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ABSTRACT
E-learning plays an important role in higher education, especially with the appearance
of web 2.0. The study investigated the effects of using PBWorks, as a free web 2.0 wiki, on
students’ academic achievement, and students’ attitudes toward collaborative learning. The
study was designed as an experimental study. There was comparison between two groups.
These groups were the PBWorks hybrid class environment, and face-to-face class environment.
Both classes used collaborative learning. The participants in this study were 51 female students
in Educational Communication Aids. Both classes had the same instructor and they studied the
same material. This study was conducted in the college of education in Kuwait University.
The results of the study showed that there was not a significant difference in the post
academic achievement test. However, the PBWorks group made more progress than the face-toface group when we consider the pre-test. On the other hand, the result of the students’
attitudes toward collaborative learning showed there was a significant difference in the post-test
in all six variables, which were monitoring working procedures, participation, monitoring group
progress, helping each other, giving feedback, and the need to be monitored, and the face-toface group had higher attitudes toward collaborative learning than the PBWorks group. Finally,
one of the most important advantages of this study was that both groups had a positive increase
in the academic achievement test and questionnaire that assessed attitudes toward collaborative
learning.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction
Statement of the Problem
University class setting in the Kuwait University tends to be mostly, if not completely, a
traditional face-to-face environment. This kind of setting has been the norm since universities
started in the State of Kuwait in 1966. Inclusion of educational technology and online classes
has been proven to help a great deal in the student achievements (Schacter, 1999). The focus of
this study was the use of PBWorks (2005) and investigation of its effect on student
achievement. Currently, Kuwait University does not utilize online learning. However, it may
have some kinds of blended learning, or in other words there are some tools that can combine
face-to-face and online learning. For example, some courses at Kuwait University use
Blackboard as a learning management system for blended learning class. Results from this
study could be used to influence educational leaders to consider online learning applications in
higher education.
One reason for this study is the limitation of some courses as a result of the Prevention
of Co-Education Law decreed in 1996 by the Kuwait National Assembly. This law has
negative effects on some male students in Kuwait University because so many more open
classes are available for females. Females represent the larger number of students at Kuwait
University. Some students face closed courses, and some courses are offered for females only.
These two problems may delay some students’ graduation. According to the President of
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Kuwait University, there is no doubt that the Prevention of Co-Education Law forced Kuwait
University to modify its regulations and bylaws in order to proceed in accordance with this law
in the university (as cited in Almahdi, 2009). Also, this law played a main role in exacerbating
the problem of the lack of course availability for many students, especially males. The law
reduced the options of available courses for either male or female students upon registration.
Moreover, the number of female students constitutes 70% of the number of students in Kuwait
University (Almahdi, 2009). Therefore, the university offers more courses for female students
than male students in accordance with the relative increase of females. The opportunity is more
available for female students than male students (Almahdi, 2009).
Online learning is a great solution to deal with Prevention of Co-Education Law.
Students enrolled in online learning classes do not have to attend face-to-face classes. This
would mean that having male and female students in the same classroom would no longer be a
problem because their physical attendance is not there. Also, it would help universities that
have a problem meeting the need of fast growing student registrations, thus needing more
classrooms and buildings.
Another reason there is a need for this study is the distance of some cities from the
University and an increase in population. A city council member in Kuwait suggested opening
branches of Kuwait University and the Institutes of the Public Authority for Applied Education
in Al-Jahra City to alleviate the difficulties of the students and parents of the children of AlJahra City and save them a lot of time and effort (Alhoria Newspaper, n.d.). Al-Anezi believes
that the population density is very large and that the population will increase dramatically in the
coming years, which could require the opening of additional branches of the University in AlJahra City (Alhoriah Newspaper, n.d.).
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Al-Anezi reported that Al-Jahra City was experiencing a severe shortage of public
services and facilities, especially educational institutions, and that he wishes Al-Jahra City
could gain more attention (Alhoriah Newspaper, n.d.). These difficulties include long years of
deprivation, indicating that the citizens of Al-Jahra City suffer daily going to university
(Alhoriah Newspaper, n.d.). The distance between the middle of Al-Jahra City to the middle of
Al-Khalediah City where the Kuwait University president’s office is located is 29.16 kilometers
(18.119 miles) (Kuwait Municipality, n.d). When the Kuwait University opened its doors in
1966, the population was less than half a million people (Alqattam, 2009). Although this
number has multiplied many times, the Kuwait University is still the same. One government
university cannot keep up with the staggering increase in student numbers (Alqattam, 2009).
Online learning would be a viable solution to deal with population growth along with opening
additional branches of university in different cities. Students in online learning would not have
to travel great distances everyday for the classes.
Purpose of the Study
The study examined the differences in achievement between students in a hybrid
collaborative class environment and face-to-face collaborative class environment. The students
in the hybrid collaborative class environment used PBWorks to coordinate, discuss, and share
their group studies outside the classroom. Students in the face-to-face class environment
studied the same material in a traditional class environment with no online material involved.
The study also investigated the students’ attitudes towards collaborative learning in both class
environments.
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Research Questions
1. Are there statistically significant differences between face-to-face collaborative class
environment and hybrid collaborative class environment in student academic
achievement?
2. Is there a statistically significant difference between face-to-face collaborative class
environment and hybrid collaborative class environment in students’ attitudes
toward collaborative learning?
Hypotheses
H01: There are no statistically significant differences between face-to-face collaborative
class environment and hybrid collaborative class environment in students’ academic
achievement.
H02: There is not a statistically significant difference between face-to-face collaborative
class environment and hybrid collaborative class environment in students’ attitudes toward
collaborative learning.
Definitions
The following definitions were used in this research:
Hybrid class is the class that depends on two major kinds of communication, these kinds
are face-to-face and online technology (California State University - Long Beach, 2003).
Face-to-face class is a class where the students and instructor meet and communicate
with each other in one place or physically without using any online technology. So, we can say
face-to-face is “meeting people offline” (Burrows, 2007, p. 214).
Wiki: is a Hawaiian word meaning “quick” (Augar, Raitman, & Zhou, 2004). However,
people call wiki an editable website. Also, Wikis website allows users to share knowledge.

5
PBWorks: the name of PBWorks is Peanut Butter Wiki. The creators of Peanut Butter
Wiki chose this name, because it is “as easy as making a peanut butter sandwich” (Solomon &
Schrum, 2007, p. 220). PBWorks is one type of wikis website that is designed for educational
and business purposes.
Assumption of the Study
1. Students responded truthfully to the questions of all instruments.
2. Teacher taught the course for two classes equally as far as the time spent in the class
and course materials.
3. The class work of the two classes were exactly the same in terms of the syllabus and
material.
4. Students’ had basic computer skills.
Limitations of the Study
1. The study’s design ended in the midterm (8 weeks). If the study were to be
conducted in the whole fall or spring semesters, the results might have been
different.
2. Only a short time was available to familiarize the instructor and the students with
PBWorks.
Delimitations of the Study
1. The study focused on only one gender, because students mostly take their classes in
gender specific classrooms.
2. All the students who registered in the two classes (hybrid, and face-to-face) were
students in the College of Education in the Department of Curriculum and
Instruction in Kuwait University.
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Significance of the Study
The University of Kuwait and other universities have been using the traditional method
of teaching, i.e. face-to-face, since the university was founded in the State of Kuwait. Although
achievement has been normal and adequate, in general, this form of teaching is now evolving
into new methodologies and new teaching delivery tools. The study results will affect the
educational system in the State of Kuwait dramatically. For example, had the results proved
positively towards the use of PBWorks, new venues for transformation in the educational
system could open especially with the Web 2.0. In addition to using new technologies in
university teaching, using PBWorks could help solve other problems for students. This could
include dealing with the lack of enough buildings and classrooms caused by high registration
rates and the co-education prevention law. In addition to that, positive results in regards to
attitudes and students’ academic achievements mean students can attain higher achievement
with the inclusion of PBWorks. Finally, by adopting this new technology, many other
technologies could be integrated, which in turn serves the development and progress of
education in Kuwait.
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CHAPTER 2

Literature Review
Web 2.0
The first time people started talking about Web 2.0 was during a Web 2.0 conference in
2006 that was organized by the publisher O’Reilly (Rollett, Lux, Strohmaier, Dösinger, &
Tochtermann, 2007). When we talk about e-learning 2.0, we are talking about a generation of
web 2.0 software. It is important to understand the meaning of Web 2.0, because Web 2.0 is a
buzzword (Rollett et al., 2007). According to Camp, from StumbleUpon, in his interview in
“Web 2.0 Heroes” book, there are different ways that people can define Web 2.0 and different
ways to interpret it (Jones, 2008). There are a lot of definitions that describe web 2.0, and each
of these definitions focus on a specific perspective. One of these definitions define web 2.0 as
“the latest generation of Web-based collaborationware” (Boulos, Maramba, & Wheeler, 2006).
They also call Web 2.0 “users add value”, which means that users are working together
on content and they work hard to make this content valuable (Rollett et al., 2007). For example,
Wikipedia is one of the famous Web 2.0 software that many people work together to develop it
(Rollett et al.). People can do peer reviews for the articles and Wikipedia hires content experts
to make sure that the content is accurate. Some people called Web 2.0 “collective intelligence”,
“wisdom of the crowds”, and/or “aggregate knowledge” (Rollett et al., 2007). Web 2.0 gives
students the chance to share their posts, uploads, comments in web 2.0 sites. All of these
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phrases mean that Web 2.0 is a contributed compilation of work by many people (Hirsch, Kett,
Joseph, & Trefil, 2002). Moreover, the users of web 2.0 become more creators in Web 2.0 than
just viewers of the websites (Limonard & Esmeijer, 2007). Some people may look at Web 2.0
from a social software perspective that has the ability of connecting many people together
(Rollett et al., 2007). The new generation looks to the Internet as an interactive tool not just for
reading or viewing a webpage (Tapscott, 2009).
Wikis
PBWorks is the world’s largest wiki that is used for education and business purposes
(Reuters, 2009). One of the advantages of this online software is the ability of doing
collaborative work in educational environments between instructors, students, and parents. In
addition, 96% of the users of PBWorks have recommended and suggested it to their friends to
use (Reuters, 2009). There are many examples using PBWorks as a collaborative learning tool.
For example, there are many educators who have developed great school curricula that other
schools and teachers can benefit from (Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). All of these educators came
from different places, different backgrounds, different experiences, and different teaching
levels, and all of them are collaborating in one PBWorks site.
Watson, Boudreau, York, Greiner, and Wynn (2008) found that wikis have many
advantages. These advantages are accessibility by all students, creatable and editable, control
of users by creating public or private wiki, and revisable anytime without losing any
information (you can always go back), which means that users will never lose data or posts.
For example, if a user deletes his edit on wiki page, he/she will be able to go back and find the
old edits or save. In addition, Ajjan and Hartshorne (2008) found students have a value towards
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publishing. Also, wiki as a part of web 2.0 can increase students’ motivation, attitudes, and
students’ academic achievement (Ajjan & Harshorne, 2008).
Bonabeau (2009) called web 2.0 the power of collective intelligence. He used this term
to refer to decisions 2.0, which is the shift in decision-making from a one person decision to the
group decision by using web 2.0 tools to collaborate in this decision. In education, all students
need to be involved in the learning environment; web 2.0 allows students to work
collaboratively together. It gives students an opportunity to share their posts, uploads, and
comments in web 2.0 sites.
Menchaca (2008) did a qualitative study and found that there were many factors that
made distance education successful. One of these factors was using multiple tools in the online
learning environment. The use of multiple tools supports different learning styles. PBWorks
contains multiple tools, and the users in PBWorks can upload videos, pictures, and files. They
are also able to write and publish in PBWorks webpage. Finally, they are able to write
comments on others’ posts.
McPherson (2006) believed that students became more responsible in writing
assignments through wikis because there were more people reading and evaluating students’
work, not just the class instructor. For example, if the wiki were private, the only people who
could see the students’ works were students and the instructor, and if it were a public wiki all
people could see the students’ work (Trier, 2007). Wiki is a Hawaiian word which means
quick. It also means a webpage that can be accessed and altered by anyone (Bonk & Zhang,
2008; Trier, 2007). Wiki is described as a quick tool to find information because it is very easy
to access and very simple to use (Burrows, 2007).
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Many professors are concerned about security and privacy when they use any kind of
webpage (Achterman, 2006). PBWorks has this advantage (security and privacy), which means
the professors are the controllers of security and privacy limits. The instructors can set their
wiki at high privacy and security which means that professors can invite just the students to the
PBWorks website environment. In addition, the professors can open it for the public to join the
classroom. Achterman (2006) mentioned that there are free wiki websites where students can
use passwords to access the wiki. They will find just those classmates that are only invited by
the instructor can visit the wiki and share their works in it (Achterman, 2006).
Many educators are concerned about the veracity of the information in wikis like
Wikipedia. Ullman (2006) called wiki a collective intelligence. A study found that Wikipedia
had an average of four errors in an article. On the other hand, the Encyclopedia Britannica had
an average of three errors in an article. The author believed that the result was good,
particularly considering some articles in Wikipedia were longer than the ones in the
Encyclopedia Britannica (Ullman, 2006).
People now live in an information overload era. The Kuwaiti educators do not consider
information overload. Online education could help to make the information overload even
faster than before (Gillani, 2003).
The sum total of humankind’s knowledge doubled from 1750-1900. It doubled again
from 1900-1950. Again from 1960-65. It has been estimated that the sum total of
humankind’s knowledge has doubled every five years since then. It has been further
projected that by the year of 2020, knowledge will double every 73 days. (Gillani, 2003,
p. 4)
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Today, web 2.0 websites in general, and wikis in particular, helps students gain access to new
information that means that it shrinks, or maybe could close, the gap between information and
learners. It could help students have easier access to the knowledge that they need anytime and
anywhere. Moreover, wikis could help learners share their information with the others by
providing more interaction with people or other learners.
Finally, using web 2.0 becomes important because it is part of the Net Generation’s
daily lifestyle. It is obvious that the number of Internet users in the world is increasing. The
latest statistics shows the increase in the number of Internet users in Kuwait reached 900
thousand users as of March 26, 2009, which means the users of the Internet are 34.7% of the
total population in Kuwait (Internet World Stats, 2008). The growth percentage is 500% of
Internet users from 2000 to 2008 (Internet World Stats, 2008). These numbers hint that most of
the students in Kuwait have access to the Internet today. So, teachers need to use the Internet
and software such as PBWorks in their classrooms to help them manage their classroom.
Collaboration
We currently live in a generation that thinks more in a win-win fashion instead of winlose fashion. There is a big difference between those two ways of thinking. People who think
in a win-win way believe in together we achieve better. According to Bonk (2009), the world
is shifting from competition to collaboration in the field of education and the industry field.
Also, Bonk believes that a problem like a gap in the need for skills in education could be solved
with collaborative work. Moreover, Bonk believes that any successful online learning needed
to have three elements. These three elements are collaboration, communication, and
conversation (Bonk, 2009). Bonk mentions that people who work in collaborative
environments and had access to some collaboration technology tools can work and solve
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problems faster than individuals who do not have access to these technology tools. In addition,
Tapscott (2009) describes the Net Generation as those who like to collaborate on Facebook, text
messaging each other, and/or playing video games together. Also, Tapscott believes that Net
Generation likes to bring the collaboration culture to their work place by using new technology
tools to communicate with their friends and colleagues. Tapscott discusses that the focus of
education is teacher centered, one way interaction, and one size fits all students. Today, the Net
Generation learns more by collaboration with their instructor and their classmates. A good
example of collaboration work is Wikipedia. Wikipedia has 75,000 active volunteers, and it
has a million edits per month (Tapscott, 2009). An old proverb says: “Two heads are better
than one.” However, Tapscott says, “Well, I say that 10,000 heads are better than two. There
are a lot of smart people out there, and we should be using new technology to tap into their
talent” (p. 91).
Tapscott (2009) reports the result of his study using the comparison between Net
Generation, Generation X, and Boomers in attitudes towards collaboration. The participants of
this study responded to the statement “at work, I accomplish more working in teams than I do
working on my own.” A total 26% of Net Generation (16-29 years) in the U.S. responded
strongly/somewhat agree, 20% of Generation X (30-41 years) responded strongly/somewhat
agree, and 17% of Boomers (41-62 years) responded strongly/somewhat agree (Tapscott,
2009).
Wikis in Higher Education
Chen (2008) performed an experimental study between two groups. The first group
used wiki and the other group did not use wiki. There were three major purposes of that study.
The first was to examine the effectiveness of wiki on students’ academic achievement and

