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Abstract

The main purpose of this survey is to explore whether Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL)
constitutes a good practice in the teaching of Literature in Lyceum and in the cross-curricular approach of the
specific subject. More specifically, the contribution of the digital platform web 2.0, wiki pbworks — along with the
use of subsidiary software applications — is explored in the promotion of collaborative learning and the special
skills it develops among students. The method that was used is the field experiment, working both with an
experimental group (25 students) and with a control group (25 students). The outcome of the findings, regards the
promotion of collaborative learning, the formation of a more positive attitude towards collaboration proved to be
successful with regard to the use of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning and the application of the digital
platform of collaboration web 2.0, wiki pbworks.
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1. Introduction

Computer Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL), which is an evolution of educational technology and is
based on the social theories of social constructivism and socio-cultural theories (Koschmann, 1996), has been
implemented in the last few years, through the use of web 2.0 applications.

In the field of education today, CSCL has made its presence felt, and so far, surveys show that its use can bring
particularly positive results to the learning process. Examples of such investigations are those of Fu, Chu & Kang
(2013) who reviewed a web 2.0 platform (wiki) as a computer-supported collaborative learning environment
(CSCL) in the final grade of basic education. Also, Wang’s research (2014), which investigated whether
collaborating on a wiki can contribute to both language development and social interaction, thus emphasizing the
potential of CSCL, as well as the research by Jeong, Hmelo-Silver, Jo, and Shin (2016), which is a meta-analysis of
the research on the application of the CSCL method to STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and
Mathematics) education.

In the Greek educational reality, surveys carried out are smaller in number and limited in range. They mainly relate
to the exploration of the potential of a web 2.0 platform (wiki) in the creation of science simulation programs, the
use of the same platform in e-learning, its influence in learning through two organized activities, synthetic work
and web collaboration (Altanopoulou, 2011; Chouliara, Frentzou-Rodokanaki, & Antoniou, 2011; Mitala, 2008;
Roussinos &Tzimogiannis, 2011; Syvaka & Ginoudi, 2013). However, there are very few studies in Greece
concerning the use of CSCL during the educational process in the classroom (Geomelou, 2015; Karystinakis,
2012).

There is, therefore, relatively little research into the contribution of ICT in the educational process through the use
of CSCL. Especially in Greece, it doesn’t revolve around language courses. This study aims to fill this gap as it
involves applying the CSCL method to a language course within the classroom. The results given throughout its
course will highlight an alternative aspect of the use of technology in the educational process. Hopefully, it will
encourage researchers to explore its further use in other teaching subjects and to inform teachers about new
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possibilities of technology in education so as to be motivated to optimize it.
2. Review of Relative Studies

In the extensive literature of this study, there can be found 31 researches related to the use of the wiki platform at
all levels of education. Most of them were conducted in university departments and, therefore, concern the use of
the platform by university students, as the participants were more likely to be able to use it, since their age allowed
them to have the required knowledge and the universities had the necessary equipment. They also had the
necessary experience and maturity to be able to collaborate. The main outcomes of these surveys are summarized
below (Kyrtsoglou, 2009).

Studies on the impact of a web 2.0 platform on students’ attitudes towards collaboration, have demonstrated that
the group using the wiki platform had a significantly better attitude towards collaboration than students in the
comparison group (Altanopoulou, 2011; De Wever, Himéldinen, Voet, & Gielen, 2015; Karystinakis, 2012; Rick,
Guzdial, Holloway-Attaway, & Walker, 2002), that the wiki platform encourages a more cooperative lesson,
approaching a constructive learning model (Kyrtsoglou, 2009; Mitala, 2008; Ruth & Houghton, 2009; Wang,
2014) and that it provides educational, technological and social possibilities for collaborative learning among
students (Avci & Askar, 2012; Cho & Lim, 2017; Chouliara et al., 2011; De Wever et al., 2015; Fu et al., 2013;
Golikidou & Tzimoyiannis, 2014; Manios, 2014; Mitala, 2008; Pozidis, Manousou, & Koutsouba, 2015;
Roussinos & Tzimoyiannis, 2011; Wang, 2014), but also that different types of collaboration require different
kinds of technological support, depending on the level of education (Syvaka & Ginoudi, 2013; Wang, 2014).
Students’ attitudes towards the educational value of the wiki platform are positive and there is an increase of
participation (Avci & Askar, 2012; Cho & Lim, 2017; Fu et al., 2013; Karystinakis 2012; Roussinos &
Tzimoyiannis, 2011; Wang, 2014).

