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Abstract 

This deliverable presents the evaluation of the AI in Everyday Life course, delivered under WP6 across two 
runs (Spring 2025 and Spring 2026). It reports on the assessment of our educational approach, examining 
participants’ attitudes towards AI and their AI literacy, as measured before and after the course using validated 
instruments, as well as their satisfaction with the course.  

Keyword(s): course evaluation, AI literacy, attitudes towards AI, learning outcomes 
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1.​ About this Deliverable 

1.1.​ Role of the deliverable 
 

The primary role of this deliverable is to present a comprehensive evaluation of the AI in 
Everyday Life course across its two iterations (2025 and 2026). By assessing changes in 
participants' AI literacy, attitudes toward AI, and trust in human–computer interaction, this report 
establishes an empirical evidence base for the course's impact. Furthermore, this document 
provides qualitative feedback on course delivery and synthesizes key lessons learned to offer 
actionable recommendations for the design and implementation of future educational initiatives 
within the PINNACLE project.  

 

1.2.​ Relationship to other PINNACLE deliverables 

This deliverable presents an evaluation that validates the overall educational approach developed 
via the WP6 deliverables, at the same time providing food for thought on future improvements. 

 

1.3.​ Structure of this deliverable 

This deliverable is organized into seven main sections. Following this introductory section 
(Section 1), Section 2 provides a high-level overview of the AI in Everyday Life course, 
outlining its core background and learning objectives. Section 3 details the evaluation 
methodology, focusing on recruitment strategies and measurement tools. The evaluation 
results are presented chronologically in Section 4 (the 2025 first iteration) and Section 5 
(the 2026 second iteration), both examining participants' demographics, AI literacy, 
attitudes, human-computer trust, and qualitative feedback. Finally, Section 6 discusses the 
broader implications of these findings, and Section 7 concludes the report with actionable 
recommendations for future course iterations. 

 

 

 
​  

5 



PINNACLE – Project no: BRIDGE2HORIZON/0823E/0203​    
 

2.​ Course Overview 
 

The AI in Everyday Life course was designed as an open, eight-week online program aimed at 
building general public AI literacy. Its primary objective was to help non-technical participants 
better understand everyday AI systems and tools by examining both their underlying technology 
and their real-world societal impact. 

The course was delivered online and free of charge over an eight-week period and was designed 
for members of the general public with no technical background. Each week focused on a 
different topic and included a set of pre-recorded video lectures, an assignment, a quiz, and the 
opportunity to participate in a live synchronous discussion session. The course covered a range of 
topics, beginning with an introduction to AI in everyday life and progressing to applications and 
business models, trustworthy AI, machine learning and big data, vision technologies, language 
technologies, search technologies, and personalisation. The course aimed to provide participants 
with a broad understanding of how AI systems work, where they are encountered in everyday life, 
and the opportunities and challenges associated with their use. 

The evaluation of the course's overall effectiveness was conducted across two distinct iterations: 
the 2025 iteration and the 2026 iteration. While the core instructional material remained 
consistent across both offerings, the pedagogical methodology applied to the learning activities 
differed significantly. In the 2025 iteration, a bottom-up framework was adopted; participants 
were instructed to identify and critically evaluate real-world applications of the technologies 
covered within their daily lives. Conversely, the 2026 iteration implemented a top-down 
approach, requiring participants to engage with AI chatbots utilizing predefined prompts aligned 
with each specific unit's curriculum. 

The primary objective of this evaluation report is to assess the effectiveness of the AI in Everyday 
Life course in enhancing participants' AI literacy and shaping their perceptions of AI 
technologies. Across the two course iterations, the evaluation addressed three core evaluation 
questions (EQ): 

●​ EQ1 (AI Literacy): To what extent did the course improve participants' knowledge, 
understanding, and critical skills regarding AI technologies? 

●​ EQ2 (Attitudes & Trust): How did participation in the course influence participants' 
general attitudes toward AI and their trust in technology?* 

●​ EQ3 (Qualitative Feedback): What were participants' subjective experiences, perceived 
learning outcomes, and feedback regarding the course structure and delivery? 