13
compare it with traditional classroom settings. The second purpose was to check the
improvement of students’ attitudes towards English language and compare it with traditional
classroom settings. The third purpose was to explore the communication and interaction
between students and their classmates by using wiki as online environment. The sample of this
study was 97 undergraduate students who had a general English course at Hsing Wu College in
Taipei, Taiwan. The students were divided into two separate sections. One section had 50
students and the other had 47 students. The duration of this study was six weeks for both
groups. The researcher used tests scores to verify students’ academic achievement. Also, the
researcher used a questionnaire at the end of the study to see students’ attitude towards
language learning in both groups. Moreover, the researcher used another questionnaire at the
end of the study to examine students’ attitude towards wiki, just in the wiki group. Finally,
there was an interview at the end of the study with students who participated in the wiki group
to see the students’ experiences in interaction and communication in wiki group. Repeated
Measures ANOVAs were used to do the analysis of the weekly tests scores. The researcher
found that there was a statistically significant difference between the two groups. The group
that used wiki performed better in listening and reading skills. Moreover, Chen (2008) found
that students who used wiki had a better attitude towards class, improved in English skills, and
the students’ learning was cooperative.
Coyle (2007) compared collaboration between students in two different environments; a
wiki collaboration environment and a face-to-face collaborative environment. The study was
conducted using junior and senior students registered in the Broadcast Communications course.
The researcher divided the students into two groups. These groups were a wiki group and a
face-to-face group. The researcher used the wiki function in the Moodle learning management
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system. He found that there was no significant difference between the wiki group and the faceto-face group in the value of information related to collaboration. However, there was a
significant difference between the wiki collaboration group and the face-to-face collaboration
group in terms of the quality of the final project. Also, he found that the face-to-face group was
more efficient in communication between students in the group. On the other hand, Coyle
found that one of the advantages of the wiki group was that students could work anytime and
anywhere, and they could see their classmates work just by accessing wiki website.
Castaneda Vise (2007) studied the impact of the influence of asynchronous computer
writing software on students' performance, especially when students learn the preterite and the
imperfect aspects. The researcher compared between two kinds of web 2.0 writing software.
These software were blog powered by Blogger website, and wiki powered by Wikispace.
Castaneda Vise used a quantitative quasi-experimental design for his study. The sample of the
study was 45 students enrolled in two sections of a Spanish course. The researcher used four
kinds of assessment to assess students’ performances and satisfaction in the study. These
assessments were pre- and post-test, demographic survey, attitudinal survey, and rubric for
grade. The results of the study were that there were no significant differences in students’
performances between the wiki group and the blog group. Also, there were no significant
differences in students’ satisfaction between the wiki group and the blog group (Castaneda
Vise, 2007).
Zagal (2008) explored the use of an online learning environment to support learning
about video games by helping students learn more from their experiences with video games and
helping the students have deeper and better understanding by reflecting their ideas in the online
environment. The researcher used two kinds of online writing software. The software was
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GameLog which is a type of blog site and the Game Ontology Wiki which is a wiki site (Zagal,
2008).
Students used GameLog to reflect their game playing experiences and they used Game
Ontology Wiki to do a Game Ontology Project that allowed students to describe, analyze, and
study the games. The number of participants in this study was more than 250 students in three
university-level video game-related courses. The researcher found that one of the results of this
study was that students who participated in the online learning environment, which included
GameLog and Game Ontology Wiki, had positive learning experiences. Another result was
that students who participated in the online learning environment had a broader and deeper
understanding of the video games (Zagal, 2008).
Carter (2009) compared a traditional course website as web 1.0 and a wiki course
website as web 2.0. Moreover, he found that students in the wiki course website were more
active and motivated than the traditional course website. Also, Carter, as a math instructor,
found that he had better communication when using wiki as course website. Finally, he
believed that the wiki course website had five main advantages that he did not find in a
traditional course website. These advantages were a dynamic website, mathematics-friendly,
student-friendly, efficiency-increase, and visually appealing. A dynamic website means full of
lively interaction. Mathematics-friendly means that students can use LaTex typeset. Studentfriendly means it was easy to have instructor-student interaction and student-student interaction.
Efficiency-increase is receiving assignments and communicating with learners. Visually
appealing means that wiki has a friendly layout. The author wrote about his own experience
using wiki in the classroom. Carter suggested uses for wiki for all courses that have homework,
tests and quizzes, and announcements. However, he specified two uses for wiki for a
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mathematics course that were questions and answers and homework submission and archiving.
Carter used the wiki in different areas in mathematics such as the history of mathematics,
algebra, calculus, and linear algebra and differential equation.
Al-Khalifa (2008) performed a qualitative experimental study of Wikis in Classroom
Participation on 105 female students in King Saud University, Riyadh. According to the survey
result, 79% of these students had not used wiki before, which meant it was a new experience for
most of them. She did her study in an operating system course. The focus of this study was on
five main elements on wiki: difficulties of using wiki, writing improvement, knowledge
gaining, peers and instructor’s comments, and overall experience. In her survey, the researcher
asked students about the difficulties that face students during their own wiki website. She
found that 27% of students encountered no problems, 44% of students had difficulty with page
editing, 13% of the students had difficulty with page linking, 5% of the students had difficulty
with comments, and 11% of the students had other problems. In addition, the result of the
study (92% who answered yes and somewhat likely) was that wiki participation helped them in
improving their writing and research skills. Also, Al-Khalifa found that Wiki helped students
gain more knowledge and understood the lectures through online course’s articles on wiki
website. Several (38%) of the students answered yes, 42% answered sometimes, 20%
answered no. Al-Khalifa asked the question, Is there a benefit from peers and instructor’s
comments on wiki website? The result of this question showed that 33% of students answered
yes, 42% of students answered sometimes, and 25% of students answered no. These numbers
meant that wiki is good software for students and teacher feedback, and it is not one-way
interaction. Finally, the researcher found that more than 50% of students believed that the
overall experience of working on wiki was excellent and good. However, the remaining
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students believed that overall experience of working on wiki was satisfactory (36%) and
unsatisfactory (10%) (Al-Khalifa, 2008).
Matthew and Felvegi (2009) reported a case study design on undergraduate students
who studied at University of Houston-Clear Lake. The academic course of this study was a
language arts methods class offered in the spring semester 2008. The sample of this study was
30 students divided in two sections. The procedure of this study was done using PBWorks
software. The students were assigned a PBWorks website to contribute and collaborate on
content. The researchers assigned the students in groups. Each group had two or three
students. The researchers monitored these groups. During the semester the students worked
together with their groups by writing (new entry), editing (existing entry), linking (external
links), and deleting (inappropriate or/and inaccurate entry) content on wiki page.
Matthew and Felvegi (2009) focused, through data collection, on three main points,
which were students’ written reflections on wiki page, face-to-face interview, and email
correspondence. Students wrote reflections and described their editing experience and their
overall experience. There were five students randomly selected for face-to-face interviews by
researchers, and they were asked about their experience on he wiki website. Matthew and
Felvegi examined and checked email correspondence between learners and their teacher. In the
data analysis portion, the researchers used NVivo 8 software to perform their analysis of this
study. They did analysis for three main points, which were interview transcripts, students’
reflections, and email correspondence. They used the Glasser and Struass method of
measurement, which is a constant comparative method that helps with identifying categories.
The findings and the results of this study were focused on the benefits of using wiki.
First, wiki website helped students to look to other sources not just the one that was assigned
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from the instructor. Second, it helped students who were in charge of teaching in schools by
developing some skills like reading and writing. Third, the wiki experience gave students a
chance to practice what they learned from reading research on the wiki page in real and daily
life. Some students mentioned that contributing on the wiki page helped them to practice what
they learned with their own kids. Students became more responsible and developed ownership
of content and the wiki website when they did class assignments. Students felt that wiki pages
helped them to link and connect between this course, which was the language arts methods
class and other courses. The wiki pages support the idea of gathering knowledge and sharing
the idea with others. The participants in this study found that the wiki page was useful and a
continuing resource for them. One of the participants of the study mentioned that the wiki page
was very helpful to her to answer the test questions. Another student who was enrolled in
internship mentioned that wiki website helped them in this internship. Students realized that
wiki pages could help them in the future when they became teachers and they would use it in
their classrooms. The wiki website helped students to learn technology with content, not just
the content as all traditional courses do (Matthew & Felvegi, 2009).
According to Matthew and Felvegi (2009), there were some challenges faced during this
study. These challenges were the lack of having basic computer skills and the lack of
understanding and knowing how to use PBWorks software. However, by the end of the
semester of this study, students felt more comfortable with technology as reported.
Wikis in K-12 Classrooms
Shifflet (2008) investigated the use of wikis and blogs in K-12 classrooms. The purpose
of this study was to show the uses of wikis and blogs in the K-12 field. The reason that
motivated the researcher to search in this area was the lack of research in wikis and blogs in K-
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12 in general and in improving students’ writing in particular. The design of this study was a
qualitative case study design. The researcher focused on two issues in the research; the how
and why. The participants in this research were randomly selected K-12 teachers. Shifflet
looked at how these technologies (blogs and wikis) affected students’ writing. The researcher
interviewed K-12 teachers and examined students and teachers who used wikis and/or blogs.
Shifflet found that there was a significant motivation for teachers and students when they used
these technologies. Shifflet mentioned that teachers used wikis and/or blogs because they knew
that it would help students to learn better.
Hybrid Class vs. Face-to-Face Class
Chan (2007) wrote about hybrid classrooms versus face-to-face classrooms. The
purpose of this study was to see the differences and similarities between a face-to-face class and
hybrid class. The survey of this study focused on four main factors. These factors were course
delivery methods, learning styles and students’ characteristics, students’ academic achievement,
and course satisfaction. The course used in this study was art appreciation.
The sample of this study contained 71 students. The study was conducted on three
classes, one of which was a hybrid class that had 44 students registered in this section. There
were two face-to-face sections that had 29 students. The researcher used independent t -tests
and Chi-square tests in the study to see the differences between groups. The results of both
tests showed that there was no significant difference between hybrid class and face-to-face
classes in learning styles. Also, the researcher found that the students in the hybrid class scored
higher than the students in the face-to-face classes in academic achievement (final grades), and
course satisfaction (Chan, 2007).
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Moreover, the researcher used Pearson r correlation, and hierarchical linear regression
to compare the similarity between groups. The researcher found learning style explained 25.2%
of the variation in course satisfaction for face-to-face classes versus 18.6% for the hybrid class.
The researcher found that learning style explained 16.7% of the variation in course grade for the
hybrid class versus 15.3% for the face-to-face classes. Finally, the researcher found learning
style explained 35.2% of the variation in students’ outcome (students’ academic achievement)
for the face-to-face classes versus 10.0% for the hybrid class. The recommendation of this
research was to conduct the same study with a larger sample in universities in different
countries (Chan, 2007).
York (2008) compared three types/modes of classes in a social work graduate course.
The three types of the classes were traditional class (face-to-face), Internet class (online class),
and hybrid (mix between face-to-face and online class). The purpose of the study was to
investigate if there were differences between the three groups, with the consideration that all
received the same kind of instructions and class work. The sample of this study was the
students who registered in human administration in the fall semester of 2004. The number of
students in each class was 18 students in the face-to-face class, 11 students in the online class,
and 13 students in the hybrid class. In addition, the study was conducted in a state university in
the southern part of the United States. Finally, the professor of these three courses was the
same person to make certain all these courses received the same instructions from the same
person.
The methodology of the researcher was an experimental study. York (2008) focused on
four major issues to assess. These issues were course grades, content knowledge gain, student
satisfaction, and course outcome self-efficacy. York used many kinds of assessments to do the
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statistical analysis for this study like tests (pre-test and post-test), assignments, and innovative
method of assessing educational outcome for self-efficacy. In addition, the researcher used
Blackboard software as a learning management system for online class and hybrid class in this
study. The results of this study showed that there was no significant difference between the
three modes of classes in gain of knowledge, gain of course content self-efficacy, or student
satisfaction. The study found that online was comparable with face-to-face class in
achievement outcomes (York, 2008).
Online Class vs. Face-to-Face Class
There has been a great deal of study that addressed and compared the distance education
classroom setting and face-to-face education classroom setting (Thomerson & Smith, 1996).
However, most of the research found that students who studied in a distance classroom setting
did not enjoy these types of classes. Those students preferred to interact with their classmates
or/and instructors in the face-to-face classroom setting. Those students felt uncomfortable in
distance classrooms setting.
Another study compared the effects of instruction on students’ academic achievement
and students’ satisfaction in online course and face-to-face course (Lim, 2005). The course was
a wellness course. The number of the students in this study was 35 students in the online
course and 47 students in face-to-face course. The researcher found that students in the online
course performed better than students in the face-to-face course. Lim (2005) found that there
was no significant difference in students’ satisfaction between the two courses. Moreover, the
students in the online course rated the quality of learning and communication with their
professor significantly higher than students in face-to-face course. Finally, most of the
participating students preferred this course to be offered as an online course.
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Thornam and Philips (2001) performed a case study comparing two of the same sections
of a graduate nursing course, one of which was a face-to-face section and the other was an
online section. The same instructor taught both sections. The researchers chose 34 items from
an existing survey that contained 481 items. The selected items of the survey focused on
interactivity, teaching methods, and study hours. In this revised survey, the students in both
sections evaluated the interaction between students and instructor. There were 41 students who
participated in this survey. However, those students who completed and returned this survey
numbered 34. Thornman and Philips used a two-way ANOVA to analyze the results of the
survey. The finding of this study was that there was a significant difference between the two
sections, and the students who studied in the online section had less interactivity than the
students in face-to-face section.
Anstine and Skidmore (2005) did another comparison study between face-to-face
classroom students and online classroom students at the University of Wisconsin – Whitewater
during the Spring 2001 semester. Anstine and Skidmore chose four classes; two of which were
managerial economics courses. Two sections were face-to-face and online that were taught by
the same professor. The remaining two classes were statistics courses which one was face-toface and the other was online taught by the same professor. All classes were part of an MBA
program. The result of this study was that there were no significant differences between online
and face-to-face test scores. However, when considering the other factors (i.e., age, gender,
GPA), the online learners scored lower than learners in traditional classrooms.
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CHAPTER 3

Methodology
In this study, the researcher investigated the use of PBWorks and its effect on student
achievement by examining the differences in achievement between students in a hybrid
collaborative class environment and face-to-face collaborative class environment. The students
in the hybrid collaborative class environment used PBWorks to coordinate, discuss, and share
their group work outside the classroom. The study attempted to answer the following
questions:
1. Are there statistically significant differences between a face-to-face collaborative
class environment and hybrid collaborative class environment in students’ academic
achievement?
2. Is there a statistically significant difference between a face-to-face collaborative
class environment and hybrid collaborative class environment in students’ attitudes
toward collaborative learning?
Study Design
This was an experimental study that used quantitative methodology. The study was
conducted on two collaborative groups with one traditional face-to-face class setting while the
other group used PBWorks in a hybrid setting. The face-to-face group served as the control
group while the hybrid group represented the experimental group.
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Population and Sample
The study was conducted in the State of Kuwait. The population of the study was
university 300-level students. The study consisted of only female students. The class selected
for the study was Educational Communication Aids. This class is required for majors in
elementary and kindergarten and met during the fall semester of 2010/2011. This study
completed data collection in November 2010 at midterm exam date (post-test), a period of eight
weeks. The number of students participating in the PBWorks hybrid classroom totaled 26
students, and there were 25 students in the face-to-face classroom. Both classes were originally
face-to-face classes. However, for the purpose of this study, the instructor added the hybrid
component to one of the two classes. The instructor selected one of the two classes randomly
to have the hybrid component. Participants from two sections of this class were invited to
voluntarily participate in the survey. Participants from the two classes had the same professor,
same content, and same exam. The only difference was the instructional method. Given the
nature of the course (Educational Communication Aids), the instructional strategy (PBWorks)
was implemented without disrupting course content.
Course Information
The course name, Educational Communication Aids, was taught by Dr. Al-Qattan, who
taught educational technology courses in the Department of Curriculum and Teaching Methods
in College of Education at Kuwait University. This course contained aids names, applications
of aids, instructional design (ASSURE Model), aids examples, photographic pictures and
educational drawing, educational boards, slides and overhead projector, and educational
dramatization. In the photographic pictures and educational drawing, educational boards, slides
and overhead projector, and educational dramatization lessons, the instructor discussed these
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through three main perspectives. These perspectives were aid’s definition, aid’s educational
features, and aid’s applications in educational field.
Course Textbooks
This course had one textbook and two handouts and all were in Arabic language. The
textbook was Educational Technology Aids by Hamdan. The two handouts were prepared by
Al-Qattan. One handout was a translated copy of ASSURE Model by Smaldino, Lowther, and
Russell (2008).
Learner’s Handout
The researcher designed an instructional learner’s handout for the students who were in
the hybrid class. This handout provided technical support for the students by answering
questions about PBWorks. The researcher made certain that each student had a free copy of the
PBWorks learner’s handout at the beginning of the fall semester. The learner’s handout
discussed the following issues: how to create an account, how to log in to PBWorks page,
security settings for PBWorks, kinds of wikis and workspaces and their uses, pages and files
management, how to create a new file, and how to upload files. It was important to point out
that the handout was designed in a step-by-step explanation style so that it provided more
guidance and lessened the need for students to ask about unexpectedly unclear points. In
addition, the handout included an abundance of illustrations that visually guided the learners
along with the explanation of the text. To overcome the fact that there was no Arabic version
of PBWorks, the researcher created the handout in Arabic (except for the words, names, tabs,
etc. that needed to remain in English as they would still be in English when used by the
learners).

