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ABSTRACT  

The recent surge in studies and literature on the use of wikis and other Web 2.0 tools 

in language learning emphasizes the pedagogical benefits of using these tools for 

collaborative writing tasks in the Foreign Language classroom. Nonetheless, existing 

research regarding collaborative writing projects involving more than two writers is 

limited. This may, in part, be due to the fact that writing is a complex and challenging 

act which becomes even more so when it is collaborative and involves more than two 

people. Furthermore, the implementation of a wiki or any other digital collaborative 

writing tool may serve to complicate rather than facilitate it even more. This 

dissertation presents a mixed methods case study of the use of a wiki for a 

collaborative writing project carried out in the English for Tourism classroom at the 

higher education level. The subjects of the study, 63 first-year students enrolled in a 

4-year degree program in Tourism Studies at a private institution in Barcelona, were 

participants of an English for Tourism language course divided into 3 different class 

groups based on language proficiency and led by 3 different teachers. A total of 18 

small working groups of 3 or 4 students participated in the project known as 

Touripedia which took place over a 6 month period divided into 3 project phases. 

Findings from this study reveal how student use and perceptions of the wiki tool 

differ according to the three phases of the collaborative writing project. The 

overriding goal of this research is to provide understanding of how the wiki 

influences learner processes and perceptions when involved in a collaborative writing 

task. By offering insight and guidelines which increase learning opportunities and 

minimize the challenges of effective use of the wiki tool, this study also aims to assist 

language teachers considering the implementation of such activities into their own 

classrooms and may also help software designers to better understand the needs of 

both learners and teachers for the continued development of collaborative tools which 

specifically facilitate language learning processes.    
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ABSTRACT (CATALÀ) 

El recent augment en els estudis i la literatura sobre l’ús de wikis i altres eines de la 

Web 2.0 en l’aprenentatge d’idiomes emfatitza els beneficis pedagògics de la utilització 

d’aquestes eines per a les tasques d’escriptura de col·laboració a l’aula de llengua 

estrangera. No obstant això, l’existent recerca és encara escassa, doncs són pocs els 

projectes d’escriptura col·laborativa  amb més de dos escriptors que s’han desenvolupat 

fins ara. Això pot ser degut al fet que l’escriptura és un acte complex i desafiant, el qual 

es torna encara més difícil quan es tracta d’un treball col·laboratiu i involucra a més de 

dues persones. A més d’això, la implementació d’un wiki o d’una altra eina de 

col·laboració digital pot servir per complicar en lloc de facilitar encara més. Aquesta 

tesi presenta un estudi de cas de mètodes mixtos sobre l'ús d'un wiki per a un projecte 

d'escriptura col·laborativa dut a terme a l'aula d'Anglès per al Turisme a nivell 

d'educació superior. Els subjectes d'estudi, 63 estudiants de primer any matriculats en 

un programa de grau de 4 anys d'Estudis Turístics en una institució privada a Barcelona, 

van ser els participants d'un curs de llengua anglesa per al Turisme dividits en 3 grups 

diferents basats en el domini de l'idioma i ensenyats per 3 professors diferents. Un total 

de 18 petits grups de treball d'entre 3 o 4 alumnes van participar en el projecte conegut 

com Touripedia, el qual va ser dut a terme durant un període de 6 mesos dividit en 3 

fases del projecte. Els resultats d'aquest estudi posen de manifest com les reaccions dels 

alumnes sobre l'ús de l'eina difereixen d'acord a les fases i les etapes del projecte 

d'escriptura col·laborativa. L'objectiu primordial d'aquesta investigació és proporcionar 

comprensió sobre com l'ús d'un wiki influeix en els processos i en les percepcions de 

l'aprenent quan participa en una tasca d'escriptura col·laborativa. En oferir una visió i 

unes directrius que augmenten les oportunitats d'aprenentatge i minimitzen els 

desafiaments de l'ús efectiu de l'eina wiki, aquest estudi també té com a objectiu ajudar 

els professors d'idiomes tenint en compte l'aplicació de tals activitats en les seves 

pròpies aules, així com també pot ajudar els dissenyadors de software per a comprendre 

millor les necessitats dels alumnes i dels professors per al desenvolupament continu 

d'eines de col·laboració que facilitin específicament els processos d'aprenentatge 

d'idiomes. 