At the same time, it was found that collaboration on a wiki platform can contribute to both language development
and social interaction (Jeong et al., 2016; Wang, 2014), pointing out the possibilities of computer-supported
collaborative learning (CSCL) (Wang, 2014) in distance learning (Elgort, Smith, & Toland, 2008; Syvaka &
Ginoudi, 2013) and the sharing of knowledge (Elgort et al., 2008; Hemmi, Bayne, & Land, 2009; Kear,
Woodthorpe, Robertson, & Hutchison, 2010; Ruth & Houghton, 2009). Furthermore, the wiki platform increases
the degree of commitment among student as well as cognitive engagement, mainly in tertiary education, and
classroom monitoring (Karystinakis, 2012; Neumann & Hood, 2009), while it is considered useful, flexible, as it
promotes originality and problem-solving ability (Geomelou, 2015; Syvaka & Ginoudi, 2013) and students can
modify the content, correct their mistakes, and collaborate (Avci & Askar, 2012; Geomelou, 2015; Mitala, 2008;
Syvaka & Ginoudi, 2013).

The implementation and use of the wiki for knowledge management depends on familiarizing trainers and trainees
with technology, the degree of planning, the number of students and the teachers’ ability to stimulate students
(Chouliara et al., 2011; Notari, 2006; Raman, Ryan, & Olfman, 2005).

In certain surveys on student participation in a web 2.0 platform, it was noted that there was some resistance to
participation and collaboration on the wiki platform (Golikidou & Tzimoyiannis, 2014) due to lack of motivation
(Cole, 2009; Ebner, Kickmeier-Rust, & Holzinger, 2008) and as a result of competition and insecurity (Guzdial,
Ludovice, Realff, Morley & Carroll, 2002; Kear, Woodthorpe, Robertson, & Hutchison, 2010; Raitman, Augar, &
Zhou, 2005), which stemmed from the participants’ lack of experience in collaborative environments (Guzdial et
al., 2002; Manios, 2014) and the need for technical improvements to the wiki platform operations (Cole, 2009;
Ebner et. al., 2008; Fu et al., 2013; Kear et al., 2010; Raitman et al., 2005), although there were no cases of
participants attempting to alter content (Raitman et al., 2005). Meanwhile, there was difficulty in collaboration of
students from different schools, participants preferred to work alone (Elgort et al., 2008; Engstrom & Jewett, 2005;
Hemmi et al., 2009) and the subject was approached superficially, except for the case of students in smaller groups,
in which the results were positive (Engstrom & Jewett, 2005).

3. Theoretical Framework

Collaborative learning has been incorporated into education to exploit the benefits of collaboration and to socialize
trainees. There are two categories of cooperative learning approaches in the literature: The socio-constructivist
approach, based on Piaget’s theories and the socio-cultural approach, influenced by Vygotsky’s theory through the
prism of collective intelligence (Slavin, 1995, 1996).

According to Slavin (1995), learning based on collaboration involves techniques in which participants work and
learn as team members to achieve a common goal. Johnson and Johnson (1975) focus on the concept of common
goal as the prime feature of collaborative learning, while Dillenbourg (1999) distinguishes collaboration from
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cooperation.

Technology, as a cooperative mediator, should be seen not simply as a facilitator of collaborative learning but also
as a factor that reforms human action. Therefore, mediative technology could transform the nature of
collaboration. Consequently, technology has an effect on collaborative learning and can restructure it. It also offers
the possibility to control the process of collaboration, the members’ level of participation and the type of
participation. Meaning, it records the contribution of each group member to the final product and to the process,
making it possible to study the entire procedure and have access to feedback (Gianoutsou & Trouki, 2008).

On the other hand, advancements in the field of cognition and cognitive development lead to the acceptance of the
social character of learning and the framework for cognitive activity (Littleton & Light, 1999). Thus, the creation
of cooperative activities around and through the computer begins, as cognitive theory points to the need to design
environments that facilitate interaction and collaborative learning (Brown & Campione, 1996; Vosniadou, 1996),
making the development of computer-supported collaborative learning inevitable. The first appearance of
computer-supported collaborative learning took place in 1989, in a NATO workshop and today, it is one of the
most prominent developing branches of Educational Technology (Karassavides & Komis, 2008).