26
Instruments
There were two instruments used in this study. One of these instruments was designed
by other researchers and surveyed the attitudes of students towards collaborative learning. The
researcher obtained an email written permission from the researchers to use their survey in this
study. The second test to examine achievement was the academic test designed by the class
instructor which had been administered twice prior to this research study in order to provide
assurance for the test. Both sections had both these instruments administered. All of these
instruments were used both as pre- and post-test and were identical in content.
In the current study, the researcher used one questionnaire that had been used in one
previous study. This study was student experiences with collaborative learning in
asynchronous computer-supported collaborative learning environments and investigated the
collaborative learning (Dewiyanti, Brand-Gruwel, Jochems, & Broers, 2007). Dewiyanti et al.
(2007) tested their questionnaire for validity and reliability. The results showed a high
reliability and validity. The questionnaire assessed students’ experiences with collaborative
learning. The students’ experiences with collaborative learning had six variables.
Table 1 describes the six factors (variables) that were used in the questionnaire. Also, it
shows the numbers of items (questions) in each variable. Finally, the results of the cronbach’s
alpha were included in table 1 (Dewiyanti et al., 2007).
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Table 1
Students’ Experiences with Collaborative Learning

Variable

Number of Items Cronbach’s alpha

Monitoring working procedures

8

0.87

Participation

5

0.85

Monitoring group progress

5

0.83

Helping each other

3

0.70

Giving feedback

2

0.75

Need to be monitored

2

0.68

It is important to point out that Dewiyanti et al. (2007) used a five-point Rensis Likert
scale divided into five categories: strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, and strongly
disagree. All the instruments were translated to Arabic. The test (Appendixes G and H) was
created in Arabic and translated into English to be included in this document.
Procedure
The researcher contacted the Assistant Dean for Student Affairs about the study and
received permission to conduct the study. The dean then contacted the professor who taught
the same educational technology class during the fall of 2010/2011 to two different sections of
the class. Both the dean and the assistant dean agreed to assist with conducting the study. The
researcher contacted the instructor and discussed the study and the possibility of the instructor
teaching the class in accordance with the study design. The instructor was already familiar with
the study and the use of PBWorks software in a hybrid class environment. It is important to
point out that the instructor had passed the IRB training and had presented the IRB test results.
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The instructor fully explained the study to the students. At that point, the instructor left the
classroom and another faculty member handed out the survey then collected the completed and
any uncompleted surveys, placed them in an envelope and sealed the envelope for delivery to
the researcher. To differentiate between the two sections (i.e. using PBWorks or traditional
classroom setting), the envelopes were clearly labeled for the researcher. The course instructor
had no knowledge of who completed the survey or who did not. The researcher provided an
instructional handout, which was designed by the researcher, on PBWorks to the instructor
prior to the beginning of the class. These handouts were used with the hybrid group as well. In
other words, the researcher and instructor made certain students in the hybrid class were
completely familiar and could use PBWorks comfortably. The instructor and the researcher
created a PBWorks secure account. The researcher sent invitations to each of the group
members in the hybrid class. Students in both classes took a pre-test on the class material.
Students in each of two samples, i.e. hybrid and face-to-face, took the same material and
conducted group meetings. The only difference was that the groups in the hybrid class met
using PBWorks online. The study had some expected risks. The instructor clarified to the
students that their grades were not at all based on nor had anything to do with their
participation. According to this, students had complete freedom in choosing either to
participate or to not participate.
To limit any coercion, students were informed that participation in the survey was
optional. They could choose to withdraw without penalty at any time. The survey results were
not a factor associated with grades. The instructional strategy was part of the class, whether
students participated in the survey or not. They participated in the instructional strategy.
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The students in the PBWorks section had to participate in the PBWorks website. If the
instructor felt that participation in PBWorks was harming student performance, the instructor
would notify the researcher and the study would be suspended. The instructional intervention
was completed at mid-term. The instructor agreed to provide students who felt their grades had
been compromised as a result of PBWorks an opportunity to re-test after the end of the study
for grade improvement. Identifiable personal information was minimized. The researcher
assigned a random number on the surveys and tests, so that the researcher did not have access
to any personal information. In addition, the data collected was stored safely and not shared
with anyone other than the researcher, committee members, and the IRB board.
In other words, number codes were used to conceal personal information of the students
participating in the study. As for the achievement test, in addition to the names, code numbers
were used, too. The instructor made copies of the test papers after covering the names of the
students and keeping only the numbers and the results for the researcher. The researcher mailed
the package containing copies of the survey to the professor. The number of surveys was equal
to the exact number of students. For both the test and the survey, the professor collected the
data (i.e., completed surveys and answers to the test). The professor kept these surveys in a
secure locker, which could only be accessed by the professor. The professor then used a secure
mail service to send the surveys to the researcher. Upon receipt of the surveys, the researcher
used a secure safe to keep the surveys. Only the researcher had the access password to the safe.
Only the researcher, the committee members, and the Institutional Review Board (IRB) had
access to the data. The post-test concluded at mid-semester.
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Data Analysis
In this research SPSS 17.0 software was used to conduct data analysis. There was one
dependent variable, test scores, in the first research question, and one independent variable with
two levels, control group and experimental group. In the second research question, there were
six dependent variables (monitoring working procedures, participation, monitoring group
progress, helping each other, giving feedback, and the need to be monitored) to assess the
attitude towards collaborative learning, and one independent variable with two levels, a control
group and experimental group. The alpha level for this study was set to 0.05.
Research Question 1
To investigate the first research question, several analyses were completed.
Investigating the differences between the experimental group (the group that studied via hybrid
learning) and the control group (those who studied via traditional face-to-face learning) using
the pre-test to confirm that the groups were equal in their academic achievement in Educational
Communication Aids class prior to conducting the experience on the control and experimental
groups. To do this, the researcher used an independent sample t-test because there was only
one dependent variable (i.e., the academic achievement) and one independent variable (i.e.,
group). To investigate the differences between the pre- and post-tests for the experimental and
control groups, the researcher used the paired sample t-test because the two groups (i.e. control
and experimental) were separated and then compared between pre- and post-tests for each of
the two groups. This analysis was done to investigate the differences between the experimental
and the control groups in the post-test to identify the differences between the two groups in
their final achievement in the Educational Communication Aids class after finishing the
experiments. To do this, the researcher used the independent t-test because there was one
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dependent variable (i.e., the academic achievement) and one independent variable (i.e., the
groups with two levels: the experimental group and the control group). In the case of a positive
increase, the differences were examined (i.e., increase of the academic achievement in the
Educational Communication Aids class) to determine if the positive increase took place for
both experimental and control groups. This helped the researcher identify the effectiveness of
using collaborative learning in a hybrid environment on the academic achievement in the
Educational Communication Aids class. To do this, the researcher used an independent sample
t-test because there was one dependent variable that was the academic achievement and one
independent variable (i.e., the group with two levels: the experimental group and the control
group using traditional collaborative face-to-face learning or hybrid collaborative learning).
Research Question 2
The analysis for the second research question was conducted through four comparisons.
Investigation of the differences between the experimental group (the group that studied via
hybrid learning) and the control group (those who studied via traditional face-to-face learning)
using the pre-test to confirm that the groups were equal in the attitude towards collaborative
learning in Educational Communication Aids class was completed prior to conducting the
experience on the control and experimental groups. To do this, the researcher used one-way
ANOVA. This was because there were six dependent variables: monitoring working
procedures, participation, monitoring group progress, helping each other, giving feedback, and
the need to be monitored, (i.e., the attitude towards collaborative learning), and one independent
variable, (i.e., group itself with two levels experimental and control groups using traditional
collaborative face-to-face learning or hybrid collaborative learning). Investigation of the
differences between the pre- and post-tests for the experimental and control groups was
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conducted separately. This was done to identify the difference that took place in regards to the
students’ attitudes towards collaborative learning for the students in both groups at the end of
the class. To do this, the researcher used the paired sample t-test because the two groups (i.e.,
control and experimental) were separated and then compared between pre- and post-tests for
each of the attitude factors in each group separately. Again, this meant studying the differences
that took place for each of the two groups separately. Investigation of the differences between
the experimental and the control groups in the post-test in regards to their attitude towards
collaborative learning was conducted to identify the differences between the two groups in their
final achievement in the Educational Communication Aids class after finishing the experiments.
To do this, the researcher used one-way ANOVA because there were six dependent variables
(i.e., the attitudes towards collaborative learning) and one independent variable (i.e., the group
with two levels: the experimental group and the control group using traditional collaborative
face-to-face learning or hybrid collaborative learning). Investigating the differences in the
positive increase (i.e., increase of academic achievement in the subject of Educational
Communication Aids) to see if positive change took place for each of the two groups. This
took place to investigate the effectiveness of using collaborative learning in a hybrid
environment in increasing the positive attitudes towards collaborative learning. In this case, the
statistical test used depended on the number of dependent variables (attitudes towards
collaborative learning) in both groups that had changed positively. If it was only one variable
(i.e. one factor that changed positively), then the correct statistical test used was the
independent sample t-test. If a positive change took place in more than one variable, then oneway ANOVA was used.
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CHAPTER 4

Results of the Data Analysis
Overview
The goal of this study was to investigate class environment and its impact on student
academic achievement, and attitudes toward collaborative learning. One class environment
utilized face-to-face collaboration, while the other used PBWorks in a hybrid collaborative
environment. The subject for both classes was Educational Communication Aids, and was
taught by the same instructor. The study measured student academic achievement via a test
administered by the instructor of the course, and students’ attitudes toward collaborative
learning were assessed through a survey by Dewiyanti et al. (2007). Both were administered
through a pre-test and post-test.
Results
Research question 1. The first research question stated “Are there statistically
significant differences between a face-to-face collaborative class environment and a hybrid
collaborative class environment in student academic achievement? Table 2 presents the
descriptive statistics for students’ academic achievement.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Students’ Academic Achievement (Paired Samples T-test Within
Group)

Group
Pre achievement test

Mean

SD

SE Mean

25

9.2800

1.94765

.38953

Experimental 26

8.0679

1.93748

.37997

25

16.7200

2.22711

.44542

Experimental 26

16.4231

2.71548

.53255

Control

Post achievement test Control

N

There were 51 students who participated in the performance tests (pre-test and post-test)
that assessed student academic achievement. There were 25 students in the control group,
which was the face-to-face classroom, and there were 26 students in the PBWorks hybrid
classroom. All the students in the two sections completed both tests (pre-test and post-test).
Table 3 contains the independent samples test that investigated the differences between the
experimental group and the control group by using the pre-test to confirm that the groups were
equal in academic achievement in Educational Communication Aids. The differences between
the experimental and the control groups in the post-test identified the differences between the
two groups in the final achievement in Educational Communication Aids course after
completing the experiments (also reflected in Table 3).
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Table 3
Independent Samples Test Between the Experimental Group and the Control Group Pre-Test
and Post-Test Using Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances
Levene’s
Test for
Equality of
Variance
F

Sig.

T-test for Equality of Means
t

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

Mean Dif.

Pre-achievement test

.182

.671 2.211 49.000

.032

1.20308

Post achievement test

.600

.442

.672

.29692

.426 49.000

The results of comparison of the two groups in the academic achievement pre-test
(Table 3) showed that the significant value was .032, which meant that the null hypothesis was
rejected, because the value of .032 is less than alpha. There was a significant difference
between the two groups, t (49) = 2.211, p = .032, α = .05. The results of the pre-test led the
researcher to use an ANCOVA test to solve this problem. However, the results of the academic
achievement post-test showed that the significant value was .672, which meant that the null
hypothesis was not rejected, because the value of .672 was greater than alpha. There was no
significant difference between the two groups, t (49) = .426, p = .672, α = .05.
ANCOVA for post achievement test of between subjects effects. The result of the
descriptive statistics in Table 4 showed that the mean of the control group was slightly higher
than the mean of the experimental group. The results of Levene’s test in Table 5 was not
significant, indicating that the group variances are equal F(1, 49) = .56, p = .458. The
covariate, pre achievement test, was not significantly related to the post achievement test,
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F(1,48)= .148, p =.703 , partial eta squared = .003. There was also not a significant difference
between group levels (experimental group and control group) after statistically controlling for
initial differences on the pre-test, F(1,48) = .082, p = .775, partial eta squared = .002 (Table 6).
In comparing the two adjusted group means, control (M = 16.676) and experimental (M =
16.465), it is clear that they are only slightly different (Table 7) and (Figure 1).
Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Post Achievement Test

Group

Mean

SD

N

Control

16.7200

2.22711

25

Experimental

16.4231

2.71548

26

Total

16.5686

2.46783

51

Table 5
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances for Post Achievement Test

F

df 1

df 2

Sig.

.560

1

49

.458
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Table 6
ANCOVA for Post Achievement Test of Between Subjects Effects

Source
Corrected
Model
Intercept

Type III
Sum of
Squares
2.054a

596.268

Partial
Eta
Noncent. Observed
Sig. Squared Parameter Powerb

Df

Mean
Square

2

1.027

.163 .850

.007

.326

.074

1 596.268

94.628 .000

.663

94.628

1.000

F

Pre
Achievement
Test

.930

1

.930

.148 .703

.003

.148

.066

Group

.519

1

.519

.082 .775

.002

.082

.059

Error

302.456

48

6.301

Total

14305.000

51

Corrected
304.510 50
Total
Note. a R2 = .007 (Adjusted R2 squared = -.035; b computed using alpha = .05

Table 7
Estimated Marginal Means for Group in Post Achievement Test

95% Confidence Interval
Group
Control

Mean

SE

16.676a

.515

Lower Bound Upper Bound
15.642

17.711

Experimental 16.465a
.504
15.451
17.479
a
Note. Covariates appearing in the model were evaluated at the pre achievement test = 8.6667
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Figure 1. Estimated marginal means of post achievement test

Table 8
Descriptive Statistics of the Pre- and Post-tests for the Experimental and Control Groups

Group
Control

Mean

N

SD

SE Mean

Pre achievement test

9.2800 25 1.94765

.38953

Post achievement test

16.7200 25 2.22711

.44542

8.0769 26 1.93748

.37997

16.4231 26 2.71548

.53255

Experimental Pre achievement test
Post achievement test
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Table 9
Pre- and Post-test Paired Samples T-test for Experimental and Control Groups

Group

Control

Mean

SD

SE
Mean

T

df

Sig.

Pre achievement
testPost
achievement test

-7.44000 2.81484

.56297

-13.216

24

.000

Experimental Pre achievement
testPost
achievement test

-8.34615 3.29778

.64675

-12.905

25

.000

The results of the descriptive statistics in Table 8 showed that there was a statistically
significant difference between means in pre-test and post-test in each group (control and
experimental). The results of the control group, which was the face-to-face classroom, showed
that for the academic achievement pre-test and the academic achievement post-test, the null
hypothesis was rejected, because the p = .000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test
showed a statistical difference between pre-test and post-test in the survey, t (24) = -13.216, p =
.000, α = .05 as presented in Table 9. Also, the results of the experimental group, which was
the PBWorks hybrid classroom, showed that for the academic achievement pre-test and the
academic achievement post-test, the null hypothesis was rejected, because the p = .000 was less
than alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a statistical difference between pre-test and posttest in the survey, t (25) = -12.905, p = .000, α = .05.
Research question 2. The second research question stated “Is there a statistically
significant difference between the face-to-face collaborative class environment and the hybrid
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collaborative class environment in students’ attitudes toward collaborative learning? For the
analysis for the second hypothesis, the researcher used a survey that assessed the students’
attitudes toward collaborative learning by Dewiyanti et al., (2007). This survey contained six
factors. These factors were Monitoring Working Procedures, which included eight items in the
questionnaire; Participation, which contained five items in the questionnaire; Monitoring Group
Progress, which contained five items in the questionnaire; Helping Each Other, which
contained three items in the questionnaire; Giving Feedback, which contained two items in the
questionnaire; and the Need to be Monitored, which contained two items in the questionnaire.
The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 10.
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Table 10
Descriptive Results for Comparison Between Control Group and Experimental Group in Pretest Questionnaire

Pre Monitoring Working
Procedure

Pre Participation

Pre Monitoring Group
Progress

Pre Giving Feedback

Pre Helping Each Other

Pre Need to be
Monitored

N

Mean

SD

SE

Min. Max.