 

 

 

 



iii 
 

ABSTRACT (ESPAÑOL) 

El reciente aumento en los estudios y la literatura sobre el uso de wikis y otras 

herramientas de la Web 2.0 en el aprendizaje de idiomas enfatiza los beneficios 

pedagógicos de la utilización de estas herramientas para las tareas de escritura de 

colaboración en el aula de lengua extranjera. Sin embargo,  la existente investigación es 

todavía escasa, pues son pocos los proyectos de escritura colaborativa con más de dos 

escritores que se han desarrollado hasta ahora. Esto puede ser debido, en parte, a que la 

escritura es un acto complejo y desafiante, el cual se vuelve aún más difícil cuando se 

trata de un trabajo colaborativo e involucra a más de dos personas. Además de esto, la 

implementación de un wiki o de otra herramienta de colaboración digital puede servir 

para complicar en lugar de facilitar aún más. Esta tesis presenta un estudio de caso de 

métodos mixtos sobre el uso de un wiki para un proyecto de escritura colaborativa 

llevado a cabo en el aula de Inglés para el Turismo a nivel de educación superior. Los 

sujetos de estudio, 63 estudiantes de primer año matriculados en un programa de grado 

de 4 años de Estudios Turísticos en una institución privada en Barcelona, fueron los 

participantes de un curso de lengua Inglesa para el Turismo divididos en 3 grupos 

distintos basados en el dominio del idioma y enseñados por 3 profesores diferentes. Un 

total de 18 pequeños grupos de trabajo de entre 3 o 4 alumnos participaron en el 

proyecto conocido como Touripedia, el cual fue llevado a cabo durante un período de 6 

meses dividido en 3 fases del proyecto. Los hallazgos de este estudio ponen de 

manifiesto cómo las reacciones de los alumnos sobre el uso de la herramienta difieren 

de acuerdo a las fases y las etapas del proyecto de escritura colaborativa. El objetivo 

primordial de esta investigación es proporcionar comprensión sobre cómo el uso de un 

wiki influye en los procesos y en las percepciones del aprendiz cuando participa en una 

tarea de escritura colaborativa. Al ofrecer una visión y unas directrices que aumentan las 

oportunidades de aprendizaje y minimizan los desafíos del uso efectivo de la 

herramienta wiki, este estudio también tiene como objetivo ayudar a los profesores de 

idiomas teniendo en cuenta la aplicación de tales actividades en sus propias aulas, así 

como también puede ayudar a los diseñadores de software para comprender mejor las 

necesidades de los alumnos y de los profesores para el desarrollo continuo de 

herramientas de colaboración que faciliten específicamente los procesos de aprendizaje 

de idiomas. 

 

 

 



iv 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The undertaking of a research and writing project such as this is, in itself, a complicated, 

complex and often overwhelming activity. In my case, this was particularly so. That so many 

hours of effort, work and research have materialized into a completed work is no small feat. 

But, it has only been made possible with the collaboration, cooperation, support and assistance 

of many wonderful people who blessed my life with their participation in this project with 

contributions, big and small.  Indeed, without them, I seriously wonder if this dissertation would 

have even been possible at all.  

First and foremost, I wish to express my gratitude to all of the students and teachers at CETA, 

the participants of this research, who have made it possible from the very start. Thanks to your 

participation, I have learned firsthand how effective and empowering true collaboration can 

be! 

I also wish to acknowledge the constant support and understanding of my colleagues and 

companions of the Universitat de Barcelona, Departament de DLL, headed by Joan Perera 

Parramón, tutor of this dissertation. I started this project here in this department and thanks to 

your constant support and understanding I have been able to finish it here, as well. Thank 

you all SO MUCH for making me feel valued as a fellow colleague, academic and 

companion.  