* EQ2 incorporates the assessment of trust in technology, which was introduced via a third 
questionnaire only in the second iteration of the course. 
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3.​ Evaluation Methodology 
 

3.1 Participant Recruitment 
 

Across both course iterations, participants were recruited through social media channels, digital 
dissemination platforms, and public outreach. Specifically, recruitment announcements were 
shared via the university and lab’s official Web page (via press release), LinkedIn, and Facebook, 
alongside mentions during press appearances and conference presentations.  

 

3.2 Measures 

To evaluate the impact of the course across both iterations, a set of validated instruments and 
feedback forms were administered to participants before and after the course (pre- and 
post-testing). While the initial 2025 iteration utilized two main scales alongside a course feedback 
form, the 2026 iteration expanded the evaluation framework by adding a third validated 
instrument to measure trust. 

The unified measurement framework comprised the following tools: 

●​ AI Literacy Scale (AILS) : Administered in both 2025 and 2026, this instrument 1

contains 12 items scored on a 1–5 Likert scale. It measures four key constructs: 
awareness, use, evaluation, and ethics. The scale has been validated in both English and 
Greek. 

 

●​ General Attitudes Towards AI Scale (GAAIS) : Administered in both iterations, this 2

20-item instrument uses a 1–5 Likert scale to evaluate positive attitudes (12 items) and 
negative attitudes (8 items). The scale has been validated in English and Greek. 

 

●​ Human-Computer Trust Scale (HCTS) : Introduced in the 2026 iteration, this 10-item 3

instrument assesses trust across four sub-dimensions: competence, perceived risk, general 
trust, and benevolence using a 1–5 Likert scale. While the English version is validated, 
the Greek adaptation used in this course is currently pending formal validation. 

 

3 Gulati, S., Sousa, S., & Lamas, D. (2019). Design, development and evaluation of a human-computer trust 
scale. Behaviour & Information Technology, 38(10), 1004-1015. 

2 Schepman, A., & Rodway, P. (2020). Initial validation of the general attitudes towards Artificial Intelligence 
Scale. Computers in human behavior reports, 1, 100014. 

1 Wang, B., Rau, P. L. P., & Yuan, T. (2023). Measuring user competence in using artificial intelligence: 
validity and reliability of artificial intelligence literacy scale. Behaviour & information technology, 42(9), 
1324-1337. 
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●​ Course Evaluation and Feedback Form: Distributed in both iterations to all registered 
participants—including non-completers—to capture user satisfaction, subjective learning 
gains, structural feedback, dropout drivers, and recommendations for future iterations. 

 

4.​ First Iteration Evaluation (2025) 
 

The 2025 run of the "AI in Everyday Life" course was delivered online and free of charge, in both 
English and Greek, between April and June 2025, and was open to up to 400 members of the 
public with no technical background. This section reports on its evaluation. It first presents the 
measured changes in participants' attitudes towards AI and their AI literacy, and finally reports 
participants' own evaluation of the course. 

4.1.​ Participants 
 

Of the 489 individuals who expressed interest, 343 registered for the course and 169 completed 
all required assignments, quizzes, and the pre- and post-assessments, receiving a certificate of 
completion. The pre-course assessment was completed by 305 participants and the post-course 
assessment by 169. The evaluation form was completed by 103 respondents; 90 who completed 
the course and 13 who dropped out but still provided feedback. Respondents were predominantly 
aged 35–54, roughly 60% female and 40% male, based mainly in Cyprus and Greece, and mostly 
held a Master's degree, working across education, public administration, finance, medical, and 
other sectors. Differences between pre- and post-course responses were assessed using Wilcoxon 
signed-rank tests. 