Control

25

13.1200 5.68126

1.13625 8.00

27.00

Experimental

26

18.7692 6.10775

1.19783 8.00

40.00

Total

51

16.0000 6.50231

.91051 8.00

40.00

Control

25

9.8400 3.43608

.68722 5.00

16.00

Experimental

26

11.8846 4.00327

.78511 5.00

25.00

Total

51

10.8824 3.84004

.53771 5.00

25.00

Control

25

7.7600 3.15278

.63056 5.00

15.00

Experimental

26

11.6154 4.10928

.80590 5.00

25.00

Total

51

9.7255 4.12349

.57740 5.00

25.00

Control

25

4.6800 1.95192

.39038 3.00

9.00

Experimental

26

6.9615 2.52160

.49453 3.00

15.00

Total

51

5.8431 2.51692

.35244 3.00

15.00

Control

25

3.1600 1.34412

.26882 2.00

6.00

Experimental

26

4.7308 1.58890

.31161 2.00

10.00

Total

51

3.9608 1.66085

.23257 2.00

10.00

Control

25

3.3200 1.49220

.29844 2.00

7.00

Experimental

26

4.6154 1.67516

.32853 2.00

10.00

Total

51

3.9804 1.70282

.23844 2.00

10.00
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Table 11
Results of One-way ANOVA Investigating Differences Between the Experimental Group and
Control Group Using the Pre-test To Confirm Groups Were Equal in Attitude Towards
Collaborative Learning

Group

Pre Monitoring
Working Procedure

Pre Participation

Pre Monitoring Group
Progress

Pre Giving Feedback

Sum of
Squares

Df

Mean
Square

Between
Groups

406.745

1

406.745

Within
Groups

1707.255

49

34.842

Total

2114.000

50

Between
Groups

53.280

1

53.280

Within
Groups

684.014

49

13.959

Total

737.294

50

Between
Groups

189.443

1

189.443

Within
Groups

660.714

49

13.484

Total

850.157

50

Between
Groups

66.344

1

66.344

Within
Groups

250.402

49

5.110

Total

316.745

50

F

Sig.

11.674 .001

3.817 .056

14.050 .000

12.982 .001
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Table 11 (continued)

Group

Pre Helping Each
Other

Pre the Need to be
Monitored

Sum of
Squares

Df

Mean
Square

Between
Groups

31.446

1

31.446

Within
Groups

106.475

49

2.173

Total

137.922

50

Between
Groups

21.387

1

21.387

Within
Groups

123.594

49

2.522

Total

144.980

50

F

Sig.

14.472 .000

8.479 .005

To investigate the differences between the experimental group and the control group
using the pre-test to confirm that the groups were equal in the attitude towards collaborative
learning in the Educational Communication Aids class, the researcher used a one-way
ANOVA. The significant value of pre-test of survey for Monitoring Working Procedure was
.001. This value (.001) was less than α, so there was a significant difference, F (1, 49) =
11.674, p = 001, MSerror = 34.842, α = .05. The significant value of pre-test of survey for
Participation was .056. This value (.056) was greater than α, so there was no significant
difference, F (1, 49) = 3.817, p = .056, MSerror = 13.959, α = .05. The significant value of pretest of survey for Monitoring Group Progress was .000. This value (.000) was less than α, so
there was a significant difference, F (1, 49) = 14.050, p = .000, MSerror = 13.484, α = .05. The
significant value of pre-test of survey for Giving Feedback was .001. This value, which was
.001, was less than α, so there was a significant difference, F (1, 49) = 12.982, p = .001, MSerror
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= 5.110, α = .05. The significant value of pre-test of survey for Helping Each Other was .000.
This value, which was .000, was less than α, so there was a significant difference, F (1, 49) =
14.472, p = .000, MSerror = 2.173, α = .05. The significant value of pre-test of survey for Need
to be Monitored was .005. This value, which was .005, was equal α, so there was a significant
difference, F (1, 49) = 8.479, p = .005, MSerror = 2.522, α = .05. These data are reflected in
Table 11. That led the researcher to conduct six ANCOVA tests to correct that.
ANCOVA for post monitoring working procedure. The result of the descriptive
statistics in Table 12 showed that the mean of the control group was higher than the mean of the
experimental group. The results of Levene’s test in Table 13 is not significant, indicating that
the group variances are equal F( 1, 49) = .058, p = .811. The covariate, pre Monitoring
Working Procedure, was significantly related to the post Monitoring Working Procedure, F(1,
48) = 4.364, p = .042 , partial eta squared = .083. There was also a significant difference
between group levels (experimental group and control group) after statistically controlling for
initial differences on the pre-test, F(1, 48) = 12.538, p = .001, partial eta squared= .207 (Table
14). In comparing the two adjusted group means (Table 15) and (Figure 2), control (M =
33.503a) and experimental (M = 26.055a), it is clear that they are different.
Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for Post Monitoring Working Procedure

Group

Mean

SD

N

Control

32.5200

6.09727

25

Experimental

27.0000

7.72528

26

Total

29.7059

7.44659

51
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Table 13
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances for Post Monitoring Working Procedure

F

df 1

df 2

Sig.

.058

1

49

.811

Table 14
One-way ANCOVA for Post Monitoring Working Procedure

Type III
Sum of
Squares

Df

Mean
Square

587.051a

2

293.525

6.447

.003

.212

12.893

.886

3509.709

1

3509.709

77.082

.000

.616

77.082

1.000

Pre
Monitoring
Working
Procedure

198.703

1

198.703

4.364

.042

.083

4.364

.535

Group

570.861

1

570.861

12.538

.001

.207

12.538

.934

Error

2185.537

48

45.532

Total

47777.000 51

Source
Corrected
Model
Intercept

F

Partial
Eta
Noncent. Observed
Sig. Squared Parameter Powerb

Corrected
2772.588 50
Total
Note. a R2 = .212 (Adjusted R2 = .179); b computed using alpha = .05
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Table 15
Adjusted Means for Group in Post Monitoring Working Procedure

95% Confidence Interval
Group
Control

Mean

SE

33.503a 1.429

Lower Bound Upper Bound
30.629

36.376

Experimental 26.055a 1.398
23.243
28.867
Note. a Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at Pre Monitoring Working Procedure =
16.0000

Figure 2. Estimated marginal means of post monitoring working procedure
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ANCOVA for post participation. The result of the descriptive statistics in Table 16
showed that the mean of the control group was higher than the mean of the experimental group.
The results of Levene’s test in Table 17 is not significant, indicating that the group variances
are equal F(1, 49) = .116, p = .734. The covariate, pre Participation, was not significantly
related to the post Participation, F(1, 48) = 1.661, p = .204 , partial eta squared = .033.
However, there was a significant difference between group levels (experimental group and
control group) after statistically controlling for initial differences on the pre-test, F(1, 48) =
7.356, p = .009, partial eta squared = .133 (Table 18). In comparing the two adjusted group
means, control (M = 22.038a) and experimental (M = 18.387a), it is clear that they are different
(Table 19) and (Figure 3).
Table 16
Descriptive Statistics for Post Participation

Group

Mean

SD

N

Control

21.8000

4.42531

25

Experimental

18.6154

4.87505

26

Total

20.1765

4.88551

51

Table 17
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances For Post Participation

F

df 1

df 2

Sig.

.116

1

49

.734

48
Table 18
One-way ANCOVA for Post Participation Tests of Between Subjects Effects

Source
Corrected
Model
Intercept
Pre
Participation

Type III
Sum of
Squares

df

164.857a

Mean
Square

2

1636.238

F

Partial
Eta
Noncent. Observed
Sig. Squared Parameter Powerb

82.429

3.847 .028

.138

7.693

.670

1 1636.238

76.359 .000

.614

76.359

1.000

35.599

1

35.599

1.661 .204

.033

1.661

.244

Group

157.618

1

157.618

7.356 .009

.133

7.356

.757

Error

1028.555

48

21.428

Total

21955.000

51

Corrected
1193.412 50
Total
Note. R2 = .138 (Adjusted R2 = .102)

Table 19
Adjusted Means for Group in Post Participation

95% Confidence Interval
Group
Control

Mean

SE

22.038a .944

Lower Bound Upper Bound
20.140

23.936

Experimental 18.387a .925
16.527
20.247
a
Note. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at Pre Participation = 10.8824
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Figure 3. Estimated marginal means of post participation

ANCOVA for post monitoring group progress. The result of the descriptive statistics
in Table 20 showed that the mean of the control group was higher than the mean of the
experimental group. The results of Levene’s test in Table 21 was not significant, indicating that
the group variances were equal F (1, 49) = .170, p = .682. The covariate, pre Monitoring Group
Progress, was not significantly related to the post Monitoring Group Progress, F(1, 48) = 1.466,
p =.232 , partial eta squared= .030 . However, there was a significant difference between group
levels (experimental group and control group) after statistically controlling for initial
differences on the pre-test, F(1, 48) = 4.431, p = .041, partial eta squared= .085 (Table 22). In

50
comparing the two adjusted group means, control (M = 18.120a) and experimental (M =
15.231a), it is clear that they are different (Table 23) and (Figure 4).
Table 20
Descriptive Statistics for Post Monitoring Group Progress

Group

Mean

SD

N

Control

17.7200

4.33513

25

Experimental

15.6154

4.34582

26

Total

16.6471

4.42639

51

Table 21
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances for Post Monitoring Group Progress

F

df 1

df 2

Sig.

.170

1

49

.682

51
Table 22
One-way ANCOVA for Post Monitoring Group Progress Tests of Between Subjects Effects

Source

Type III
Sum of
Squares
83.822a

Corrected
Model
Intercept

1335.956

df
2

Mean
Square

F

Partial
Eta
Noncent. Observed
Sig. Squared Parameter Powerb

41.911

2.246 .117

.086

4.491

.435

1 1335.956

71.583 .000

.599

71.583

1.000

Pre
Monitoring
Group
Progress

27.369

1

27.369

1.466 .232

.030

1.466

.221

Group

82.688

1

82.688

4.431 .041

.085

4.431

.541

Error

895.825

48

18.663

Total

15113.000

51

Corrected
979.647 50
Total
Note. R2 = .086 (Adjusted R2 = .047)

Table 23
Adjusted Means for Group in Post Monitoring Group Progress

95% Confidence Interval
Group
Control

Mean

SE

18.120a .925

Lower Bound Upper Bound
16.260

19.980

Experimental 15.231a .905
13.411
17.050
Note. a Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at Pre Monitoring Group
Progress = 9.7255
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Figure 4. Estimated marginal means of post monitoring group progress

ANCOVA for post giving feedback. The result of the descriptive statistics in Table 24
showed that the mean of the control group was slightly higher than the mean of the
experimental group. The results of Levene’s test in Table 25 is not significant, indicating that
the group variances are equal F(1, 49) = .190, p = .665. The covariate, pre Giving Feedback,
was not significantly related to the post Giving Feedback, F(1, 48) = .211, p =.648 , partial eta
squared= .004. There was not also a significant difference between group levels (experimental
group and control group) after statistically controlling for initial differences on the pre-test, F(1,
48) = 3.135, p = .083, partial eta squared= .061 (Table 26). In comparing the two adjusted
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group means, control (M = 11.785a) and experimental (M = 10.053a), it is clear that they are
only slightly different (Table 27) and (Figure 5).
Table 24
Descriptive Statistics for Post Giving Feedback

Group

Mean

N
SD

Control

25
11.6800

2.99611

10.1538

3.15838

10.9020

3.14487

Experimental

26

Total

51

Table 25
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances For Post Giving Feedback

F

df 1

df 2

Sig.

.190

1

49

.665

54
Table 26
One-way ANCOVA For Post Giving Feedback Tests of Between Subjects Effects

Type III
Sum of
Squares

df

31.724a

2

15.862

1.645 .204

.064

3.290

.330

697.039

1

697.039

72.297 .000

.601

72.297

1.000

2.039

1

2.039

.211 .648

.004

.211

.074

Group

30.226

1

30.226

3.135 .083

.061

3.135

.411

Error

462.786

48

9.641

Total

6556.000

51

Source
Corrected
Model
Intercept
Pre Giving
Feedback

Mean
Square

Partial
Eta
Noncent. Observed
Sig. Squared Parameter Powerb

F

Corrected
494.510
50
Total
Note. R2 = .064 (Adjusted R2 = .025)

Table 27
Adjusted Means for Group in Post Giving Feedback

95% Confidence Interval
Group
Control

Mean

SE

11.785a .662

Lower Bound Upper Bound
10.455

13.115

Experimental 10.231a .647
8.751
11.354
a
Note. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at Pre Giving Feedback = 5.8431
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Figure 5. Estimated marginal means of post giving feedback

ANCOVA for post helping each other. The result of the descriptive statistics in Table
28 showed that the mean of the control group was higher than the mean of the experimental
group. The results of Levene’s test in Table 29 is not significant, indicating that the group
variances are equal F(1, 49) = .430, p = .515. The covariate, pre Helping Each Other, was not
significantly related to the post Helping Each Other, F(1, 48) = .007, p =.935 , partial eta
squared= .000. However, there was a significant difference between group levels (experimental
group and control group) after statistically controlling for initial differences on the pre-test, F(1,
48) = 4.259, p = .044, partial eta squared= .081 (Table 30). In comparing the two adjusted
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group means, control (M = 11.785a) and experimental (M = 10.053a), it is clear that they are
only slightly different (Table 31) and (Figure 6).
Table 28
Descriptive Statistics for Post Helping Each Other

Group

Mean

SD

N

Control

8.2000

2.00000

25

Experimental

6.9231

1.91673

26

Total

7.5490

2.04268

51

Table 29
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances For Post Helping Each Other

F

df 1

df 2

Sig.

.430

1

49

.515
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Table 30
One-way ANCOVA for Post Helping Each Other Tests of Between Subjects Effects

Source

Type III
Sum of
Squares

Df

Mean
Square

F

Partial
Eta
Noncent. Observed
Sig. Squared Parameter Powerb

Corrected
Model

20.807a

2

10.404

2.659 .080

.100

5.318

Intercept

339.242

1

339.242

86.698 .000

.644

86.698

.026

1

.026

.007 .935

.000

.007

.051

16.665

1

16.665

4.259 .044

.081

4.259

.525

187.820 48

3.913

Pre
Group
Error

.503

1.00

Total
3115.000 51
Corrected
Total
208.627 50
a 2
Note. R = .100 (Adjusted R2 = .062)

Table 31
Adjusted Means For Group in Post Helping Each Other

95% Confidence Interval
Group
Control

Mean

SE

8.212a .424

Lower Bound Upper Bound
7.359

9.066

Experimental 6.911a .415
6.077
7.746
a
Note. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at Pre Helping Each Other – 3.9608
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Figure 6. Estimated marginal means of post helping each other

ANCOVA for post the need to be monitored. The result of the descriptive statistics
in Table 32 showed that the mean of the control group was slightly higher than the mean of the
experimental group. The results of Levene’s test in Table 33 is not significant, indicating that
the group variances are equal F(1, 49) = 3.042, p = .087. The covariate, pre the Need to be
Monitored, was not significantly related to the Need to be Monitored, F(1, 48) = .581, p = .450 ,
partial eta squared= .012. There was also not a significant difference between group levels
(experimental group and control group) after statistically controlling for initial differences on
the pre-test, F(1, 48) = 3.000, p = .090, partial eta squared = .059 (Table 34). In comparing the
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adjusted means, control (M = 8.256a) and experimental (M = 7.138a), while there is a small
difference, it is not large enough to be considered significant (Table 35) and (Figure 7).
Table 32
Descriptive Statistics for Need to be Monitored

Group

Mean

SD

N

Control

8.1600

2.33952

25

Experimental

7.2308

1.88271

26

Total

7.6863

2.14933

51

Table 33
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances For Post the Need to be Monitored

F

df 1

df 2

Sig.