A very special thank you is deserved by so many people who have helped out at various stages 

in the process of this research. Among them, Tara Thomson, Raul Álvarez, Eva Marín, Lourdes 

Gil, and Patricia Pinilla stand out.  Thanks to your generous assistance this dissertation has 

the shape and look that it has finally achieved.  Patricia, you were my godsend! 

Deep, heartfelt and loving gratitude belongs to my family, my daughter Cristina, my sister 

Theresa, and my niece Andrea. As my most reliable and constant collaborators, you also bring 

meaning to my life. Without your love, encouragement and understanding, none of this 

would have been possible.  

And last, but not least, I wish to express my humble gratitude to the director of this dissertation, 

Joan-Tòmas Pujolà i Font.  Thank you so much for all of the guidance, patience, support and 

encouragement that you provided along the way. I can’t think of anyone better to have 

accompanied me throughout this process. You have been amazing in your role as director, 

facilitator, guide ... and friend.  Words cannot express how grateful I am!  

 



v 
 

Using Wikis for Collaborative Writing in the English for Tourism Classroom 

 

Table of Contents 

List of Tables ............................................................................................................. ix 

 

List of Figures ............................................................................................................ x 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction .............................................................................................. 1 

 

Chapter 2: Learning and Teaching Theories in ELT ................................................. 9  

 

2.1. An Overview of Teaching and Learning Theories ............................................. 9 

2.2. Methods and Approaches Applied to Language Teaching ................................. 10 

2.2.1. Communicative Language Teaching ................................................... 11  

2.2.2. Task-Based Language Teaching .......................................................... 13          

2.3. Sociocultural Theory .......................................................................................... 15 

2.3.1. Collaborative Learning  ....................................................................... 17 

2.4. Learning Theories for the Digital Age ............................................................... 22 

  

Chapter 3: Writing in Foreign Language Teaching ................................................... 27  

 

3.1. The Complex Nature of Writing ......................................................................... 27  

3.1.1. Writing in a Foreign Language ............................................................ 28 

3.2. Approaches to Teaching and Researching Writing in ELT ................................ 30  

3.2.1. A Focus on Text ................................................................................... 30 

3.2.2. A Focus on Process .............................................................................. 31 

3.2.3. A Focus on Context ............................................................................. 33 

3.3. A Focus on Digital Tools ................................................................................... 34 

3.3.1. Teaching Writing in the Digital Age ................................................... 35  

3.3.2. The Integration of Writing with Other Skills ...................................... 37 

3.4. Collaborative writing .......................................................................................... 37 

 

Chapter 4:  Wikis in Education and Foreign Language Learning ............................. 39  

 

4.1. An Overview of CALL ....................................................................................... 39 

4.1.1. A Definition of CALL ......................................................................... 40 

4.1.2. A History of CALL .............................................................................. 41 

4.1.3. CALL research ..................................................................................... 43 

4.2. The Wiki as a Web 2.0 tool ................................................................................ 48    

4.2.1. The Origin and Functionality of Wikis ................................................ 50  

4.3. Wikis in Education and Language Learning ...................................................... 51   

4.3.1. Wikis in Education .............................................................................. 51  

4.3.2. Wikis in Language Learning ............................................................... 56   

               

 

Chapter 5: Research Objectives and Questions ......................................................... 63 

 



vi 
 

5.1. The Research Objectives ........................................................................ 63  

5.2. The Research Questions ......................................................................... 64   

 

Chapter 6: Methodology ............................................................................................ 69 

 

6.1. Research Methodology ....................................................................................... 69   

6.1.1. Case Study Research ............................................................................ 70 

6.1.2. Mixed Methods Research .................................................................... 71 

6.1.3. The Research Design ........................................................................... 74  

6.1.4. The Research Procedure ...................................................................... 75  

6.1.5. The Previous Study .............................................................................. 77 

6.2. The Context ........................................................................................................ 79 