  Pre Post Evaluation 

Respondents 306 169 103 

Gender       

   Male 39.87% 41.42% 45.63% 

   Female 60.13% 58.58% 54.37% 

Age       

   18–24 0.65% 1.18% 0.97% 

   25–34 7.52% 4.73% 2.91% 

   35–44 34.97% 30.77% 33.01% 

   45–54 38.89% 40.24% 40.78% 

   55–64 16.67% 21.89% 20.39% 

   Over 65 1.31% 1.18% 1.94% 
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Country       

   Cyprus 50.33% 50.89% 44.66% 

   Greece 44.12% 45.56% 48.54% 

   Other countries 5.56% 3.55% 6.80% 

Education level       

   High School 2.29% 2.96% 2.91% 

   Bachelor degree 19.61% 17.75% 19.42% 

   Master degree 67.32% 71.60% 67.96% 

   Doctoral degree 9.80% 6.51% 8.74% 

   Other Diploma 0.98% 1.18% 0.97% 

Occupation       

   Education 33.66% 32.54% 28.16% 

   Finance / accounting 9.80% 10.06% 11.65% 

   Medical 10.13% 10.06% 16.50% 

   Public administration 18.63% 20.71% 18.45% 

   Other (e.g., police) 24.51% 24.26% 21.36% 

   Not currently employed 3.27% 2.37% 3.88% 

Table 1: Demographic characteristics of respondents - 2025 course evaluation. 

 

4.2.​ Attitudes Towards AI and AI literacy (EQ1 and EQ2) 

Attitudes towards AI. Participants' positive attitudes towards AI increased significantly over the 
course, with the mean score rising from 3.793 to 3.871 (z = –2.155, p = .031). At the item level, 
significant increases were found in participants' interest in using AI in daily life, their agreement 
that AI has many beneficial applications, their sense that AI is exciting, and their being impressed 
by what AI can do. A small upward trend was observed across all twelve positive-attitude items. 
Negative attitudes, by contrast, did not change significantly overall (mean 2.729 to 2.760; z = 
–0.792, p = .426). The one significant item-level change was an increase in agreement with the 
statement that organizations use AI unethically, which points to heightened ethical awareness 
rather than a more negative disposition towards AI in general. 

  Pre Mean Pre SD Post Mean Post SD 

Positive 3.793 0.454 3.871 0.476 

P1 4.189 0.587 4.349 0.647 
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P2 4.266 0.540 4.391 0.618 

P3 4.243 0.622 4.414 0.593 

P4 4.024 0.763 4.101 0.704 

P5 4.243 0.659 4.284 0.692 

P6 3.497 0.795 3.515 0.920 

P7 4.219 0.612 4.337 0.596 

P8 3.953 0.644 3.959 0.649 

P9 3.030 0.855 3.160 0.889 

P10 3.195 0.796 3.243 0.835 

P11 3.604 0.758 3.568 0.878 

P12 3.059 0.956 3.130 1.044 

Negative 2.729 0.511 2.760 0.597 

N1 2.775 0.769 2.763 0.895 

N2 3.663 0.723 3.805 0.718 

N3 1.793 0.731 1.787 0.733 

N4 2.751 0.924 2.864 1.006 

N5 2.840 0.915 2.852 0.943 

N6 2.757 0.849 2.728 0.898 

N7 3.018 0.760 3.089 0.815 

N8 2.237 0.766 2.195 0.888 

Table 2: GAAIS summary statistics - 2025 course evaluation. 

AI literacy. AI literacy improved significantly overall, with the mean AILS score rising from 
3.782 to 4.060 (z = –5.821, p < .001). Significant gains were recorded in three of the four 
constructs: awareness (3.791 to 4.174), usage (3.856 to 4.148), and evaluation (3.493 to 3.890). 
Participants reported a stronger ability to recognise AI in everyday contexts, greater confidence in 
using AI applications for daily tasks, and improved ability to assess the capabilities and 
limitations of AI tools. The ethics construct showed only a slight, non-significant increase (3.986 
to 4.028), suggesting that ethical reflection may require more time or more targeted treatment 
than a single introductory course can provide.​
 

  Pre Mean Pre SD Post Mean Post SD 

Awareness 3.791 0.585 4.174 0.484 
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AW1 4.036 0.672 4.243 0.583 