3.042

1

49

.087
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Table 34
One-way ANCOVA for Post Need to be Monitored Tests of Between Subjects Effects

Type III
Sum of
Squares

df

13.635a

2

6.817

1.506 .232

.059

3.011

.305

344.561

1

344.561

76.095 .000

.613

76.095

1.000

2.630

1

2.630

.581 .450

.012

.581

.116

Group

13.585

1

13.585

3.000 .090

.059

3.000

.397

Error

217.346

48

4.528

Total

3244.000

51

Source
Corrected
Model
Intercept
Pre Need to
be Monitored

Mean
Square

F

Partial
Eta
Noncent. Observed
Sig. Squared Parameter Powerb

Corrected
230.980
50
Total
Note. R2 = .059 (Adjusted R2 = .020)

Table 35
Adjusted Means for Group Post Need to be Monitored

95% Confidence Interval
Group
Control

Mean

SE

8.256a .444

Lower Bound Upper Bound
7.364

9.149

Experimental 7.138a .435
6.264
8.012
a
Note. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the Need to be Monitored = 3.9804
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Figure 7. Estimated marginal means of post need to be monitored
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Table 36
Descriptive Statistics Showing Differences Between the Pre- and Post-tests for the
Experimental and Control Groups Separately

Group
Control

Mean

N

SD

SE Mean

Pre Monitoring Working Procedure

13.1200

25

5.68126

1.13625

Post Monitoring Working
Procedure

35.5200

25

6.09727

1.21945

Pre Participation

9.8400

25

3.43608

.68722

Post Participation

21.8000

25

4.42531

.88506

Pre Monitoring Group Progress

7.7600

25

3.15278

.63056

Post Monitoring Group Progress

17.7200

25

4.33513

.86703

Pre Giving Feedback

4.6800

25

1.95192

.39038

Post Giving Feedback

11.6800

25

2.99611

.590922

Pre Helping Each Other

3.1600

25

1.34412

.26882

Post Helping Each Other

8.2000

25

2.00000

.40000

Pre the Need to be Monitored

3.3200

25

1.49220

.29844

Post the Need to be Monitored

8.1600

25

2.33952

.46790

18.7692

26

6.10775

1.19783

Post Monitoring Working
Procedure

27.0000

26

7.72528

1.51505

Pre Participation

11.8846

26

4.00327

.78511

Post Participation

18.6154

26

4.87505

.95608

Experimental Pre Monitoring Working Procedure
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Table 36 (continued)
Group

Mean

N

SD

SE Mean

Pre Monitoring Group Progress

11.6154

26

4.10928

.80590

Post Monitoring Group Progress

15.6154

26

4.34582

.85229

Pre Giving Feedback

6.9615

26

2.52160

Post Giving Feedback

10.1538

26

3.15838

.49453
`
.61941

Pre Helping Each Other

3.15838

26

1.58890

.31161

Post Helping Each Other

6.9231

26

1.91673

.37590

Pre the Need to be Monitored

4.6154

26

1.67516

.32853

Post the Need to be Monitored

7.2308

26

1.88271

.36923

Table 37
Paired Sample t-Test for the Differences Between the Pre- and Post-tests for the Experimental
and Control Groups Separately

Group

Control

Mean

SD

SE Mean

t

df

Sig.

Pre Monitoring
Working
Procedures
Post Monitoring
Working
Procedures

-19.40000

7.83688

1.56738

-12.377

24

.000

Pre Participation
Post Participation

-11.96000

5.25579

1.05116

-11.378

24

.000

64
Table 37 (continued)

Group

Experimental

Mean

SD

SE Mean

t

df

Sig.

Pre Monitoring
Group Progress
Post Monitoring
Group Progress

-9.96000

5.44273

1.08855

-9.150

24

.000

Pre Giving
Feedback
Post Giving
Feedback

-7.00000

3.50000

.70000

-10.000

24

.000

Pre Helping Each
Other
Post Helping Each
Other

-5.04000

2.54100

.50820

-9.917

24

.000

Pre Need to be
Monitored
Post Need to be
Monitored

-4.84000

2.80891

.56178

-8.615

24

.000

Pre Monitoring
Working
Procedures
Post Monitoring
Working
Procedures

-8.23077

7.62264

1.49492

-5.506

25

.000

Pre Participation
Post Participation

-6.73077

5.56099

1.09060

-6.172

25

.000

Pre Monitoring
Group Progress
Post Monitoring
Group Progress

-4.00000

4.91528

.96397

-4.150

25

.000

Pre Giving
Feedback
Post Giving
Feedback

-3.19231

3.87834

.76061

-4.197

25

.000
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Table 37 (continued)

Group

Mean

SD

SE Mean

t

df

Sig.

Pre Helping Each
Other
Post Helping Each
Other

-2.19231

2.33271

.45748

-4.792

25

.000

Pre Need to be
Monitored
Post Need to be
Monitored

-2.61538

2.17397

.42635

-6.134

25

.000

The results of the descriptive statistics in Table 36 showed that there was a statistically
significant difference between the means of the pre questionnaire and post questionnaire in all
six dependent variables in both groups. Table 37 reflects the differences between the pre- and
post-tests for the experimental and control groups separately. This was done to identify the
difference that took place regarding students’ attitudes towards collaborative learning for the
students in both groups at the conclusion of the class. The results of the control group, face-toface classroom, showed that for Monitoring Working Procedure, the null hypothesis was
rejected because the p = .000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t -test presented a
statistical difference between pre-test and post-test in the survey, t (24) = -12.377, p = .000, α =
.05. For Participation, the null hypothesis was rejected because the p = .000 was less than
alpha. The paired samples t-test reflected a statistical difference between pre-test and post-test
in the survey, t (24) = -11.378, p = .000, α = .05. For Monitoring Group Progress, the null
hypothesis was rejected because the p = .000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test
showed a statistical difference between pre-test and post-test in the survey, t (24) = -9.150, p =
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.000, α = .05. For Giving Feedback, the null hypothesis was rejected because the p = .000 was
less than alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a statistical difference between pre-test and
post-test in the survey, t (24) = -10.000, p = .000, α = .05. For Helping Each Other, the null
hypothesis was rejected because the p = .000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test
showed a statistical difference between pre-test and post-test in the survey, t (24) = -9.917, p =
.000, α = .05. For the Need to be Monitored, the null hypothesis was rejected because the p =
.000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a statistical difference between pretest and post-test in the survey, t (24) = -8.615, p = .000, α = .05.
The results of the experimental group, PBWorks classroom, showed that for Monitoring
Working Procedure, the null hypothesis was rejected because the p = .000 was less than alpha.
The paired samples t-test showed a statistical difference between pre-test and post-test in the
survey, t (25) = -5.506, p = .000, α = .05. For Participation, the null hypothesis was rejected
because the p = .000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a statistical
difference between pre-test and post-test in the survey, t (25) = -6.172, p = .000, α = .05. For
Monitoring Group Progress, the null hypothesis was rejected because the p = .000 was less than
alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a statistical difference between pre-test and post-test in
the survey, t (25) = -4.150, p = .000, α = .05. For Giving Feedback, the null hypothesis was
rejected because the p = .000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a statistical
difference between pre-test and post-test in the survey, t (25) = -4.197, p = .000, α = .05. For
Helping Each Other, the null hypothesis was rejected because the p = .000 was less than alpha.
The paired samples t-test showed a statistical difference between pre-test and post-test in the
survey, t (25) = -4.792, p = .000, α = .05. For the Need to be Monitored, the null hypothesis
was rejected because the p = .000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a
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statistical difference between pre-test and post-test in the survey, t (25) = -6.134, p = .000, α =
.05.
Table 38
Descriptive Statistics of the Positive Increase in the Groups
Group

Increased in Monitoring Working
Procedure

Increased in Participation

Increased in Monitoring Group
Progress

Increased in Giving Feedback

Increased in Helping Each Other

Increased in Need to be Monitored

N

Mean

SD

SE

Min.

Max.

Control

25

19.4000

7.83688

1.56738

-1.00

28.00

Experimental

26

8.2308

7.66264

1.49492

-8.00

20.00

Total

51

13.7059

9.50430

1.33087

-8.00

28.00

Control

25

9.9600

5.44273

1.08855

.00

20.00

Experimental

26

4.0000

4.91528

.96397

-7.00

15.00

Total

51

6.9216
9.9600

5.94590
5.44273

.83259
1.08855

-7.00
.00

20.00
.20

Control

25
4.0000

4.91528

.96397

-.07

.15

Experimental

26
6.9216

5.94590

.83259

-.07

.20

Total

51

Control

25

7.0000

3.50000

.70000

.00

12.00

Experimental

26

3.1923

3.87834

.76061

-5.00

11.00

Total

51

5.0588

4.13479

.57899

-5.00

12.00

Control

25

5.0400

2.54100

.50820

.00

8.00

Experimental

26

2.1923

2.33271

.45748

-2.00

6.00

Total

51

3.5882

2.80839

.39325

-2.00

8.00

Control

25

4.8400

2.80891

.56178

.00

8.00

Experimental

26

2.6154

2.17397

.42635

-3.00

6.00

Total

51

3.7059

2.72246

.38122

-3.00

8.00
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Table 39
Results of One-way ANOVA of the Differences in the Positive Increase Between Two Groups
Group

Increased in Monitoring Working
Procedure

Increased in
Participation

Increased in Monitoring
Group Progress

Increased in Giving Feedback

Increased in Helping Each
Other

Increased in Need to be
Monitored

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

Between

1589.973

1

1589.973

Within

2926.615

49

59.727

Total

4516.588

50

348.513

1

348.513

Within

1436.075

49

29.308

Total

1784.588

50

452.726

1

452.726

Within

1314.960

49

26.836

Total

1767.686

50

Between

184.785

1

184.785

Within

670.038

49

13.674

Total

854.824

50

Between

103.354

1

103.354

Within

290.988

49

5.939

Total

394.353

50

63.074

1

63.074

Within

307.514

49

6.276

Total

370.588

50

Between

Between

Between

F

Sig.

26.621 .000

11.892 .001

16.870 .000

13.513 .001

17.403 .000

10.050 .003
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The result of the descriptive statistics in Table 38 showed that the mean of the control
group increased more than the mean of the experimental group in all six variables, and that
showed significant differences between the two groups’ means regarding the change that took
place in pre-test and post-test. A one-way ANOVA test was utilized to investigate the
differences in the positive increase in students’ attitudes toward collaborative learning survey.
The result of the one-way ANOVA showed an increase in Participation, F (1, 49) = 26.621, p =
.000, MSerror = 59.727, α = .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected because the
significant value was .000, which was less than alpha= .05. The result of the one-way ANOVA
showed an increase in Monitoring Working Procedure, F (1, 49) = 11.892, p = .001, MSerror =
29.308, α = .05. The null hypothesis was rejected because the significant value was .001, which
was less than alpha= .05. The result of the one-way ANOVA showed an increase in
Monitoring Group Progress, F (1, 49) = 16.870, p = .000, MSerror = 26.836, α = .05. The null
hypothesis was rejected because the significant value was .000, which was less than alpha= .05.
The result of the one-way ANOVA showed an increase in Giving Feedback, F (1, 49) = 13.513,
p = .001, MSerror = 13.674, α = .05. The null hypothesis was rejected because the significant
value was .001, which was less than alpha= .05. The result of the one-way ANOVA showed an
increase in Helping Each Other, F (1, 49) = 17.403, p = .000, MSerror = 5.939, α = .05. The null
hypothesis was rejected because the significant value was .000, which was less than alpha= .05.
The result of the one-way ANOVA showed an increase in Need to be Monitored, F (1, 49) =
10.050, p = .003, MSerror = 6.276, α = .05. The null hypothesis was rejected because the
significant value was .003, which was less than alpha= .05. Finally, the results of the one-way
ANOVA showed that there was a significant difference between the two groups in all six
variables.
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CHAPTER 5