At the same time, Koschmann (1996) considers Computer Supported Collaborative Learning to be the fourth stage
of the evolution of educational technology and integrates it into the social theories of social constructivism and
socio-cultural theories. Lipponen and Lallimo (2004), in their attempt to find common points among successful
examples of computer-assisted collaborative learning, emphasize on the role of designing the appropriate teaching
method, on which cooperative technology will be based. They present the need for designed learning activities and
emphasize the importance of the framework, the tool mediation and the practices followed (Karassavides &
Komis, 2008). In this approach, the educator is transformed from a knowledge authority into a student’s counselor
in the discovery, construction and sharing of knowledge (Marantos, 2001). An environment that implements CSCL
enables students to take responsibility within the distinctive roles of a group. However, it requires a different
culture in the classroom, as it supports knowledge through a different prism and requires a different approach from
the teacher (Doyle, 1986).

Nowadays, Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning acquires new modern technological environments that
mediate communication and support social interaction (Avouris, Dimitracopoulou, & Komis, 2003), which are
linked to the development of the internet and web 2.0 (Komis, 2004).

Web 2.0 technologies focus on users. They support student-centered teaching, as the wiki approach is a bottom-up
approach. On wiki platforms, users are also writers and knowledge is shared, creating the right conditions for
collaboration and interaction. The trainee from a passive receiver becomes an active creator and builds knowledge.

4. Purpose and Research Questions

The main purpose of this study, which is part of a wider research effort, is to investigate the effectiveness of
Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning method’s contribution in the teaching of Modern Greek Literature in
Lyceum. In particular, the work aims to explore the contribution of the digital platform web 2.0 wiki pbworks - but
also of subsidiary software and applications - to the teaching of Modern Greek Literature in Lyceum and to
promote collaborative learning and the skills it cultivates among students.

The individual research questions that we’ll attempt to answer are:

1) Can the use of an online, collaborative tool such as web 2.0 platform wiki pbworks enhance collaboration
among students and consequently contribute to their skill development?

2)  Are there any differences in the enhancement of collaboration and skill development between the students
who used the wiki pbworks platform in their teaching, compared to students whose teaching was not
supported by this tool?

5. Methodology

This paper presents some of the results of a broader research conducted in a public secondary school in the
prefecture of Attica in December 2016. This study is a field experiment, with an Experimental Group and a Control
Group. The experimental group was taught by the cooperative method and each group of students had a computer
with an internet connection (workstation), while the control group was taught by the cooperative method without
access to a computer. The survey was conducted from 10 October 2016 to 20 December 2016 and lasted thirteen
teaching hours.

The sample selected for the experiment consists of fifty (50) second grade General Lyceum students in the
prefecture of Attica. They are two of the six General Education classes of this particular Lyceum. They were
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selected as such, because Literature, which is the research field, is a General Education course. The researcher had
at his disposal both the experimental team and the control group as a teacher in the specific classes. That is why
these two classes (B1 and B2) of the second grade of the Lyceum were chosen to be used as a sample of the present
study. Specifically, the twenty-five students (25) of the B1 class are the Experimental Group. The twenty-five (25)
B2 class students are the Control Group. In the experimental group, there are 8 boys and 17 girls (32% and 68%,
respectively). In the control group there are also 8 boys and 17 girls (32% and 68%, respectively). The groups,
therefore, are gender-equivalent, but the number of girls is superior. The age of the pupils varies between 16-17
years, as they are students of the second grade of Lyceum.

The two groups (experimental group and control group), are as equal as possible in terms of performance. In order
to evaluate this, we took into account the students’ performance in the course of Modern Greek Literature, as well
as their overall performance during the previous school year. It should be noted that the grades of the previous
year’s grades were used as a criterion for assessing the pupils’ initial school performance. The survey started in
October, at the beginning of the new school year, therefore, those were the most recent indicators of their
performance.

Web 2.0 platform, wiki pbworks as well as individual subsidiary tools (word processor, presentation software,
video creating software, internet, browser software) are used as the main technology tools. More specifically, the
research tools used in the context of this research are the following:

a. Student Activity Assessment Rubrics, which are completed by the teacher separately for each group and for each
student after the experiment and the completion of the activities.

The  activity  assessment  rubric used in  this survey is an  adaptation  from:
https://www.sandi.net/staff/i2 1 -interactive-classroom/i2 1 -interactive-classroom (Last recovered on 16/9/2016).