AW2R 2.527 0.913 1.970 0.767 

AW3 3.864 0.690 4.249 0.634 

Usage 3.856 0.618 4.148 0.515 

US1 3.893 0.707 4.240 0.575 

US2R 2.148 0.784 1.988 0.794 

US3 3.822 0.819 4.183 0.584 

Evaluation 3.493 0.681 3.890 0.514 

EV1 3.609 0.780 3.929 0.642 

EV2 3.550 0.779 3.947 0.570 

EV3 3.320 0.855 3.793 0.606 

Ethics 3.986 0.536 4.028 0.567 

ET1 4.112 0.727 4.172 0.794 

ET2R 2.189 0.852 2.213 0.946 

ET3 4.036 0.830 4.124 0.757 

AI Literacy 
(overall) 

3.782 0.431 4.060 0.368 

Table 3: AILS summary statistics - 2025 course evaluation. 

4.3.​ Course evaluation (EQ3) 

Engagement. Participants engaged with the course flexibly: 40% typically attended the live 
sessions, 34.4% watched the recorded sessions asynchronously, and 24.4% used a combination of 
both. Just over half (51.1%) reported consistently watching the pre-recorded video lectures before 
the live sessions. 

Satisfaction. Satisfaction was high across all aspects of the course. The pre-recorded video 
lectures were rated helpful by 94.4% of respondents and the live sessions by 85.6%. The teaching 
team's instructional approach was considered effective by 92.2%, the course structure clear and 
effective by 92.2%, and the educational content understandable and accessible by 93.3%. The 
assignments were found helpful and interesting by 90%, and 85.6% reported that the course met 
their expectations. Notably, 90% agreed that the course would be "useful for everyone." 

Perceived learning gains. After completing the course, the large majority reported improved 
understanding of AI: 96.7% felt better able to understand the behaviour of AI applications, 94.4% 
more confident in analysing everyday AI applications, and 94.4% able to explain the ethical and 
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social issues AI can raise. High proportions also reported being able to recognise specific AI 
technologies in real-world settings (vision, language, search, and personalization). These 
self-reported gains were consistent with generally high quiz scores across the eight units. 

Qualitative feedback. In open-ended responses, participants asked for greater depth on how 
algorithms and AI applications are actually built, more real-world examples, more practical 
training in using AI tools such as ChatGPT, and further treatment of ethical issues. General 
comments emphasised the broader value of AI education for the public and suggested the course 
be offered regularly. 

Drop-out. Of the 343 registered participants, 176 did not complete the course; 13 of them 
completed the drop-out questionnaire. The main reasons given were being busy and lacking time 
during the course period (69%) and lack of time to complete the assignments (62%). 
Dissatisfaction with the instructors and unmet expectations were largely ruled out, with 85% and 
77% respectively disagreeing that these were factors. 

 

5.​ Second Iteration Evaluation (2026) 
 

The second iteration of the course ran between April and June 2026, and was delivered only in 
Greek. This section reports on its evaluation. It presents the measured changes in participants' 
attitudes towards AI, AI literacy and trust in technology, and finally reports participants' own 
evaluation of the course. 

 

5.1.​ Participants 
 

Of the 231 individuals who expressed interest, 171 registered for the course and 76 completed all 
required assignments, quizzes, and the pre- and post-assessments, receiving a certificate of 
completion. Participants were predominantly aged 45-54, roughly 45% female and 55% male, 
based mainly in Cyprus and Greece, and mostly held a master's degree, working across 
Education, Public administration, and other sectors.The evaluation form was completed by 48 
respondents; 40 who completed the course and 8 who dropped out but still provided feedback.  