6.2.1. The Center ........................................................................................... 79 

6.2.2. The Students ........................................................................................ 80 

6.2.3. The Teachers ........................................................................................ 83 

6.2.4. The English for Tourism I Course ....................................................... 84 

6.2.5. The Collaborative Writing Project ....................................................... 86 

6.2.6. The Wiki Tool ...................................................................................... 90 

6.3. Data Collection Methods .................................................................................... 92 

6.3.1. The Wiki Page History ........................................................................ 93 

6.3.2. The Wiki Page Version Comparison ................................................... 95 

6.3.3. The CW Project Contents .................................................................... 98 

6.3.4. The Wiki Comment Feature ................................................................ 98 

6.3.5. The Wiki User Profile Settings ............................................................ 100 

6.3.6. The Questionnaires .............................................................................. 101 

6.3.7. The Researcher Notes and Observations ............................................. 105  

6.4. Ethical Considerations ........................................................................................ 107 

 

Chapter 7: Data Analysis and Results ....................................................................... 111  

 

7.1. Student Use of the Wiki ..................................................................................... 111 

7.1.1. The Profile Setting Function ................................................................ 112 

7.1.2. The Communication Function Comment Feature ............................... 114 

7.1.3. The Collaboration Function Edit Contributions .................................. 118 

7.1.4. The Edit Contributions According to Groups and Phases ................... 119 

7.2. Students Perceptions ........................................................................................... 125 

7.2.1. Students Perceptions of Learning English ........................................... 126 

7.2.2. Students Perceptions of Collaborative Work ....................................... 129 

7.2.3. Students Perceptions of Writing .......................................................... 135 

7.2.4. Students Perceptions of Using Wikis .................................................. 142 

 

Chapter 8:  Discussion ............................................................................................... 151 

 

8.1. Discussion of Results and Findings .................................................................... 151         

8.1.1. The Influence of Project Phase ............................................................ 151 

8.1.2. Patterns of Contribution and Interaction .............................................. 154 

8.1.3. Students Use of Ad-hoc Writing Strategies ......................................... 157 

8.1.4. Peer Revision Contributions and Wiki Assessment ............................ 158 

8.1.5. Use of the Wiki Comment Feature ...................................................... 160 

8.1.6. The Effects of Task .............................................................................. 162 



vii 
 

 

Chapter 9: Conclusions .............................................................................................. 165 

 

9.1. Answers to the Research Questions.................................................................... 165 

9.1.1. Question 1 ............................................................................................ 165 

9.1.2. Question 2 ............................................................................................ 168 

9.1.3. Question 3 ............................................................................................ 169 

9.1.4. Question 4 ............................................................................................ 171 

9.1.5. Question 5 ............................................................................................ 172 

9.1.6. Question 6 ............................................................................................ 173 

9.2. Limitations and Indications for Further Study ................................................... 179  

 

Bibliography .............................................................................................................. 185 

 

Appendix A: Questionnaires ..................................................................................... 209 

Questionnaire 1 .............................................................................................. 210 

Questionnaire 2 .............................................................................................. 215 

Questionnaire 3 .............................................................................................. 221 

 

Appendix B: English for Tourism I Course ............................................................... 227 

Pla d’Estudis – Grau en Turisme ................................................................... 228 

Course Program ............................................................................................. 229 

 

Appendix C: Data Collection and Results ................................................................. 231 

Lists ................................................................................................................ 232 

Tables ............................................................................................................. 243 

Figures ........................................................................................................... 329 

Graphs…………………………………………………………………….....347  

Questionnaire Results……………………………………………………… 383 

 

Appendix D: Wiki Project Screenshots ..................................................................... 427 

ST Groups ...................................................................................................... 428 

JT Groups ………………………………………………………………….. 433  

RT Groups………………………………………………………………….. 451 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



viii 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 2.1. Willis’ Six Task Types Adapted from Johnson (2001) ............................ 14  