In detail, the teacher completes a Collaboration Assessment Rubric for each student in both the Experimental
Group and the Control Group. Criteria relating to the educator’s contribution to the team, responsibility, coverage
of obligations etc. are also evaluated.

The conclusions of this rubric will be studied in conjunction with the self-assessment collaboration rubrics,
completed by the students. The elements that will result from the comparison between the data of the assessment
rubrics of the co-operation between students of the two groups, will be used to answer our second research
question that explores the differentiation in broadening the co-operation among pupils and in cultivating the skills
they develop among them as a result of this collaboration, among the pupils who used the wiki pbworks platform in
their teaching, in relation to students whose teaching was not supported by this tool.

b. Student collaboration assessment rubrics, which are completed by the students of both groups before and after
the didactic intervention to evaluate the collaboration. The collaboration assessment rubric used in this survey is an
adjustment from:

https://www2.uwstout.edu/content/profdev/rubrics/secondaryteamworkrubric.html (last accessed on 4/9/2016).

More specifically, an assessment rubric of cooperation in the pre-evaluation phase was used in this research. It is
filled out by the students before the experiment, in order to record their attitudes about cooperative teaching and
group work. At the end of the experiment, in the evaluation process, the same rubric is given and filled out by the
students. In particular, it is the self-assessment of students, always in relation to their attitude towards group
teaching and work, after their participation in the experiment. The goal of using a double rubric assessment of
student collaboration is to collect data that will answer our first research question whether the use of an online,
collaborative tool such as a pbworks platform, which belongs to the web 2.0 category, contributes to widening
co-operation between pupils and the cultivation of pupils’ skills as a result of this collaboration.

In this survey, we tested Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL) in the cross-curricular approach of
teaching Modern Greek Literature in General Lyceum.

Research was carried out through the implementation of didactic intervention, in the form of a training scenario.
The scenario is divided into three sections, which represent three different literary texts. It’s based on the SE
Instructional Model (Bybee, 1997) founded on the constructivism-based Atkin, and Karplus (1962) model. Its
purpose is to encourage students to enrich their initial thinking with additional knowledge and eventually change
any misconceptions they have. Model 5E is divided into five learning phases: Engagement, Exploration,
Explanation, Elaboration, Evaluation.

The research began when the pending appointment of teacher’s was settled and the lesson timetable stabilized in
the school unit where the study was conducted, and ended with the advent of December holidays, as the winter

161



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 12, No. 3; 2019

four-month course was completed. Although the investigation period was 2.5 months, the actual time of the
research was relatively limited, thirteen hours in total. Finally, the subject matter of the course was relatively small,
as it concerned the teaching of three literary texts.

6. Results

6.1 Research Question 1: Attitudes of Experimental Group Students Related to Working in Groups (Before and
After the Didactic Intervention)

The participants completed a collaboration assessment rubric before the experiment was conducted. After the
completion of the didactic intervention, the same collaboration assessment rubric was redistributed to the students.
Their comparison would show any changes in the attitudes and views of students on collaboration.

The processing of the collaboration assessment rubric, which was completed by the students of the experimental
group before the experiment, shows that, with a maximum rating of 60 points (12 criteria with a maximum of 5 for
each), students gather from 34 (1 student) to 60 (1 student) points. The majority of students (15 students) gather
from 46 to 52 points. More specifically, with a maximum score of 125 points (25 students * 5 points per proposal)
the preference for cooperation scores 77 points, efficiency 89 points, confidence in cooperation 105 points,
communication in teamwork 91 points, the contribution of ideas to the group 109 points, compliance with the rules
of the dialogue 111 points, participation in the group 109 points, participation in the teamwork 103 points, the
degree of cooperation with other members 103 points, the physical presence in the group during the project 91
points, motivating other members 101 points and attitude to problem solving 121 points.

The teacher filled out the collaboration assessment rubric by using the Recent Activity mode of wiki pbworks
platform, which recorded each user’s activity on the platform, but also by observing the students’ activities in the
classroom. The rubric’s results show that, with a maximum score of 35 points (7 criteria with a maximum of 5 for
each), the students gather from 17 (1 student) to 35 (5 students) points. More specifically, with a maximum score of
125 degrees (25 pupils * 5 points per criterion), collection of information gathers 95 points, 103 points for
contribution of information to the group, 99 points for task performance, 95 points for participation in group
assignments, 103 points for the degree of communication with group members, 107 points for conflict with other
team members and 105 points for collaboration. The results of the collaboration assessment rubric, completed by
the teacher, are presented per criterion in the table below (Table 1).