Differences between pre- and post-course responses were assessed using Wilcoxon signed-rank 
tests or paired t-tests depending on the data normality. 
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 Pre Post Evaluation 

Respondents 171 76 48 

Gender 

Male 57.3% 44.7% 41.7% 

Female 42.7% 55.3% 58.3% 

Age 

25 - 34 5.8% 9.2% 6.2% 

35 - 44 29.2% 26.3% 20.8% 

45 - 54 42.7% 40.8% 37.5% 

55 - 64 17% 18.4% 25% 

65+  5.3% 5.2% 10.4% 

Country 

Cyprus  46.2% 46.1% 35.4 

Greece 51.5% 53.9% 64.6 

Other countries 2.3% N/A N/A 

Education level 

High School 0.6% 1.3% N/A 

Bachelor degree 28.1% 27.6% 43.8% 

Master degree 64.9% 64.5% 52.1% 
 

Doctoral degree 4.7% 3.9% 4.2% 

   Other Diploma 1.8% 2.6% N/A 

Occupation 

Education 27.5% 26.3% 20.8 

Finance / accounting 9.4% 6.6% 6.2 

Medical 9.9% 13.2% 20.8 

Public administration 21.6% 25% 18.8 

Other (e.g., police) 23.4% 23.6% 23% 

Not currently employed 8.2% 5.3% 10.4% 

Table 4: Demographic characteristics of respondents - 2026 course evaluation. 
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5.2.​ Attitudes Towards AI, AI literacy and Human-Computer trust 
(EQ1 and EQ2) 
 

General attitudes towards AI (GAAIS):  No statistically significant changes were observed in 
participants’ overall attitudes toward artificial intelligence following the intervention. Positive 
attitudes showed a slight increase from 3.74 to 3.79; however, this change was not statistically 
significant (p = 0.1278). Similarly, negative attitudes increased marginally from 3.06 to 3.09, but 
this change also failed to reach statistical significance (p = 0.5799). At the item level, positive 
attitudes exhibited an upward trend across most statements, with the exceptions of “I would like 
to use Artificial Intelligence in my own work” (P5) and “Artificially intelligent systems can help 
people feel happier” (P9), which did not show improvement. Nevertheless, statistically significant 
increases were identified for the items “There are many beneficial applications of Artificial 
Intelligence” (P2) and “Artificial Intelligence is exciting” (P3). Negative attitude items displayed 
a mixture of upward and downward trends. Notably, item Q19 (“I think artificially intelligent 
systems make many mistakes”) showed a near-significant increase, indicating that participants 
were somewhat more likely after the course to agree that AI systems can make mistakes. 

 Pre Mean Pre SD Post Mean Post SD 

Positive  3.74 0.47 3.79 0.53 

P1 4.16       0.66 4.25 0.59 

P2 4.16 0.64 4.40 0.57 

P3 4.08 0.59 4.25 0.66 

P4 3.95 0.75 4.01 0.74 

P5 4.20 0.62 4.11 0.63 

P6 3.37 0.83 3.40 0.97 

P7 4.01 0.63 4.15 0.71 

P8 3.99 0.60 4.01 0.65 

P9 3.17 0.78 3.11 0.94 

P10 3.23 0.80 3.23 0.89 

P11 3.65 0.74 3.65 0.83 

P12 2.91 1.10 2.95 1.14 

Negative 3.06 0.46 3.09 0.51 

N1 3.00 0.80 3.04 0.89 

N2 2.20 0.74 2.16 0.77 

 
​  

14 



PINNACLE – Project no: BRIDGE2HORIZON/0823E/0203​    
 

N3 4.17 1.10 4.16 0.72 

N4 2.97 0.77 3.00 0.90 

N5 2.91 0.89 2.93 0.92 

N6 3.07 0.98 3.03 0.87 

N7 2.57 0.70 2.77 0.88 

N8 3.56 0.87 3.61 0.97 

Table 5: GAAIS summary statistics  - 2026 course evaluation. 

 

AI Literacy (AILS): There was a statistically significant improvement in overall AI literacy 
scores between the pre- and post- assessment, with mean scores increasing from 3.64 to 3.97 (p< 
0.001). Improvements were observed across all AILS dimensions. However, a more detailed 
item-level analysis showed that four specific questions did not exhibit statistically significant 
improvement. These included items related to the perceived difficulty of learning to use a new AI 
application or product (US2R), the ability to identify the capabilities and limitations of an AI 
system after some use (EV1), adherence to ethical principles when using AI applications (ET1), 
and awareness of the potential misuse of artificial intelligence (ET3).  