Table 3.1. What does a person learn when writing in a second language using digital 

tools? Adapted from Alistair Cumming (2001, p. 3). ................................................ 36 

Table 6.1. The Five Ps Framework of MMR adapted from Cameron  

(2011: p. 97-98). ........................................................................................................ 73 

Table 6.2. Research Stages and Procedure According to Project Phases .................. 76 

Table 6.3.  English for Tourism I Levels and Groups Student Profiles .................... 82 

Table 6.4. Touripedia Project Phases and Questionnaire Data Collection ................ 90 

Table 7.1. Summary of Use of the User Settings Function ....................................... 112 

Table 7.2. Total of Students’ and Teachers’ Comments per Phases ......................... 114 

Table 7.3. Summary of the Total of Students’ Comments ........................................ 115 

Table 7.4. Summary of the Total of Teachers’ Comments per Phases  

& Comment Categories ............................................................................................. 117 

Table 7.5. Total Edit Contributions by Group and Phase .......................................... 118  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ix 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 2.1. Factors Influencing Collaborative Learning (adapted from Slavin, 2010: 

172). ........................................................................................................................... 21  

Figure 2.2. Interaction within a Community of Inquiry (adapted from Garrison & 

Arbaugh (2007) in Redecker, 2009: 22). ................................................................... 24  

Figure 6.1. Using Wikis for Collaborative Writing in the English for Tourism 

Classroom: Student Use and Perceptions .................................................................. 75 

Figure  6.2. Screenshot PBworks Page History Feature ........................................... 94 

Figure 6.3.  Screenshot of an opened Page History .................................................. 94 

Figure 6.4. Screenshot 1 Wiki Page Version Comparison ........................................ 96 

Figure 6.5. Screenshot 2 Wiki Page Version Comparison ........................................ 96 

Figure 6.6: Screenshot Content Added ..................................................................... 97 

Figure 6.7. Screenshot Content Deleted and Replaced ............................................. 97 

Figure 6.8. Screenshot of Posted Comments by Teachers ........................................ 99 

Figure 6.9. Screenshot of Posted Comments by Students ......................................... 99 

Figure 6.10. Screenshot of PBworks.com User Profile Settings .............................. 101 

Figure 7.1. Student Perceived Use of the Wiki Functions and Features ................... 122   

Figure 7.2. Group Comparison of Edit Actions ........................................................ 124 

Figure 7.3. Part 1, Q. 5.  Actions done as successful English language learners ...... 128  

Figure 7.4. Part 2, Q. 11.   I work better when working in groups ........................... 131 

Figure 7.5. Part 1, Q. 12.  Relevant actions for working in groups .......................... 133  

Figure 7.6. Part 3, Q. 17.  I usually plan before writing ........................................... 138  

Figure 7.7. Part 3, Q. 19.   I write several drafts before my final version................. 139   

Figure 7.8. Part 3, Q. 21. Writing Actions ................................................................ 140   

Figure 7.9. Part 4, Q. 25. More technology in class .................................................. 144 

Figure 7.10. Part 4, Q. 27. Using wikis is motivating ............................................... 145   

Figure 7.11. Part 4, Q. 30. Using wikis makes writing in English more  

interesting... ............................................................................................................... 146 

Figure 7.12. Part 4, Q. 28 Use of wikis in class ........................................................ 147     

Figure 7.13. Part 4, Q. 31 Ways in which wikis contribute to my English. .............. 148    

 

 



1 

 

Chapter 1  

Introduction  

 

Continuous developments in the internet, communication and collaboration  

technologies  have led to the emergence of a number of useful tools which have 

continued to make  their way into the worlds of business, politics and education  

(Wheeler & Wheeler, 2009; Warschauer, 2010). As a result of this, educators in all 

areas have been forced to reconsider the approaches and activities that are used in both 

traditional and online classrooms in order to provide new opportunities for learning that 

meet the requirements of the Digital Age (Redecker, 2009).  