Findings, Discussion, Recommendations for Future Research,
and Recommendations for Practice
This study investigated the effect of using PBWorks in a hybrid collaborative class
environment on students’ academic achievement. The study focused on two main issues,
namely students’ academic achievement and students’ attitudes toward collaborative learning.
A comparison was made between two classroom settings: a PBWorks hybrid classroom and a
face-to-face classroom. This chapter details the findings for the two research questions of the
study and a discussion of these findings. Also, the researcher shares suggestions and
recommendations for future studies related to this type of research. Finally, the researcher
provides recommendations for practice and educational applications based on the findings of
this research, which could assist in the development of e-learning nationally and internationally.
Discussion of the Study Results
The following is the analysis of student survey responses for both the pre-test and posttest surveys of the students’ performance exam and students’ attitudes toward collaborative
learning. The survey was developed by Dewiyanti et al. (2007).
Research question 1. To investigate the first research question that focused on
students’ academic achievement, the researcher performed four comparisons to identify the
differences between the two classroom settings regarding the students’ achievement.
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The first comparison used the pre-test to confirm that the groups were equal in academic
achievement prior to conducting the survey on the control and experimental groups in the
Educational Communication Aids class. To do this, the researcher used an independent sample
t-test because there was only one dependent variable (academic achievement) and one
independent variable (the group itself contained two levels, experimental and control groups,
using traditional collaborative face-to-face learning or hybrid collaborative learning). The
results of the academic achievement pre-test showed that the significant value was .032 which
meant that the null hypothesis was rejected because the value of .032 was less than alpha.
There was a significant difference between the two groups, t (49) = 2.211, p = .032, α = .05.
This result meant that the two groups were not the same in the academic achievement pre-test,
and the face-to-face class scored higher than PBWorks hybrid class in the pre-test. Since the
groups were not equal in the pre-test, the researcher used an ANCOVA statistical test to fix this
issue.
The second comparison was the pre- and post-tests for the experimental and control
groups separately. This was done to identify the difference that took place regarding the
academic achievement for the students in both groups at the conclusion of the class. The
researcher used a paired sample t-test because the two groups (control and experimental) were
separated and then compared between pre- and post-tests for each of the two groups. The
results of the control group (face-to-face classroom) for the academic achievement pre-test and
the academic achievement post-test showed that the null hypothesis was rejected because p =
.000 was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a statistical difference between pretest and post-test in the survey, t (24) = -13.216, p = .000, α = .05. The results of the
experimental group (PBWorks hybrid classroom) for academic achievement pre-test and the
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academic achievement post-test showed that the null hypothesis was rejected because p = .000
was less than alpha. The paired samples t-test showed a statistical significant difference
between pre-test and post-test in the survey, t (25) = -12.905, p = .000, α = .05. This meant that
the results of the pre-test and post-test for the PBWorks hybrid class were significantly
different. There was a positive increase in the results. The results of the pre-test and post-test
for the face-to-face class were significantly different, and there was a positive increase in the
results.
The third comparison was to investigate the differences between the experimental and
the control groups in the post-test to identify the differences between the two groups in their
final achievement after completing the experiments in the Educational Communication Aids
class. The researcher used an independent t-test because there was one dependent variable
(academic achievement) and one independent variable (the experimental group and the control
group using traditional collaborative face-to-face learning or hybrid collaborative learning).
The results of the academic achievement post-test showed that the significant value was .672,
which meant that the null hypothesis was not rejected because the value of .672 was greater
than alpha. There was no significant difference between the two groups, t (49) = .426, p = .672,
α = .05. This meant that both classrooms (face-to-face and hybrid) were the same in the results
of academic achievement post-test.
The fourth comparison was to investigate the differences in the positive increase (i.e. the
increase in the academic achievement in the Educational Communication Aids class) that took
place in both experimental and control groups. The researcher used independent sample t-test
because there was one dependent variable (academic achievement) and one independent
variable (the experimental group and the control group using traditional collaborative face-to-
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face learning or hybrid collaborative learning). The results showed that the two classrooms
settings made a positive increase by comparing pre-tests and post-tests. However, the face-toface class made less progress than the PBWorks hybrid class, which means that the PBWorks
hybrid class was more effective than the face-to-face class. According to Gürpinar, Zayim,
Basarici, Gündüz, Asar, and Oguz (2009) students who studied in the e-learning classroom
setting had better academic achievement. Also, Lim (2005) found that students who studied in
an online learning class performed better than the students who studied in a face-to-face class.
It is important to understand the reasons why the PBWorks hybrid class was more
effective than the face-to-face class. First of all, the students in the PBWorks hybrid classroom
had the advantage of communication among students as well as between the students and their
instructor. This communication tool was available to students 24 hours a day, seven days a
week, which meant that they did not have to wait until class time to work on course materials
since the course was available all the time. The flexibility of the PBWorks gave the students a
chance to expand the classroom beyond its physical walls. Students had access to the
classroom materials from different locations such as school, home, or anywhere there was
Internet access available. The students who participated in the PBWorks classroom had the
advantage of meeting in their own preferred place of study. According to Globokar (2010),
students prefer to study in different locations; some students prefer to read in the library and do
the homework at home. However, the students in the face-to-face classroom had to wait until
their class meeting physically took place to share and discuss their thoughts and ideas with their
group.
The PBWorks hybrid class setting gave an advantage for the students in this classroom
setting to participate in discussion with other groups, which meant that students could write on
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the other group’s page because all of the students were in one workspace. This advantage
helped the students receive assistance from other classmates who were in different groups. On
the other hand, the students who were in the face-to-face classroom did not have access or
assistance with other groups’ works, or discussion. Moreover, if a group in the face-to-face
classroom had members who were not sure about a topic that was related to the class materials,
they could not ask the other groups for help regarding that topic. Finally, the students in the
PBWorks hybrid class had the advantage of access to many educational resources that were
shared by the students such as videos, documents, presentations, photos, and links. The Wikis
software has the advantage of giving the students the ability to share the knowledge and gives
the learners an opportunity to see external sources not just the one that was assigned by the
teachers (Matthew & Felvegi, 2009). All of these factors had a positive impact on the students’
grades and their progress in this study.
Research question 2. To investigate the second research question that focused on
students’ attitudes toward collaborative learning, the researcher conducted four kinds of
comparisons to see the differences between the two classroom settings regarding students’
attitudes toward collaborative learning. The researcher used a survey that contained six factors:
Monitoring Working Procedures, Participation, Monitoring Group Progress, Helping Each
Other, Giving Feedback, and the Need to be Monitored.
First the researcher investigated the differences between the experimental group (the
group that studied via hybrid learning) and the control group (those who studied via traditional
face-to-face learning) using the pre-test to confirm that the groups were equal in attitude
towards collaborative learning prior to conducting the experiment on the two groups in the
Educational Communication Aids class. To do this, the researcher used one-way ANOVA.
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The six dependent variables were Monitoring Working Procedures, Participation, Monitoring
Group Progress, Helping Each Other, Giving Feedback, and the Need to be Monitored. The
attitude towards collaborative learning contained one independent variable because the
audience contained two levels, the experimental and control groups. The result of the one-way
ANOVA showed that the experimental group had more positive attitudes toward collaborative
learning in all six dependent variables that meant that the groups were different in the pre-test
survey. The researcher used an ANCOVA to correct this issue.
Second, the researcher investigated the differences between the pre- and post-tests for
the experimental and control groups separately. This was done to identify the difference that
took place regarding students’ attitudes towards collaborative learning for the students in both
groups at the conclusion of the class. To do this, the researcher used the paired sample t-test.
The results showed that there was a statistically significant difference between pre-test and
post-test in both groups in all six factors. Again, this meant that there were differences that
took place for each of the two groups separately.
Third, the researcher sought the differences between the experimental and the control
groups in the post-test regarding student’s attitude towards collaborative learning to identify the
differences between the two groups in the final achievement in the Educational Communication
Aids class after completing the experiments. To do this, the researcher used an ANCOVA.
The results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the post-test survey
between the two groups. However, the students in the control group (face-to-face) had more
positive attitudes toward collaborative learning than the PBWorks hybrid group in all six
factors in the post-test survey.
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Finally, the researcher investigated the differences in the positive increase to see if
positive change took place for each of the two groups. The researcher sought to discover the
effectiveness of using collaborative learning in a hybrid environment in increasing the positive
attitudes towards collaborative learning. For this a one-way ANOVA was utilized to check the
positive change that took place for more than one variable. The result showed that the control
group, the face-to-face class, made more progress and the scores increased more than the
experimental group, the PBWorks hybrid class, in all six factors. It was concluded that there
was a statistically significant difference in positive change that took place for each of the two
groups.
From the analysis of the results, the survey for students’ attitudes toward collaborative
learning showed that, in general, the students in the face-to-face classroom had more positive
attitudes toward collaborative learning than the students who participated in PBWorks
classroom. Also, the students made more progress when comparing the differences between
their results in the pre-test survey and post-test survey. The reason for that was because society
in Kuwait does not believe in this technology as a tool for learning (effects on the student’s
attitudes toward collaborative learning). According to Al-Fadhli’s (2009) study, the students in
Arab Open University in Kuwait had negative attitudes toward online learning.
Second was the previous experience in online learning. The students’ previous
experience in online learning affected the result of students’ attitudes toward collaborative
learning. All of the students’ who participated in this study did not have any online courses at
the time of this study because Kuwait University does not offer any kind of online courses.
According to Waggoner (1992), students’ previous experience with technology directly affects
the students’ participation in the classroom.
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Recommendations for Future Research
This research study was a pioneer in initiating this kind of technology tool into the
environment of learning/teaching in education in the State of Kuwait. Yet, there are many
aspects that need to be addressed in future studies. The following recommendations point to
the aspects for future research.
Recommendation 1. Re-conduct research on students who have had a previous
experience with online learning whether as a full online learning class experience or as a hybrid
class experience. The results of this type of study on students with a previous online experience
will affect the result of the study especially with students’ attitudes toward collaborative
learning. In the current study, all the students who participated in this study did not have
previous academic experience with online learning with any of their courses at Kuwait
University.
Recommendation 2. For future research a full online collaborative class environment
should be added to a similar study. In this instance, the comparison would be among three
groups which were face-to-face collaborative class environment, hybrid collaborative class
environment, and online collaborative class environment. In the current study, the researcher
was unable to do that because Kuwait University does not offer this type of course.
Recommendation 3. Re-conduct the research on two high school classes with one of
being a hybrid collaborative class environment and the other a face-to-face collaborative class
environment. Such research will be of great importance especially with new generations of
students in schools in the State of Kuwait who will have wide access to technology and the
Internet that is offered to them via Smartphones, laptops, PCs, iPods, iPads, and videogames.
So, these students are technology users, too, but they use these items for fun.
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Recommendation 4. A male population can be added to the gender part of the study.
Because of the Prevention of Co-Education Law in Kuwait University, the researcher was
unable to enter gender as a variable in the study. In future research, it is important to redesign
the study to incorporate male students in a mixed class with female students, or to compare four
classrooms with two specifically for female students in face-to-face collaborative class
environment and a PBWorks hybrid collaborative class environment and the other two for male
students who are in a face-to-face collaborative class environment and a PBWorks hybrid
collaborative class environment.
Recommendation 5. Have a study that addresses the attitudes of teachers,
administrators, and those in charge of education in Kuwait. This is a vital issue because it was
proved that online tools such as PBWorks are helpful. These tools cannot be used or put into
application without the approval of these individuals. It is especially important to have the
approval of the education ministry if these tools are going to be used officially because
education in Kuwait, as in many other Middle Eastern countries, is centralized and the
administrators in those schools do not have much freedom and authority to approve new
changes.
Recommendations for Practice
It is important to introduce to the Kuwaiti society the importance of e-learning and
online learning. Those people who are in charge in education in different sectors in the State of
Kuwait such as the Ministry of Education, college of education in Kuwait University, college of
education in the Public Authority of Applied Education and Training, and Kuwaiti Teachers
Society, should work together to introduce a media campaign to educate parents, teachers, and
the students regarding the importance of the use of technology in general and the use of online

79
learning specifically in education. This campaign could be administered through
advertisements, reports, interviews, posters, and letters via television, newspapers, websites,
schools, and universities. Public awareness about e-learning will help society accept the idea of
the value of online learning.
Also, the role of the instructor in online learning is very important. Without the
knowledge of knowing how to apply online learning in their classrooms, a gap will exist
between the instructors and their students. The Ministry of Education in the State of Kuwait,
Kuwait University, and The Public Authority of Applied Education and Training can establish
training centers that focus on e-learning and online learning. The main goal of this center
would be to offer intensive training sessions for teachers in K-12 school settings as well as
professors at the university level. This step would be very important. Otherwise, teachers
would not have the knowledge or the skills to be able to teach their students through online
learning.
Moreover, Kuwait University and especially the department of instruction and
curriculum in the college of education could create a new course for online teaching that
prepares students, who would be future teachers, for teaching in an online environment in the
K-12 classroom setting. According to Mona Al-Loughani, the Assistant Minster for General
Education in the Ministry of Education in the State of Kuwait, has a plan to apply e-learning in
the Kuwaiti schools (as cited in Sha’aban, 2011). Therefore, future teachers need to be ready
for this step and begin the preparation for this mode of study in the college of education at
Kuwait University.
In addition, the people who are in charge of education can establish online experimental
classes and let the students have an opportunity to try it out and see what the online classes are
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like. This strategy is especially good for students who have no previous experience with online
classes. This step will help students as well as society eliminate the fear of online learning or elearning.
Conclusion
The researcher had two main goals in this study. The first goal was to investigate the
differences between two classrooms types, a face-to-face class and a PBWorks hybrid class, in
terms of students’ academic achievement. The second goal was to investigate the differences
between two classrooms types, a face-to-face class and a PBWorks hybrid class, in terms of
students’ attitudes toward collaborative learning.
The results of the study showed that there were significant differences between the two
groups in students’ academic achievement and students’ attitudes toward collaborative learning.
In terms of students’ academic achievement, the researcher found that students who studied in
the PBWorks hybrid collaborative class environment made more progress than students who
studied in a face-to-face collaborative class environment. However, in terms of students’
attitudes toward collaborative learning, the researcher found that students who studied in the
face-to-face collaborative class environment had more positive attitudes toward collaborative
learning than students who studied in the PBWorks hybrid collaborative class environment in
all six factors: Monitoring Working Procedures, Participation, Monitoring Group Progress,
Helping Each Other, Giving Feedback, and the Need to be Monitored.
In conclusion, the researcher found that PBWorks, an example of one of the web 2.0
tools, was an effective tool for online learning that directly helped students make great progress
in terms of students’ academic achievement. However, there were two main reasons that
affected negatively the attitudes of students toward the PBWorks. These reasons were negative
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ideas in Kuwaiti society about online learning and students’ previous experience. The
researcher provided and suggested some solutions and ideas that will improve and develop elearning and online learning nationally and internationally.
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APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT LETTER FOR STUDENTS
Survey on Collaborative Learning
Dear Student,
This questionnaire is a part of the requirements for the completion of a Ph.D. degree in
Education Technology in the field of Electronic Learning at Indiana State University. The
study is entitled “The Effects of Using PBWorks in a Hybrid Collaborative Environment on the
Students’ Academic Achievement.” To reach the goal of the study, one survey was been
adopted from Dewiyanti, Brand-Gruwel, Jochems, and Broers, 2007, from their “Students’
Experiences with Collaborative Learning in Asynchronous Computer-Supported Collaborative
Learning Environments” which investigated the students' attitudes toward collaborative
learning.
There is no known risk associated with participating in this study. The survey is
anonymous and any identifiable information has been minimized. Your participation is also
voluntary and you may withdraw at any time without consequences.
Also, I would like to let you know that the instructor will be providing your midterm
test scores, with your name removed. If you choose to not participate in the study, or withdraw
from the study, it will not impact your grade, but the test is a requirement of the course and
your instructor will expect you to complete all coursework whether or not you participate in the
study.
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All the surveys and tests submitted and the data collected will be held in complete
confidentiality. In addition to the researcher, only the committee members and the Institutional
Review Board (IRB) may have access to the data.
If you have any questions regarding this study or survey and test, you can contact the
researcher Abdullah Ibrahim at aibrahim@indstate.edu or +1812-223-2010 or the committee
chairperson, Dr. Susan Powers at susan.powers@indstate.edu.
If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject or if you feel you have
been placed at risk, you may contact the Indiana State University Institutional Review Board
(IRB) by mail at Indiana State University, Office of Sponsored Programs, Terre Haute, IN,
47809, by phone at (812) 237-8217, or by e-mail at irb@indstate.edu.
If you are willing to participate, please complete the attached survey. Your participation
will help in the support and development of education in the State of Kuwait. All your answers
will be kept confidential and will only be used for study purposes.
Thank you very much
Researcher
Abdullah Ibrahim
aibrahim@indstate.edu
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY ON COLLABORATIVE LEARNING

1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10

11

12
13

14

15

Items
We appointed a coordinator for our
group.
As a group we synthesised and
reviewed periodically ideas
expressed by the group members.
As a group we reviewed periodically
our work procedures.
We appointed explicitely who the
group leader is.
As a group we determined our goals
and our work procedures.
I would remind group members who
don’t work together properly.
We divided roles for each group
member specifically.
Supportive disagreements could be
used used to reach general
disagreement on certain topics.
The group members reminded each
other to hold the plan.
Group members accepted
suggestions from others, therefore
consensus was reached.
All group members should
participate in reaching consensus in
a discussion.
In my opininon, our group
collaborated well on the assignment.
In my opinion, all group members
worked equally in order to complete
the task.
I checked periodically the progress
of other group members on their
tasks.
During the course I mediated
disagreements among group
members.

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
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16
17
18
19

20

21
22

23

24
25

I reminded the other group members
when the deadline was nearby.
I had responsibility to follow our
working plan.
I had responsibility to motivate
group members.
I asked for explanation if other
group members gave unclear
feedback.
I asked for explanation if other
group members’ opinion was
unclear.
I discussed and gave feedback to the
others’ work
I helped other group members if
they had difficulties with learning
materials.
As group members did not know
how they must go further, I helped
them.
I appreciated the group member who
reminded me to the deadline of task.
I appreciated other group members
who asked my learning progress.
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)APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT LETTER FOR STUDENTS (ARABIC

ِشؽجب ػض٠ضر ٟاٌطبٌجخ،
٘زٖ االعزجبٔخ ٘ ٟعضء ِٓ ِزطٍجبد أوّبي سعبٌخ اٌذوزٛساح ف ٟرىٌٕٛٛع١ب اٌزشث١خ ف ٟؽمً اٌزؼٍُ اإلٌىزش ٟٔٚفٟ
عبِؼخ ٚال٠خ إٔذ٠بٔب .ػٕٛاْ ٘زٖ اٌشعبٌخ ٘" ٟرأص١شاد اعزخذاَ ثشٔبِظ  PBWorksف ٟث١ئخ فظً رؼبِ ٟٔٚذِظ (٠ؾز ٞٛػٍٝ
رؼٍ ُ١رمٍ١ذ ٚ ٞرؼٍ ُ١ػٕذ ثؼذ) ػٍ ٝاٌزؾظ ً١اٌذساعٌٍ ٟطالة"ٌ ٚ .زؾم١ك اٌٙذف ِٓ اٌذساعخٕ٘ ،بن اعزجبٔخ ِمزجغخ ِٓ
(د٠ٚبٔز ،ٟثشأذ-ع ،ً٠ٛعٛوّظ ٚ ،ثشٚسط < ِٓ )700خالي ثؾض ُٙثؼٕٛاْ "خجشاد اٌطالة ِغ اٌزؼٍ ُ١اٌزؼب ٟٔٚف ٟث١ئبد
رؼٍ ُ١رؼب ٟٔٚغ١ش ِزضآِ ِذػُ ثبٌؾبعٛة" ٚ ،اٌز ٟرخزجش ارغب٘بد اٌطالة ٔؾ ٛاٌزؼٍ ُ١اٌزؼب.ٟٔٚ
ٌ١ظ فِ ٟشبسوزه ف٘ ٟزا اٌجؾش أ ٞػشس ِؼٌٍ َٛذ ٜاٌجبؽش ،وّب أٔٗ ٌٓ ٠طٍت ِٕه إػطبء ث١بٔبره اٌشخظ١خ فٟ
االعزجبٔخ ٚلذ رُ -لذس اإلِىبْ -إلظبء وً اٌّؼٍِٛبد اٌز ٟلذ رمٛد إٌِ ٟؼشفخ اٌشخض اٌّشبسن ف ٟإوّبي اإلعزجبٔخ .إْ
ِشبسوزه ف ٟاٌجؾش ؽٛػ١خ ،وّب أٔٗ ثئِىبٔه اٌزٛلف ٚػذَ إوّبي االعزجبٔخ إْ أسدد د ْٚأْ ٠غجت رٌه ٌه أ ٞػشس ٠زوش.
 ٚأ٠ؼبً ،أٚد إػالِه ثأْ ِؼٍُ اٌّمشس عٛف ٠ضٚدٔ ٟثٕزبئظ اخزجبسن اٌزؾظِ ، ٍٟ١غ اصاٌخ األعُ ٚ .ف ٟؽبٌخ رمش٠ش
ػذَ اٌّشبسوخ  ،أ ٚاإلٔغؾبة ِٓ اٌذساعخ ،فٙزا ٌٓ ٠ؤصش ػٍ ٝاٌزمذ٠ش ٌ ٚ ،ىٓ اإلخزجبس ِ٘ ٛزطٍت ِٓ ِزطٍجبد اٌّمشس
اٌذساعِ ٚ ، ٟؼٍّه ٠ش٠ذ ِٕه إٔٙبء وً ِزطٍجبد اٌّمشس اٌذساع ٟف ٟؽبٌخ اٌّشبسوخ ف ٟاٌذساعخ أ ٚػذِٙب.
إْ وً االعزجبٔبد اٌّشبسوخ ٚاٌج١بٔبد اٌز ٟعٛف ٠زُ رغّ١ؼٙب عٛف رؾفع ف ٟعش٠خ ربِخٚ.عٛف ٠مزظش ؽك
اإلؽالع ػٍ ٝاالعزجبٔبد ػٍ ٝاٌجبؽش ٚأػؼبء ٌغٕخ اٌذوزٛساٖ ٚوزٌه ِىزت اإلششاف ػٍ ٟاٌجؾٛس ( )IRBف ٟعبِؼخ أذ٠بٔب
اٌؾى١ِٛخ.
إرا وبٔذ ٌذ٠ه أ٠خ اعزفغبساد ِزؼٍمخ ثبٌجؾش أ ٚاالعزجبٔخ ٠شع ٟاٌزٛاطً ثبٌجش٠ذ اإلٌىزشِ ٟٔٚغ اٌجبؽش ػجذهللا
اثشا٘ aibrahim@indstate.edu ُ١أ ٚرٍف =277782010 ْٛأِ ٚغ سئ١غخ ٌغٕخ اٌذوزٛساٖ د .عٛصاْ ثبٚسص
.susan.powers@indstate.edu
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إرا وبٔذ ٌذ٠ه أ٠خ اعزفغبساد ِزؼٍمخ ثؾمٛله وّشبسوخ ف ٟاالعزجبٔخ أ ٚوبْ ٌذ٠ه شؼٛس ثأْ ٌّشبسوزه ف ٟاٌجؾش
خطٛسح ػٍ١ه ،ثئِىبٔه اٌزٛاطً ِغ ِىزت اإلششاف ػٍ ٝاٌجؾٛس ( )IRBف ٟعبِؼخ أذ٠بٔب اٌؾى١ِٛخ ،إِب ثٛاعطخ اٌجش٠ذ
ػٍ ٟاٌؼٕٛاْ اٌزبٌIndiana State University, Office of Sponsored Programs, Terre Haute, IN, ?ٟ
 .47809أ ٚثبٌزٍف ،=2778<=72< ْٛأ ٚػٓ ؽش٠ك اٌجش٠ذ اإلٌىزش.irb@indstate.edu ?ٟٔٚ
ٔٚظشاً ألٔىٓ ؽبٌجبد فِ ٟمشس ٚعبئً االرظبي اٌزؼٍ١ّ١خ  ،فٕشعِٕ ٛىٓ اإلعبثخ ػٍ٘ ٝزٖ األعئٍخ اٌٛاسدح فٟ
االعزجبٔبد ِٓ خالي ٚػغ ػالِخ ( √ ) أِبَ ِب رشِٕ ٗٔٚبعجب ً ِٓ إعبثبدِ ،غ ِالؽظخ ثأْ ِشبسوزىُ ف ٟرؼجئخ ٘زٖ االعزجبٔخ
ع١غبُ٘ ثشىً وج١ش ف ٟدػُ  ٚرط٠ٛش اٌؼٍّ١خ اٌزشث٠ٛخ ف ٟدٌٚزٕب اٌؾج١جخ اٌى٠ٛذ ِ ،غ اٌؼٍُ ثأْ عّ١غ األعبثبد عزؾؼٝ
ثغش٠خ ربِخ  ٚ ،عزغزخذَ ألغشاع اٌجؾش اٌؼٍّ ٟفمؾ.
ِغ عض ً٠اٌشىش
اٌجبؽش
ػجذهللا ٛ٠عف اثشاُ٘١
aibrahim@indstate.edu
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)APPENDIX D: SURVEY ON COLLABORATIVE LEARNING (ARABIC
اعزجبٔخ ػٓ اٌزؼٍ ُ١اٌزؼبٟٔٚ
اٌجٕٛد