 Pre Mean Pre SD Post Mean Post SD 

Awareness 3.77 0.63 4.06 0.61 

AW1 3.93 0.70 4.13 0.74 

AW2R 3.59 0.86 3.97 0.79 

AW3 3.79 0.74 4.07 0.74 

Usage 3.77 0.68 3.97 0.54 

US1 3.89 0.78 4.16 0.59 

US2R 3.67 0.91 3.77 0.85 

US3 3.75 0.86 3.99 0.65 

Evaluation 3.52 0.68 3.80 0.53 

EV1 3.59 0.79 3.76 0.71 

EV2 3.59 0.76 3.87 0.60 

EV3 3.39 0.75 3.77 0.58 

Ethics 3.52 0.43 4.06 0.56 

ET1 4.05 0.85 4.17 0.69 

ET2R 2.41 0.86 3.81 0.93 
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ET3 4.08 0.75 4.20 0.75 

AI Literacy 
(Overall)  

3.64 0.48 3.97 0.44 

Table 6: AILS summary statistics - 2026 course evaluation. 

 

Human-Computer Trust: The analysis revealed no statistically significant differences in the 
overall trust dimension scores between the pre- and post-questionnaire assessments, with mean 
scores remaining largely stable from 3.12 to 3.14 (p = 0.6679). However, a closer examination of 
individual questionnaire items identified several statistically significant changes. These 
differences were observed in statements related to participants’ willingness to rely fully on 
ChatGPT/Gemini/Copilot (GT1), their confidence in consistently receiving useful responses 
(GT2), and their trust in the information provided by these systems (GT3). Significant changes 
were also found in perceptions of caution and risk when interacting with the AI tools, as reflected 
in the items “I feel that I need to be careful when using ChatGPT/Gemini/Copilot” (RP2) and “It 
is risky to interact with ChatGPT/Gemini/Copilot”(RP3). Furthermore, significant differences 
emerged in participants’ beliefs that the AI system would act in their best interests (BEN1) and do 
its best to help them when needed (BEN2). 

 Pre Mean Pre SD Post Mean Post SD 

Perceived Risk  2.59 0.40 2.61 0.64 

RP1 2.28       0.65  2.47 0.92  

RP2 2.72 1.16 1.85 0.77 

RP3 2.77 0.97 3.51 0.95 

Benevolence  3.34 0.53 3.44 0.61 

BEN1 3.68 0.76 3.35 0.73 

BEN2 2.86 1.00 3.65 0.67 

BEN3 3.47 1.01 3.31 1.01 

Competence  3.50 0.62 3.61 0.59 

COM1 3.53 0.80 3.62 0.66 

COM2 3.65 0.69 3.68 0.64 

COM3 3.32 0.76 3.54 0.81 

General Trust  3.04 0.73 2.91 0.78 

GT1 3.18 1.34 2.57 0.92 

GT2 2.38 0.96 3.12 0.95 
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GT3 3.57 1.06 3.03 0.88 

HCTS (Overall)  3.12 0.36 3.14 0.49 

Table 7: HCTS summary statistics - 2026 course evaluation. 

 

5.3.​ Course evaluation (EQ3) 
 

Engagement: Participants engaged with the course flexibly: 35% used a combination of both live 
and recorded sessions, 32.5% typically attended live sessions, and 30% watched recorded 
sessions asynchronously, while 2.5% did not engage at all. Participants prepared for live 
discussions with varying consistency: 42.5% usually watched the video lectures beforehand, 40% 
did so sometimes, and 17.5% did not watch them before attending. 
 
Satisfaction: Participants reported high levels of satisfaction with the different components of the 
course. Pre-recorded video lectures were rated as helpful by an average of 89.38% of participants, 
while the live sessions received an average helpfulness rating of 85%. The teaching team’s 
instructional approach was considered effective by 88.13% of participants, and 90.63% found the 
course structure clear and effective. Similarly, 90% reported that the educational content was 
understandable and accessible. The assignments were considered helpful and interesting by 
88.13% of participants, while 90% indicated that the course met their expectations. Notably, 
89.4% of participants agreed that the course would be “useful for everyone,” highlighting the 
overall perceived relevance and value of the course. 
 