Table 1. Results of the collaboration assessment rubric of the experimental group during didactic intervention

Moderate Good Excellent

Criterion - - - core
1 Point 3 Points 5 Points
Collection of information 5 5 15 95
Contribution of information to the group 2 7 16 103
Task performance 1 11 13 99
Participation in group assignments 2 11 12 95
Communication with group members 0 11 14 103
Conlflict with other members of the group 0 9 16 107
Collaboration 0 10 15 105

After the didactic intervention was over, the students of the experimental group were distributed the same
collaboration assessment rubric they had completed before the experiment had begun.

Comparing the experimental group students’ results in collaboration assessment rubrics, before and after the

experiment, there are differentiations, as shown by the percentage sign in the parentheses.

In detail, with a maximum score of 125 points (25 students * 5 points for each criterion) the collaboration rate
increases from 77 points to 101 points after the experiment (+ 19%), the effectiveness moves from 89 to 93 points
(+ 3%), confidence in collaboration gathered 105 points before and 103 after the experiment (-2%),
communication during the group assignment increased from 91 to 103 points (+ 9%), the contribution of ideas to
the group gathered 109 points before and 117 after the intervention (+ 7%), compliance with the rules of the
dialogue noted 111 points before and 117 after (+ 5%), participation in the group scored 109 points before and 119
after (+ 8%), the degree of participation in the group assignment was rated with 103 points before and 115 after (+
10%), the degree of cooperation with the other members gathered 103 points before and 105 after (+ 2%), the
physical presence in the group during the assignment increased from 91 to 105 points (+11) %), motivation of

162



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 12, No. 3; 2019

other members noted 101 degrees before and 119 after the experiment (+ 14%) and the attitude towards problem
solving was marked with 121 points before and 121 after the didactic intervention (0%). The results of the
students’ answers in the assessment rubrics before and after the experiment, are presented comparatively in the
following table. As can be seen from the table, the last two columns refer to the total score of the rubric before and
after the didactic intervention (Table 2).

Table 2. Comparative presentation of the results of the experimental group students’ responses in the collaboration
assessment rubrics

Moderate Good Excellent Score
Question 1 Point 3 Points 5 Points 125 Points

Before After Before After Before After Before After

. . 4 0 16 12 5 13 77 101

Attitude towards collaboration

16% 0 64% 48% 20% 52% 62% 81%

. . 1 0 16 16 8 9 89 93

Effectiveness in group work
4% 0% 64% 64% 32% 36% 71% 74%
Confidence during 2 0 6 11 17 14 105 103
collaboration 8% 0% 24% 44% 68% 56% 84% 82%
Communication during group 2 0 13 11 10 14 91 103
project 8% 0% 52% 44% 40% 56% 73% 82%
Contribution of ideas to the 1 0 6 4 18 21 109 117
group 4% 0% 24% 16% 72% 84% 87% 94%
Compliance with the rules of 0 0 7 4 18 21 111 117
the dialogue in the group 0% 0% 28% 16% 72% 84% 89% 94%
Participation in the group with 0 0 8 3 17 22 109 119
answers/ explanations 0% 0% 32% 12% 68% 88% 87% 95%
Participation during group 0 0 11 5 14 20 103 115
assignment 0% 0% 44% 20% 56% 80% 82% 92%
Collaboration with other group 0 0 11 10 14 15 103 105
members 0% 0% 44% 40% 56% 60% 82% 84%
Physical presence in the group 3 0 11 10 11 15 91 105
during the assignment 12% 0% 44% 40% 44% 60% 73% 84%
L 0 0 12 3 13 22 101 119
Motivation of other members

0% 0% 48% 12% 52% 88% 81% 95%

Attitude towards problem 0 0 2 2 23 23 121 121
solving 0% 0% 8% 8% 92% 92% 97% 97%

6.2 Research Question 2: Differences in Collaboration Between the Students of the Two Groups

Comparing the results of the collaboration assessment rubric, filled out by the teacher, for the experimental group
and the control group (Table 3) shows that, with a maximum score of 125 points (25 pupils * 5 points per rubric
criterion) shows the following outcomes: collection of information gathers 95 points for the experimental group
and 91 for the control group, contribution of information of gathers 103 points for the experimental group and 95
for the control group, task performance collected 99 points for the experimental group and 91 for the control group,
participation in group assignments noted 95 points for the experimental group and 99 for the control group, the
degree of communication with other members scores 103 points for the experimental group and 123 for the control
group, conflict with other group members gathered 107 points in the experimental group and 125 in the control
group and cooperativeness reached 105 degrees for the experimental group and 123 for the control group.
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Table 3. Comparative presentation of collaboration assessment results between students of the experimental group
and students of the control group