ِٛافك
ثشذح

2

ٌمذ لّٕب ثزؼِٕ ٓ١١غك ٌّغّٛػزٕب.

7

ٌمذ لّٕب  ٚثشىً عّبػ ٟثؼًّ  ِٓٚصُ ِشاعؼخ األفىبس اٌّمذِخ
ِٓ لجً أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ ثشىً دٚس.ٞ

8

ٌمذ لّٕب ثّشاعؼخ إعشاءاد ػٍّٕب ثشىً دٚس ٞوفش٠ك ػًّ ٚاؽذ.

9

لّٕب ثزؼ ٓ١١لبئذ ٌٍّغّٛػخ أعّغ ػٍ ٗ١وً أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ.

:

ٌمذ لّٕب  ٚثشىً عّبػ ٟثزؾذ٠ذ أ٘ذافٕب ٚإعشاءاد ػٍّٕب.

;

لّذ ثزٕج ٗ١أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ إرا ٌُ ٠مِٛٛا ثبٌؼًّ ِغ ثؼغ ثشىً
ع١ذ.

<

ٌمذ لّٕب ثزٛص٠غ اٌّٙبَ ثذلخ ث ٓ١أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ .

=

رُ اعزخذاَ االخزالفبد اٌجٕبءح ث ٓ١أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ ٌٍٛطٛي اٌٟ
اخزالفبد ػبِخ فِٛ ٟاػ١غ ِؼ.ٕٗ١

>

لبَ أػؼبء اٌفش٠ك ثززو١ش ثؼؼ ُٙاٌجؼغ ٌٍؾفبظ ػٍ ٟع١ش اٌخطخ
ثبٌشىً اٌغٍ.ُ١

 20أػؼبء اٌفش٠ك رمجٍٛا اإللزشاؽبد اٌّمذِخ ِٓ االخشٚ ٓ٠دائّب ِبرُ
اٌزٛطً اٌ ٟإرفبق.
 22ف ٟأٔ ٞمبػ ٠غت أْ ٠شبسن وً أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ ف ٟاٌٛطٛي

ِٛافك ِؾب٠ذ ِؼزشع ِؼزشع
ثشذح
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إٌ ٝاعّبع ٠زفك ػٍ ٗ١اٌغّ١غ.
 27ثئػزمبد ٞأْ أػؼبء ِغّٛػز ٟلذ رؼبٛٔٚا ثشىً ع١ذ ف ٟاٌٛاعجبد
اٌّطٍٛثخ ِٕ.ُٙ
 28ثئػزمبد ٞأْ وً أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ ػٍّٛا ثشىً ِزغب ٚإلٔٙبء
اٌّّٙخ إٌّبؽخ ث.ُٙ
ٌ 29مذ لّذ ٚثشىً دٚس ٞثّزبثؼخ رمذَ أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ ف ٟأدائُٙ
ٌٍّّٙبد إٌّبؽخ ث.ُٙ
ٌ 2:مذ لّذ خالي اٌىٛسط اٌذساع ٝثبٌزٛعؾ ٌؾً اخزالفبد ثٓ١
أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ.
;ٌ 2مذ لّذ ثزٕج ٗ١أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ االخش ٓ٠ػٕذ الزشاة اٌّٛاػ١ذ
إٌٙبئ١خ ٌزغٍٚ ُ١اعجبر.ُٙ
 17وٕذ ِغؤٚال ػٓ ِزبثؼخ ع١ش خطخ اٌؼًّ.
= 2وٕذ ِغؤٚال ػٓ رؾف١ض أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ االخش.ٓ٠
>ٌ 2مذ ؽٍجذ ششؽب إػبف١ب ِٓ أػؼبء اٌفش٠ك ا٢خش ٓ٠ػٕذ رمذُ٠
سدٚد غ١ش ٚاػؾخ ثّب ف ٗ١اٌىفب٠خ.
ٌ 70مذ ؽٍجذ ششؽب إػبف١ب ِٓ أػؼبء اٌفش٠ك ا٢خش ٓ٠ػٕذ رمذُ٠
اساء غ١ش ٚاػؾخ ثّب ف ٗ١اٌىفب٠خ.
 72لّذ ثّٕبلشخ ٚإػطبء رغز٠خ ساعؼخ ألػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ االخش.ٓ٠
ٌ 77مذ لّذ ثّغبػذح أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ االخش ٓ٠ػٕذ ِٛاعٙز ُٙأ٠خ
طؼٛثبد ف ٟاٌّبدح اٌزؼٍ١ّ١خ.
ٌ 78مذ لّذ ثّغبػذح أػؼبء اٌّغّٛػخ ػٕذِب ٌُ ٠ىٓ ثّمذٚسُ٘
االعزّشاس ف ٟاٌزؼٍُ.
 79لّذ ثشىش أػؼبء اٌفش٠ك اٌز ٓ٠لبِٛا ثززو١ش ٞثّٛػذ رغٍُ١
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اٌٛاعجبد.
 7:لّذ ثشىش أػؼبء اٌفش٠ك اٌز ٓ٠لبِٛا ثغؤاٌ ٟػٓ رمذِٟ
اٌذساع.ٝ
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APPENDIX E: LEARNERS’ HANDOUT (Arabic)
 ؟PBWorks ٟف رٕشئ ؽغبة ف١و
.www.pbworks.com  طفؾخٌٝ ار٘ت إ.2

.Log in ٔخٛم٠ اٍٝ أمش ػ.7
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 .8أمش ػٍ ٝوٍّخ .Sign up

 .9ادخً ِؼٍِٛبره اٌشخظ١خ ف٘ ٟزٖ اٌظفؾخ .ادخً اعّه أ ٚاعُ اٌّغزخذَ ف ٟاٌؾمً األٚي ( ، )Nameادخً ػٕٛاْ
ثش٠ذن اإلٌىزش ٟٔٚف ٟاٌؾمً اٌضبٔ ، )Email address( ٟادخً وٍّخ اٌغش ف ٟاٌؾمً اٌضبٌش ( ، )Passwordاػذ ادخبي
وٍّخ اٌغش ف ٟاٌؾمً اٌشاثغ (.)Re-enter Password
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 .:أمش ػٍ ٝا٠مٔٛخ  .Create Accountؽز٠ ٝزُ إٔشبء ؽغبثه اٌشخظ.ٟ
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; .ثؼذد ارّبَ اٌؼٍّ١بد اٌغبثمخ  ،عٛف رظٙش ٌه طفؾخ عذ٠ذح  ،رخجشن ثبْ ؽغبة اٌشخظ ٟلذ أٔشئ  ،أظش إٌ ٝثش٠ذ
اإلٌىزشٌ ٟٔٚزشب٘ذ اٌشعبٌخ اٌزأو١ذ٠خ.
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و١ف١خ رغغ ً١اٌذخٛي ف ٟثشٔبِظ PBWorks؟
 .2ار٘ت إٌ ٝطفؾخ .www.pbworks.com

 .7أمش ػٍ ٝا٠مٔٛخ .Log in

 .8ادخً اٌجش٠ذ االٌىزش ٟٔٚف ٟاٌؾمً األٚي ( , )Email addressصُ ادخً وٍّخ اٌغش ف ٟاٌؾمً اٌضبٔ.)Password( ٟ
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 .9اػغؾ ػٍ ٝصس رغغ ً١اٌذخٛي ()Sign in

و١ف رٕشئ ِغبؽخ ٌٍؼًّ ( )Workspaceػٍ ٝطفؾخ PBWorks.com؟
 .2ال ٠غزط١غ اٌّغزخذَ إٔشبء ِغبؽخ ٌٍؼًّ إال ثؼذ ػٍّ١خ (رغغجً اٌذخٛي).
 .7ثؼذ رغغجً اٌذخٛي ثٕغبػ  ،رظٙش ٌٍّغزخذَ طفؾخ ثؼٕٛاْ ( ٚ ، )My PBWorksاٌز ٟرزُ ِٓ خالٌٙب إٔشبء ِغبؽخ
ٌٍؼًّ (.)Workspace
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 .8أمش ػٍ ٝػجبسح أشئ ِغبؽخ ٌٍؼًّ ( ، )Create a workspaceاٌظب٘شح ثبٌٍ ْٛاألصسق.

ٕ٘ .9بن صالس خ١بساد ِزبؽخ ٌٍّغزخذَ ألٔشبء ِغبؽخ ٌٍؼًّ .اٌضالس خ١بساد ِ٘ ?ٟغبؽخ اٌؼًّ األعبع١خ (، )Basic
ِغبؽخ اٌؼًّ ٌألػّبي (ِ ٚ ، )Businessغبؽخ اٌؼًّ اٌمبٔ١ٔٛخ (.(Legal
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ٕ٘ .:بن اعؼبس  ٚػشٚع خبطخ ِغبٔ١خ ٌٍّؼٍّ ٚ ٓ١سعبي األػّبي.
; .ثبٌؼغؾ ػٍ ٝخطؾ األوبد١ّ٠خ أػٍ ٝاٌظفؾخ (academic plans

اٌخبطخ ثبٌّؼٍّ.ٓ١

) ّ٠ىٓ ٌٍّغزخذَ االخز١بس ِٓ ث ٓ١اٌؼشٚع
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< .اٌخطؾ األوبد١ّ٠خ (academic plans

) رؾز ٞٛػٍِ ٝغبؽخ ػًّ أعبع١خ (ِ ٚ ،)Basicغبؽخ ػًّ ٌٍفظً اٌذساعٟ

(ِٚ ،)Classroomغبؽخ ػًّ ٌٍّٕشأد اٌزؼٍ١ّ١خ (.)Campus
= .أمش ػٍ ٝصس اخزبس ( )Selectف ٟخبٔخ ِغبؽخ اٌؼًّ االعبع١خ ( ، )Basicألٔٙب ِغبٔ١خ  ٚفِ ٟزٕبٚي اٌغّ١غ.

> .اوزت اعُ أ ٚػٕٛاْ اٌّٛلغ ثبٌٍغخ اإلٔغٍ١ض٠خ  ،ف ٟاٌخبٔخ اٌفبسغخ ِمبثً (.)Choose your address
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 .20اخزش اٌّٛافمخ ػٍ ٝاالعزخذاَ غ١ش اٌزغبس.)Agree to non-commercial use( ٞ

 .22ثؼذ رؼجئخ اعُ اٌّٛلغ  ٚاٌّٛافمخ ػٍ ٝاالعزخذاَ غ١ش اٌزغبس ،ٞأمش ػٍ ٝاٌزبٌ.)Next( ٟ

 .27ثؼذ إٌمش ػٍ ٝصس اٌزبٌ ،)Next( ٟعٛف رٕزمً ٌظفؾخ ،اخز١بس ٔظبَ األِٓ ٌّغبؽخ اٌؼًّ.
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ػجؾ ٔظبَ األِٓ فِ ٟغبؽخ اٌؼًّ?
اٌّغزخذَ ٌجشٔبِظ ٠ PBWorksغزط١غ أْ ٠ؼؾ ٔظبَ األِٓ ف ، ٗ١فؼٍ ٝعج ً١اٌّضبي ٠غزط١غ اٌّشث ٟؽظش ػذد
اٌطٍجخ  ٚعؼً خبط١خ اٌذخٛي فمؾ ٌ( ُٙاٌ٠ٛى ٟاٌخبص) ،أ ٞثّؼٕ ٝالّ٠ىٓ أل ٞشخض آخش اٌذخٛي ٌٍج١ئخ اٌزؼٍ١ّ١خ غ١ش
اٌّزؼٍّ ٓ١أٔفغ ُٙفمؾٚ ،رٌه ِٓ خالي ٔظبَ اسعبي اٌذػٛاد ػٓ ؽش٠ك اٌجش٠ذ اإلٌىزش .ٟٔٚوزٌه ٠غزط١غ اٌّشث ٟأْ ٠غؼً
اٌ٠ٛى ٟػبَ ٠ٚغزط١غ اٌغّ١غ اٌذخٛي ٌٗ ِٓ غ١ش اٌؾبعخ إٌ ٝدػٛح ػٓ ؽش٠ك اٌجش٠ذ اإلٌىزش .ٟٔٚرظٍؼ ٘زٖ اٌطش٠مخ (اٌ٠ٛىٟ
اٌؼبَ) ٌظفؾبد اٌّؼٍّ ٓ١اٌؼبِخ اٌز ٟرؾز ٞٛػٍِ ٝؼٍِٛبد ػبِخ ػٓ اٌّمشاسد ِ ٚؼٍِٛبد ػبِخ ػٓ اٌّؼٍُ.
أٔٛاع اٌ٠ٛى( ٟأٔٛاع ِغبؽبد اٌؼًّ)?
 .2اٌ٠ٛى ٟاٌخبص?
٠ظٍؼ اٌ٠ٛى ٟاٌخبص العزخذاِبد ا٢ر١خ?


اٌفظً اٌذساعٟ



اٌذٚساد اٌزذس٠ج١خ



ادساح االعزّبػذ



اداسح اٌّشبس٠غ

 .7اٌ٠ٛى ٟاٌؼبَ?
٠ظٍؼ اٌ٠ٛى ٟاٌخبص العزخذاِبد ا٢ر١خ?