Perceived learning gains: After completing the course,participants reported an improved 
understanding of artificial intelligence and its applications. Specifically, 85.63% felt better able to 
understand the behaviour of AI applications, while 77.5% reported greater confidence in 
analysing AI applications encountered in everyday life. In addition, 83.75% indicated that they 
were better able to explain the ethical and social issues that AI can raise. Participants also 
reported improved understanding across a range of AI-related areas, including computer vision, 
personalisation, and language models, with positive responses generally around 80% 
. 
Qualitative Feedback: Overall, the qualitative feedback was highly positive, with many 
participants considering the content appropriate and sufficient for an introductory-level course. 
Suggested areas for improvement included greater emphasis on practical, everyday applications 
of AI, particularly prompt formulation and obtaining more accurate and useful responses. 
Participants also expressed interest in deeper coverage of topics such as LLMs and AI agents, AI 
bias and errors, explainable AI, security, and sector-specific applications. Some participants 
suggested comparing different AI tools and providing clearer explanations of technical 
terminology. 
 
Drop-out: Of the 171 participants who registered for the course, 95 did not complete it. Among 
these, 8 participants completed the drop-out questionnaire. The primary reasons reported for 
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withdrawal were competing commitments and limited availability during the course period 
(72.0%), as well as insufficient time to complete the course assignments (65.75%). In contrast, 
dissatisfaction with the instructors and unmet expectations were largely discounted as 
contributing factors, with mean scores of 12.5% and 18.75%, respectively, indicating general 
disagreement that these issues influenced participants’ decision to discontinue the course. 
 

6.​ Discussion 
 

The evaluation findings from the 2025 and 2026 iterations of the AI in Everyday Life course 
indicate that the programme was successful in achieving its primary objective of improving AI 
literacy among members of the general public with limited technical backgrounds. In both years, 
statistically significant improvements were observed in overall AI literacy scores, as well as in the 
awareness, usage and evaluation dimensions. The strongest gains were generally observed in 
participants' awareness of AI and their ability to evaluate AI systems. This is particularly 
important given the increasing integration of AI technologies into everyday life and professional 
environments. The findings suggest that relatively short, accessible educational interventions can 
make a meaningful contribution to improving public understanding of AI and enabling more 
informed engagement with AI-enabled technologies. The consistency of these findings across two 
separate iterations further strengthens confidence in the effectiveness of the course design. 

Changes in attitudes towards AI were more modest. In 2025, participants reported a small but 
statistically significant increase in positive attitudes towards AI, while negative attitudes remained 
largely unchanged. In contrast, the 2026 cohort showed no statistically significant changes in 
either positive or negative attitudes, despite small positive trends across several items. One 
possible interpretation is that educational interventions may be more effective at increasing 
knowledge and understanding than at fundamentally altering pre-existing attitudes. The fact that 
positive attitudes generally increased while negative attitudes did not decrease substantially 
suggests that participants became more informed without necessarily becoming uncritically 
optimistic about AI. 

The findings relating to ethics are particularly noteworthy. In 2025, improvements in the ethics 
dimension of AI literacy were limited and not statistically significant, despite participants 
reporting greater awareness of ethical issues. In 2026, stronger gains were observed in the ethics 
dimension overall, although some individual ethics-related items did not improve significantly. 
These results suggest that ethical understanding may develop differently from other aspects of AI 
literacy. While participants may quickly learn to identify AI applications and understand how they 
function, developing deeper ethical reasoning and critical reflection may require more sustained 
engagement, practical case studies, or dedicated discussion activities. The increased concern 
regarding unethical organisational uses of AI observed in 2025 may indicate that the course 
encouraged participants to adopt a more critical and informed perspective rather than simply 
promoting positive attitudes toward AI. 
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The introduction of the Human-Computer Trust Scale in 2026 provided additional insights into 
how participants viewed generative AI tools such as ChatGPT, Gemini, and Copilot. Although 
overall trust levels remained relatively stable, significant changes at the item level suggest that 
participants developed a more nuanced understanding of these systems. Participants became 
simultaneously more aware of potential risks and limitations while also reporting greater 
confidence in obtaining useful responses from AI systems. This pattern is consistent with the 
broader educational goals of the course: rather than encouraging blind trust or excessive 
scepticism, the course appears to have promoted more informed and critical engagement with AI 
technologies. 