Experimental Group Control Group
Criterion Score Score

Collection of information 95 91
Contribution of information to the group 103 95
Task performance 99 91
Participation in group assignments 95 99
Communication with the rest of the group 103 123
Conflict with other members of the group 107 125
Collaboration 105 123

Comparing the results of the assessment rubric filled out by the students of both the experimental group and the
control group (Table 4) shows that the positive attitude towards cooperation differs after the didactic intervention;
+19% for the experimental group and +2% for the control group. The degree of efficiency after the didactic
intervention increases by +3% for the experimental group and +6% for the control group. Confidence during
collaboration after the didactic intervention decreases by -2% for the experimental group and -2% for the control
group. The communication during group assignments after the completion of the experiment increases by +9% for
the experimental group and +3% for the control group. The contribution of ideas to the group after the didactic
intervention is higher by +7% for the experimental group and +3% for the control group. Compliance to the rules
of the dialogue differs after the didactic intervention increasing by +5% for the experimental group and 0% for the
control group. The degree of participation after the experiment is +8% for the experimental group and 0% for the
control group. The degree of participation during group projects is increased by +10% for the experimental group
and +5% for the control group. Collaborating with the other group members after the didactic intervention is
higher by +2% for the experimental group and +10% for the control group. The physical presence in the group
during the project is different after the intervention by +11% for the experimental group and by +8% for the control
group. Motivation of other group members, after the experiment is 14% higher for the experimental group and 0%
for the control group. The attitude to problem solving after the didactic intervention is 0% in the experimental
group and 0% in the control group.
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Table 4. Comparative presentation of collaboration assessment results between students of the experimental group
and students of the control group

Experimental Group Control Group
Score Score
Question 125 Points 125 Points
Before After Before After
. . 77 101 99 101
Attitude towards collaboration
62% 81% 79% 81%
. . 89 93 85 93
Effectiveness in group work
71% 74% 68% 74%
. . 105 103 105 103
Confidence during collaboration
84% 82% 84% 82%
L . . 91 103 99 103
Communication during group assignments
73% 82% 79% 82%
L . 109 117 115 119
Contribution of ideas to the group
87% 94% 92% 95%
. 111 117 117 117
Acceptance of criticism from the group
89% 94% 94% 94%
T . . 109 119 117 117
Participation in the group with answers/explanations
87% 95% 94% 94%
. . 103 115 99 105
Participation in the group project
82% 92% 79% 84%
. . 103 105 55 101
Collaboration with the rest of the group
82% 84% 44% 81%
. . . 91 105 91 101
Physical presence during the project
73% 84% 73% 81%
L 101 119 115 115
Motivation of other members
81% 95% 92% 92%
. . 121 121 119 119
Attitude to problem solving
97% 97% 95% 95%

7. Discussion
7.1 Research Question 1

The conclusion drawn from the observation of the collaboration assessment rubric’s results of the students of the
experimental group, which was filled out by the teacher, is that pupils’ development of collaboration skills, as
members of their teams, was good to excellent in all the criteria, as scores ranged from 95/125 points to 107/125
points.

The comparison of the collaboration assessment rubric, filled out by the students of the experimental group before
and after the didactic intervention, shows that, after the experiment, the attitude towards collaboration is a lot more
positive, while the efficiency shows less of an increase. At the same time, students communicate more within their
groups, contribute with more ideas, follow the rules of dialogue to a higher degree, participate more in the group
and in their project, work more closely, are present in the group, and motivate other members more. Their attitude
to problem solving remains steadily high, while confidence in collaboration presents a slight decrease.

The result is in line with the literature, since, according to Kassotakis and Flouris (2006), surveys conducted in the
USA have shown, amongst other positive findings for computer learning, that it also encourages collaborative
learning and sociability among students, because it facilitates the exchange of information and creates conditions
for teamwork. Meanwhile, web 2.0 technology takes the concept of collaboration to new dimension, adding to live
communication and also to the remote synchronous and asynchronous communication (Avouris et al., 2008). At
the same time, it’s in accordance with the study by De Wever et al., (2015), which found important positive
elements related to collaborative group activities and students’ feelings of shared responsibility

7.2 Research Question 2

The comparison of the collaboration assessment rubric’s results of both the students of the experimental and the
control group, conducted by the teacher, shows that the experimental group achieved a slightly higher score than
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the control group but a lower overall score.