108


اٌظفؾبد اٌشخظ١خ  ٚاٌؼبِخ



اإلػالْ  ٚاٌزغ٠ٛك



اٌزذٓ٠ٚ

و١ف رخزبس رؼجؾ ٔظبَ األِٓ?
أٚالً? ػجؾ ٔظبَ األِٓ ٌ٠ٛى ٟخبص (ِغبؽخ ػًّ خبطخ)?
 .2اخزش خ١بس فمؾ إٌبط اٌز ٓ٠ادػ ُ٘ٛأ ٚأٚافك ٌ ، )Only people I invite or approve( ُٙف ٟاٌغؤاي ػٓ ِٓ
ّ٠ىٕٗ ِشب٘ذح ِغبؽخ اٌؼًّ (طفؾخ اٌ٠ٛى.)ٟ

 .7عٛف رشب٘ذ رٍمبئ١ب ً ثأْ االخز١بس ٌٍغؤاي اٌضبٔ ٚ ٟاٌّزؼٍك ثبألشخبص اٌز٠ ٓ٠غزط١ؼ ْٛػًّ اػبفبد ػٍِ ٝغبؽخ اٌؼًّ
(طفؾخ اٌ٠ٛى٠ ،)ٟؾذد ٌه خ١بس ٚاؽذ  ٛ٘ٚفمؾ إٌبط اٌز ٓ٠ادػ ُ٘ٛأ ٚأٚافك ٌOnly people I invite or ( ُٙ
.)approve

109

 .8اخزش اٌّٛافمخ ػٍ ٝششٚؽ  ٚخذِبد .PBWorks

 .9اػغؾ ػٍ ٝصس أمٍٕ ٟإٌِ ٝغبؽخ اٌؼًّ اٌخبطخ ث( ٟطفؾخ اٌ٠ٛى.)Take me to my workspace( )ٟ
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صبٔ١بً? ػجؾ ٔظبَ األِٓ ٌ٠ٛى ٟػبَ (ِغبؽخ ػًّ ػبِخ)?
 .2اخزش خ١بس أ ٞشخض ( ، )Anyoneف ٟاٌغؤاي ػٓ ِٓ ّ٠ىٕٗ ِشب٘ذح ِغبؽخ اٌؼًّ (طفؾخ اٌ٠ٛى.)ٟ
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ّ٠ .7ىٕه االخز١بس ف ٟاٌغؤاي اٌضبٔ ٚ ٟاٌّزؼٍك ثبألشخبص اٌز٠ ٓ٠غزط١ؼ ْٛػًّ اػبفبد ػٍِ ٝغبؽخ اٌؼًّ (طفؾخ
اٌ٠ٛى ،)ٟث ٓ١فمؾ إٌبط اٌز ٓ٠ادػ ُ٘ٛأ ٚأٚافك ٌ ، )Only people I invite or approve( ُٙأ ٚأ ٞشخض ٌذٗ٠
ؽغبة (اشزشان) (.)Anyone with an account

 .8اخزش اٌّٛافمخ ػٍ ٝششٚؽ  ٚخذِبد .PBWorks
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 .9اػغؾ ػٍ ٝصس أمٍٕ ٟإٌِ ٝغبؽخ اٌؼًّ اٌخبطخ ث( ٟطفؾخ اٌ٠ٛى.)Take me to my workspace( )ٟ

إداسح اٌظفؾبد  ٚاٌٍّفبد
ف ٟاٌجذا٠خ ّ٠ىٓ ٌٍّغزخذَ إػبفخ ِب ٠ش٠ذ ػٍ ٝطفؾخ اٌ٠ٛى ٟاٌشئ١غ١خ ثبٌؼغؾ ػٍ ٝرؼذ."Edit" ً٠
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و١ف رٕشئ طفؾخ عذ٠ذح؟
 .2اػغؾ ػٍ ٝاٌظفؾبد  ٚاٌٍّفبد " "Pages & Filesف ٟأػٍ ٝاٌظفؾخ.
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 .7ػٕذ فزؼ ٘زٖ اٌظفؾخ  ،عٛف رغذ ٕ٘بن ّٔبرط عب٘ضح ّ٠ىٕه رؼذٍٙ٠ب  ٚاالعزفبدح ِٕٙب ٘ ،زٖ إٌّبرط ٘ ٟاٌٛاعجبد
" ، "Assignmentsاٌّمشس " ، "Courseاٌظفؾخ اٌشئ١غ١خ " ، "FrontPageاٌشش٠ؾ اٌغبٔج، "SideBar" ٟ
رٛط١ف اٌّمشس "."Syllabus
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ِالؽظخ? ّ٠ىٓ ٌٍّؼٍُ أ ٚاٌّشث ٟؽزف ِب ٠ش٠ذ ِٓ إٌّبرط اٌّمزشػ ثبخز١بس إٌّٛرط اٌّشاد ؽزفٗ ٌ ٚ ،فؼً رٌه ّ٠ىٕه رؼًٍ١
إٌّٛرط صُ اٌؼغؾ ػٍ ٝؽزف "."Delete
 .8ألٔشبء طفؾخ عذ٠ذح اػغؾ ػٍ ٝعذ٠ذ " ، "Newصُ اخزش أٔشبء طفؾخ عذ٠ذح "…"Create a page
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.9

عٛف ٠ظٙش ٌه ِغزط ً١ػٕٛأٗ أٔشبء طفؾخ عذ٠ذح "ٕ٘ ٚ ، "Create a new pageبن ِغبؽخ فبسغخ ّ٠ىٓ ٌٍّؼٍُ
ِٓ خالٌٙب رغّ١خ اٌظفؾخ اٌغذ٠ذح  ،ثىزبثخ اعُ اٌظفؾخ ف ٟاٌّغبؽخ اٌفبسغخ  ٚاٌز ٟرؾًّ ػٕٛاْ "عّ ٟطفؾزه"
"."Name your page
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 .:ثؼذ اإلٔزٙبء ِٓ رغّ١خ اٌظفؾخ اػغؾ ػٍ ٝصس أٔشئ اٌظفؾخ ""Create page

; .عزالؽع أْ اٌظفؾبد اٌغذ٠ذح عٛف رظٙش ٌه ف ٟلبئّخ وً اٌظفؾبد "ّ٠ ٚ ، "All Pagesىٕه ؽزف اٌظفؾخ
ثبعزخذاَ خبط١خ اٌؾزف اٌّزوٛسح عبثمبً.
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< .ػٕذ اٌؼغؾ ػٍ ٝاٌظفؾخ اٌغذ٠ذح ّ٠ ،ىٕه اػبفخ ِب رش٠ذ ثبعزخذاَ خبط١خ اإلػبفخ " "Editاٌّٛعٛدح ف ٟأغٍت
طفؾبد اٌ٠ٛى.ٟ
و١ف رٕشئ ٍِف عذ٠ذ؟
 .2اػغؾ ػٍ ٝاٌظفؾبد  ٚاٌٍّفبد " "Pages & Filesف ٟأػٍ ٝاٌظفؾخ.
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 .7ألٔشبء ٍِف عذ٠ذاػغؾ ػٍ ٝعذ٠ذ " ، "Newصُ اخزش أٔشبء ٍِف "…"Create a folder
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 .8عُ اٌٍّف  ،ثبٌىزبثخ ف ٟاٌّغبؽخ اٌفبسغخ.
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 .9ثؼذ رغّ١خ اٌٍّف ّ٠ ،ىٓ ٌٍّغزخذَ ؽزف ( )Deleteأ ٚرؾش٠ه ( )Moveاٌّؾز٠ٛبد ِٓ ِغزٕذاد  ،طٛس ٍِ ،فبد
...أٌخ إٌ ٝأِ ٞىبْ آخش.
 .:أ٠ؼب ً ّ٠ ،ىٓ ٌٍّغزخذَ ؽزف اٌٍّف ثأوٍّٗ ثبعزخذاَ خبط١خ ( )Delete folderأ ٚإػبدح رغّ١زٗ ثبعزخذاَ ( Rename
.)folder

و١ف رشفغ اٌٍّفبد ػٍِٛ ٝلغ PBWorks؟
 .2ار٘ت إٌ ، "Pages and files" ٝصُ اػغؾ ػٍ ٝسفغ اٌٍّفبد "."Upload files
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 .7اخزش اٌٍّف اٌّشاد سفؼٗ.
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APPENDIX F: LEARNERS’ HANDOUT (English)
How to create an account in PBWorks؟
1- Go to www.pbworks.com
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2- Click on log in

3- Click on Sign up
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4- Enter your account information on this page. Enter your name or user’s name in the first
field (Name). Enter your e-mail address in the second field. Enter your password in the
third field. You will need to repeat the password in the fourth field (Re-enter Password).
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5- Click on Create Account to create your account.
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6- A new page will pop up informing you about creating your account successfully. Check
your email for a confirming e-mail.
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How to log in to PBWorks?
1- Browse to www.pbworks.com

2- Click on Log in.
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3- Insert your e-mail address in the first box and your password in the second one.
4- Click on Sign in.

How to create your workspace on PBWorks.com?
1- Users cannot create a workspace unless they sign in.

130
2- After successfully logging in to the account, a page titled My PBWorks opens. It is on
this page that Workspace in created.

3- Click on “Create a workspace that appears in blue.

131
4- There are 3 options to select from: Basic, Business, and Legal

5- On the page, you can also see special prices, discounts, and free stuff for teachers and
businessmen.
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6- Click on (

academic plans) on the top of the page to select from various options for

teachers.

7- The

academic plans contains Basic working space, Classroom working space, and

Campus working space.
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8- Click on Select in the Basic working space. This is available for all and free of charge.

9- In the field “Choose your Address”, write the name or url for the website in English.
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10- Select the “Agree to non-commercial use”

11- After that click on Next.
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12- After clicking on Next, you will be taking to a page asking you to choose your
workspace security setting.
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Security setting in the workspace:
PBWorks users can set up security measures in it. For instance, teachers can create a private
wiki where he/she sets who can sign in to it. These who are allowed to the wiki are sent
invitations via email. Creating a public wiki is also a possibility. This wiki can be entered by
anyone interested. Such a public wiki is useful in cases like when teachers post general
information about curriculum, the teachers etc.
Wiki types (Types of Workplaces)
1- Private Wiki:
Private Wikis can be used for:
a. Classroom
b. Training Courses
c. Meetings management
d. Projects management
2- Public Wikis:
Public Wikis can be used for:
a. Personal and general profiles
b. Advertisements and marketing
c. Blogging
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Setting Security:
First: Setting Security for Private Wikis (Private Workspace):
1- Check (Only people I invite or approve) in the question (Who can view this
workspace?)

138
2- Now you will notice that by default (Only people I invite or approve) is checked in the
question (Who can edit this workspace?)

3- Check the “I agree to PBWorks terms of services.
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4- Click on “Take me to my workspace.

Second: Set up the security for the wiki (wiki workspace):
1. Chose “Anyone”, in the question of who can see the workspace (wiki page).
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2. You can choose in the second question which talks about the people who can edit the
page on the wiki workspace, between (Only people I invite or approve), or (Anyone
with an account).
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3. Select I agree to the PBWorks terms and conditions

4. Click on (Take me to my workspace).
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Pages and Files Management
First the users can add what they want on the main wiki page by clicking on the “edit”.
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How to create a new page?
1- Click on files and pages on the top of the page.
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2- There are some templates that you can edit on like "Assignments”, "Course”,
“FrontPage",”SideBar”, and "Syllabus".

Note: teachers or educators can delete what they want from the suggestions templates by
selecting the template and clicking on delete.
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3- To create a new page click on new. Then select “Create a page…".
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4- A box will appear that has a title “Create a new page”, there is an empty space that
allows teacher to name their page, by typing the name next to “Name your page”.

5- After naming the page, click on “Create page” button.
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6- You will recognize that the new page will appear in “All Pages” list, and you can delete
the page as described previously.

7- By clicking on the new page, you can add what you want by using “Edi t” which
appears in the most wiki pages.
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How to create a new file?
1- Click on “Pages & Files” on the top of the page.
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2- To create a new file, click on “New”, the chose “Create a folder…".

150
3- Name the file.

4- After naming the file, you have the option to delete or move documents, pictures,
files…etc to anywhere.
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5- Also, the user can delete the whole folder by using (Delete folder), or user can rename
it by using (Rename folder).
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How to upload files on PBWorks website?
1- Go to “Pages and Files”, and then click on “Upload files”.
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2- Chose the file that you need to upload.
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APPENDIX G: EDUCATIONAL COMMUNICATION AIDS MIDTERM EXAM
(ENGLISH)
Educational Communication Aids Midterm Exam
Answer the following questions by circling the answer that you think is right (one point
for each question)
1. Educational aids called “educational technology”, because:
a. They are clarifying what the teacher is doing.
b. It depends on the traditional nature of the aids.
c. It is part of educational situation.
d. It is visual or auditory or both of them.
2. One of the following does not belong to the foundations of teaching aids:
a. The optical properties.
b. The formula provided by the sensory.
c. The possibility of optically view.
d. Educational stimuli.
3. Arranged the following statements in consistent with the division of "Idgerdel" of
educational aids turned from the bottom to the top, by re-ordering the numbers in a
correct way.
1. (

) Learner watches or hears symbols that represent an educational experience.

2. (

) Learner deals with sensory and realistic experiences.

3. (

) Learner watches an educational experience through educational aids.

4. ( ) Learner watches sensory and realistic experiences through teacher’s
practice.
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4. “British” depends in his organizing of educational aids on:
a. The formula provided by the sensory.
b. The sensory capacity compared to the abstract.
c. The educational stimuli.
d. Not any of the above answers.
5. The advantage of “Ideling’s model” is:
a. The less educational stimuli will result effective learning.
b. The increase or decrease in the number of educational stimulus in aids does not have
an effect on learning.
c. The more educational stimuli will result effective learning.
d. Not any of the above answers.
6. "Idgerdel" believes that learners can benefit from abstract learning experiences by:
a. Doing it right.
b. Having a lot of realistic experiences.
c. Having the ability of imagination.
d. All of the above.
7. The successful educational communication process has two ways communication,
because:
a. Less interference.
b. The match of the area of expertise between sender and receiver.
c. Feedback.
d. All of the above.
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8. In educational communication process. When the teacher’s experience (sender) are the
same as learner’s experience, the communication will be:
a. Less effective.
b. Interference.
c. Successful.
d. Not any of the above answers.
9. In “Shraam’s Model” which focuses on communication in human sciences, he describes
the common experience area between sender and receiver as:
a. The total of sender and receiver’s experiences that relate to communication’s
subject.
b. The total of sender’s experiences that relate to communication’s subject.
c. The total of receiver’s experiences that relate to communication’s subject.
d. Not any of the above answers.
10. The benefit from the interactive, in educational communication process, is by:
a. The listening between teacher and students.
b. The conversation between teacher and learner within his/her area of expertise.
c. The teacher’s motivation for correct student’s response.
d.

All of the above.

11. The successful communication process between teacher and student depends on:
a. The quality and the quantity of information that student has.
b. The quality and the quantity of information that student and teacher have.
c. The quality and the quantity of information that teacher has.
d. a. The quantity of information that student and teacher have.
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12. The successful communication process between teacher and student depends on:
a. The ability of teacher and student to understand and solve the coding of massages.
b. The ability of student to understand the coding of massage that comes from teacher.
c. The ability of teacher to solve the coding of massage to send it student.
d. The ability of teacher to code the massage correctly that sends it to student.
13. The idea of “ASSURE Model” is based on:
a. Selection and application of appropriate evaluation methods for the educational
objectives.
b. Writing educational objectives as behavioral objectives.
c. Using educational technology with in lesson plan.
d. Selecting, modifying, and producing educational communication aids that support
educational objectives.
14. The learners’ characteristics play main roles in:
a. Determine the appropriate method of teaching.
b. Determine the appropriate course content.
c. Select content of course and teaching methods in appropriate way.
d. Not any of the above answers.
15. “The learner should recall at least three relative pronouns”, this behavioral objective
contains:
a. Action + criteria.
b. Action + adjective.
c. Action + adjective + criteria.
d. All of the above.
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16. There are four sequenced of use strategic teaching, technology, aids, and educational
content. Arrange these levels in a correct way by using numbers:


( ) Preparing the environment, technology, aids, and educational content.



( ) Preparing students.



( ) Review technology, aids, and educational content.



( ) Present technology, aids, and educational content.

17. In the case of selecting available technology, aids, and educational content by teacher,
he/ she should consider:
a. Educational objectives.
b. Learners’ characteristics.
c. Teaching methods.
d. All of the above.
18. There are a lot of educational stimulus that motivate students to participate in
educational situation like:
a. Verbal stimuli.
b. Visual stimuli.
c. Kinesthetic stimuli.
d. All of the above.
19. It is important to the evaluation methods to consistent with the educational objectives
fields, and the observation method is the best method to assess:
a. Psychomotor objectives.
b. Cognitive objectives.
c. Educational objectives.
d. All of the above.
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20. The role of the evaluation during the learning process is:
a. Developmental.
b. Exploratory.
c. Diagnostic.
d. Not any of the above answers.

160

APPENDIX H: EDUCATIONAL COMMUNICATION AIDS MIDTERM EXAM
(ARABIC)
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