The course evaluation findings provide further evidence of the course's effectiveness. Satisfaction 
levels were consistently high across both years, with participants reporting that the course content 
was understandable, with an effective structure, and the instructional approach supported their 
learning. The strong perceived learning gains reported by participants closely align with the 
improvements observed in the AI literacy measures, providing converging evidence that 
participants experienced meaningful educational benefits. The positive evaluations of both live 
and recorded components also suggest that the blended online delivery model successfully 
accommodates participants with different learning preferences and schedules.  

However, participant attrition remained a challenge in both course iterations. The majority of 
non-completers cited competing commitments and insufficient time to complete assignments 
rather than dissatisfaction with the course itself. This suggests that the principal barriers to 
completion were external rather than programme-related. Future offerings may benefit from 
increased flexibility in assignment deadlines, alternative assessment formats, or shorter learning 
pathways that allow participants with limited time availability to remain engaged. 
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7.​ Recommendations for Future Courses 
 
Qualitative feedback across both years highlighted a demand for greater practical engagement 
with AI technologies. Participants expressed interest in more hands-on activities, deeper 
exploration of how AI systems are developed, additional real-world examples, and more 
extensive coverage of emerging topics such as large language models, AI agents, explainability, 
and sector-specific applications. Future iterations of the course could therefore consider 
incorporating optional practical workshops, demonstrations, or advanced modules to address 
these interests while maintaining accessibility for beginners.   
 
Furthermore, participants expressed an interest in developing their prompting skills through 
hands-on practice. Although the 2026 course incorporated activities involving different prompt 
framings to demonstrate how AI chatbots respond to variations in prompts, participants continued 
to express a desire to learn how to formulate more effective prompts. This suggests that future 
iterations could provide more explicit and structured guidance on prompting techniques, 
accompanied by practical exercises that allow participants to experiment with and refine their 
prompts.  
 
Based on the qualitative feedback and on approaches implemented in the course that were 
particularly successful, the following recommendations are proposed for future iterations: 

Recommendations based on participant feedback 

1.​ Include a dedicated unit on prompting techniques.​
 This unit could introduce practical prompting strategies and provide opportunities for 
participants to iteratively develop, test, and improve their prompts. 

2.​ Expand coverage of emerging AI topics.​
 Future iterations could include optional or advanced modules addressing topics such as 
large language models, AI agents, explainability, and sector-specific applications. 

3.​ Include more real-world examples and applications.​
 Examples drawn from different professional and educational contexts could help 
participants connect the concepts presented in the course with practical use cases.  

Overall recommendations derived from approaches used in the course that were successful. 

1.​ Adopt a hybrid asynchronous approach: For a general-public audience, combining 
asynchronous activities and video lectures with an optional weekly live meeting could 
provide flexibility while still offering opportunities for interaction, discussion, and 
clarification. 

2.​ Use authentic, real-world scenarios: Activities based on realistic educational, 
professional, or everyday situations could make the content more relevant and help 
participants transfer what they learn to their own contexts.  
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3.​ Maintain a balance between theory and practice: The positive aspects of the practical 
activities suggest maintaining a balance between short theoretical explanations and 
opportunities to immediately apply the concepts introduced.  

4.​ Share aggregated results from questionnaires and activities: Providing participants 
with summaries of questionnaire and activity results could promote greater transparency 
and enable them to reflect on their responses in relation to those of the wider participant 
group. 

5.​ Use participant-generated examples as learning material: Where appropriate, 
anonymised examples of participant responses, prompts, or AI interactions could be 
incorporated into subsequent activities. This could make the course more responsive to 
participants' experiences and provide concrete examples for discussion.  
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