Comparing the results of the collaboration assessment rubrics, which were completed by students of both teams
before and after the didactic intervention, pointed out that the experimental group presents a fairly high positive
attitude on cooperation, unlike the control group, whose opinions towards collaboration were positive, but to a
much lesser extent. Specifically, the variation in the experimental group ranged from 2% to 19% per criterion,
while the control group differentiation ranged from 2% to 8% per criterion. It is also worth mentioning that the
views of the students of both groups differ negatively, from 84% to 82%, only on the criterion of confidence
towards collaboration.

The result is in line with the research by Fu et al. (2013), according to which, the wiki platform provided
educational, technological and social opportunities for collaborative learning among students.

8. Conclusions

As far as the first research question is concerned, after the conduction of the experiment, the experimental group
students tend to cooperate much more than they used to. They communicate effectively, share their ideas with the
other members of the group, and comply to the rules of dialogue much more than before the didactic intervention.
They participate within their group, they always complete their assignments, let the others do their share of work
and stay firm in the team more than before the experiment. They encourage the other members of the team much
more vividly than before the didactic intervention and remain firm in their intention to help solve problems in the
group. Therefore, the use of the digital web 2.0 platform, wiki pbworks, helps increase student collaboration, both
inside and outside the school environment.

Comparing the rubric results, filled out by the teacher, of the experimental group with those of the control group, it
was found that the control group had a more positive attitude towards collaboration as a whole, although they fell
short in certain criteria. Additionally, from the comparison of the results of the collaboration rubric, completed by
the students of the experimental group before and after the experiment, with those completed by the students of the
control group before and after the didactic intervention, it was found that the students of the experimental group
show a higher positive differentiation in their views regarding collaboration compared to the control team.
Meanwhile, the views of the control group concerning collaboration are also more positive than before. Both
groups, in other words, transform their views on the most positive towards collaboration; hence, they’re positive
for a school group project as a teaching method. Changes, however, are not the same for both groups. In the
experimental group, the differentiation is very high, while in the control group it’s relatively small.

Therefore, the implementation of the collaborative method with the support of a computer with Internet access and
digital collaboration web 2.0 platform, wiki, pbworks developed more positive attitudes among experimental
group students towards collaboration and skills developed through this approach, in relation to teaching with the
collaborative method without a computer, which was the way the control group was taught.

9. Suggestions—Constraints

Despite the positive results from using the web 2.0 platform (wiki pbworks) aiming to develop student
collaboration, there are some limitations worth mentioning. The sample of the survey, which consisted of 50
students, was relatively small. Using a larger sample would reinforce the credibility of the survey. At the same
time, there were time constraints which did not allow further duration of the research program. Finally, as in every
survey, the participants, in this case students, may not have been completely honest in their responses of their
experience, linking the conduct of the survey to sitting an exam.

The constraints mentioned earlier in the chapter of methodology lead to the following suggestions for further
research. The present research was conducted only in the teaching of the Literature course to students of the second
grade of Lyceum. Future studies could examine the effectiveness of the web 2.0 platform (wiki pbworks) in the
teaching of other subjects to students of smaller and / or older classes. In addition, future surveys could use a
combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches, and more specifically to conduct personal interviews with
students, teachers, and students’ parents.

In addition, the sample, as mentioned, consisted, in both groups, of nine boys and sixteen girls. The fact that the
number of girls was twice that of boys could have influenced the results of the survey. It would be interesting to
have a similar investigation in a sample with an equal number of boys and girls.

The next phase could be the setting up of a more extensive program of interventions, which, other than lasting
longer, will also include teaching in more cognitive subjects. The implementation of such a program in more
classes and the comparative study of the data should provide a more complete picture of the effectiveness of the
web 2.0 platform (wiki pbworks) regarding other aspects of the didactic-learning process, such as the exploration

166



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 12, No. 3; 2019

of its contribution to the mobilization of students, the development of more positive attitudes towards school and
learning as a result of its implementation, and others.

It would also be interesting to further examine this topic by using another online collaboration tool to determine the
value of the tool used in this study by comparing them.
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