This strong relationship between ATT and BI means it is important to induce
favorable perceptions among students by providing helpful guidelines, student-friendly tools, and
constructive feedback on screencast assignments.
Implications of the moderating effects

The moderation analysis revealed some interesting insights. Notably, gender, discipline of
study, and mode of study did not significantly moderate the relationships between Effort Expectancy
(EE), Performance Expectancy (PE), or Future Utility (FU) and Attitude (ATT). This suggests that the
acceptance of Student-Created Screencasts (SCSs) is relatively uniform across diverse student
demographics, making this approach broadly applicable across different groups of learners.
However, a notable exception was observed with the year of study, which moderated the relationship
between EE and ATT. Specifically, students in later years of their academic journey exhibited less
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favorable perceptions of the effort required to create screencasts. This could be attributed to their
greater exposure to traditional assessment methods and the more complex and demanding nature of
their upper-level coursework. In contrast, students in earlier years may view the additional technical
and creative skill requirements of SCSs as an exciting and manageable challenge that aligns with their
early-stage learning experiences. This finding highlights the need for tailored approaches when
introducing SCSs, particularly for students in advanced years of study.

Practical Implications

The findings of this study highlight the potential of SCSs as an innovative and effective
assessment tool in higher education. To encourage students’” acceptance of SCSs, educators should
focus on making students aware of the long-term benefits of screencast creation, such as its
applicability in professional settings like online interviews and client presentations. Communicating
these future-oriented advantages can enhance students’ perceptions of the value of SCSs, particularly
through the lens of skill development and career preparation.

Another critical implication is the need to address students” concerns about the perceived effort
involved in creating screencasts. Providing clear instructions, accessible tools, and technical support
can help students overcome initial hurdles and develop confidence in their ability to produce high-
quality screencasts. Additionally, embedding screencast training into the curriculum, particularly in
the early years, can help normalize this form of assessment and reduce the resistance often associated
with unfamiliar tasks. For students in later years, educators might consider integrating SCSs into
projects that align with their existing expertise or provide support to help students to transition from
traditional assessments to this more technology-driven and innovative form of assessment.

Finally, there are implications for teachers too. Firstly, they need to develop new assessment
rubrics that are suitable for SCSs. Secondly, they may perceive that they need to spend extra efforts
to view and mark the SCSs. Finally, the viewing of SCSs may review other aspects of students that
teachers were not aware of before.

6. Conclusion

This research examined university students' acceptance of student-created Screencasts as
assignments. Given the potential benefits of student-created screencasts according to the principle of
constructivism, this study contributes to narrowing the imbalanced amount of research on teacher-
created screencasts and student-created screencasts. imbalanced research on using screencasts as
pedagogical tools. Using the modified UTAUT, we identified key factors influencing students’
attitudes and behavioral intentions toward SCSs. Among these, Future Utility (FU) emerged as the
most significant predictor of students’ attitudes, indicating that students are more likely to embrace
SCSs when they see their relevance and applicability in future professional or academic contexts.
Performance Expectancy (PE) and Effort Expectancy (EE) also played important roles, underscoring
the need to balance the perceived benefits of SCSs with the effort required to create them. In
conclusion, this study underscores the potential of Student-Created Screencasts as a transformative
educational tool. By addressing the identified limitations and pursuing new research directions,
educators and researchers can further unlock the pedagogical value of SCSs, paving the way for their
broader adoption and integration into higher education.

6.1. Limitations

We acknowledge this study has several limitations. First, the research was conducted within a
single institution, limiting the generalizability of the findings. Future research should replicate this
study across multiple institutions and cultural contexts to confirm the results and explore any
variations. Second, the reliance on self-reported survey data introduces the possibility of response
bias. Incorporating qualitative methods, such as interviews or focus groups, could provide richer
insights into students’ experiences and perceptions of SCSs. Third, while this study focused on
students’ acceptance of SCSs, it did not directly measure the impact of SCSs on learning outcomes.
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Future research could examine whether SCSs lead to measurable improvements in academic
performance, engagement, or skill development.

6.2. Future Research Directions

Looking ahead, there are many opportunities to build on the findings of this study. Researchers
could explore the use of SCSs in different disciplines to assess their adaptability and effectiveness
across diverse subject areas. Additionally, the role of instructor support, feedback, and training in
influencing students’ acceptance and performance with SCSs warrants further investigation.
Longitudinal studies could also assess the long-term impact of using SCSs on students’ professional
readiness and employability. Finally, future research could examine how SCSs might foster
collaborative learning by incorporating peer feedback and group-based screencast assignments.
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