This is particularly true within the area of language learning where the use of 

technology has developed into its own discipline known as CALL (Computer Assisted 

Language Learning).  Despite being “in its infancy” (Erben, Ban & Castañada, 2009, p. 

47), CALL has experienced considerable growth and change brought about by a wide 

“expansion of technologies as well as their acceptance and use” (Chapelle, 2010, p.27).  

Highlighting the opportunities inherent in this current situation, Chapelle, (2010) 

described CALL as “a fertile field for investigating questions about language learning 

through Technology” (p.27).  

While many researchers have investigated the benefits of incorporating 

technology in foreign and second  language learning (Warschauer, 2010; Richardson, 

2006;  Chapelle, 2010; Egbert, 2005; Blake, 2008),  most agree  that   incorporating a  

given  tool does not automatically lead to improved learning or automatic benefits 

(Warschauer, 2010; Kessler, 2012; Zhao, 2003; Chapelle & Jamieson, 2008; Van 

Compernolle & Williams, 2009). Furthermore, given the wide range of tools available,  

the inclusion of digital tools in the language classroom often  represents  a stressful 



Using Wikis in the English for Tourism Classroom  

2 

 

challenge to teachers who must first decide which tool to use  (Zhao, 2003; Blake, 

2008) and then learn how to use and make the most of its implementation in the  

language classroom (Zhao, 2003). As a result of this situation, and as many educational 

experts have pointed out, there is a continuous need for CALL research which aims to 

assist teachers and educators by considering specific tools and their potential use for 

Second and Foreign Language Teaching (FLT) in order to provide them with “more 

constructs and methods that can be used” (Chapelle, 2010, p.27) to the purposes of 

language learning.    

Wikis are part of the set of Web 2.0 social tools which include among other 

digital applications blogs, forums and podcasts. Web 2.0 refers to world websites that 

allow users to generate content and interact with the website. They are also 

characterized by being interoperable, meaning that data can be used and exchanged 

between various software applications that essentially able to talk with and understand 

each other (O’Reilly, 2004, 2005) As one such digital tool, wikis respond to the 

paradigm change in education and language learning, where collaborative learning and 

teaching practices are “becoming increasingly advocated” (Kessler, Bikowski & Boggs, 

2012, p.91). Indeed, the past decade has been witness to a surge in studies focusing on 

wikis and   their use in collaborative writing (Lund, 2008; Kessler, 2009, Kessler & 

Bikowski, 2010; Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs, 2012; Li, 2013).  Following the general 

trend to incorporate Web 2.0 digital tools in educational practice (Richardson, 2006), 

various researchers have focused on the specific benefits of wikis in the foreign and 

second language classroom (Godwin-Jones, 2003; Kessler, 2009; Warschauer, 2010). In 

response to this  growing need to address  language learning in the   Digital Age, several  

empirical studies which report on the  use of wikis  in the Foreign and Second Language 

classroom (Lund, 2008; Mak & Coniam, 2008; Kessler, 2009, 2010; Elola & Oskoz, 
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2010; Kuteeva, 2011) have appeared in the last decade. In her meta-review of wiki 

research, analyzing 43 academic articles, Li (2013) identified four main research themes 

dominant in existing literature regarding the use of wikis in Second and Foreign 

Language Teaching and Learning. These four  themes include a focus on collaborative 

writing process (Kessler, 2009; Lund, 2008; Woo, et al, 2011), writing product (Mak & 

Coniam, 2008; Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Kuteeva, 2011); student perceptions (Chao & Lo, 

2009; Lund, 2008; Li & Zhu, 2011) and,  the effects of task  (Lund, 2008 and Lee, 

2010).  

The present dissertation aims to help fill the continuous need for CALL research 

by adding to and bringing new understanding and insights to the existing body of 

literature surrounding the use of wiki technology in FLT contexts. The research 

presented reports on how a wiki was used to mediate a collaborative writing project 

implemented within a higher education context of learning English for specific 

professional purposes, in this case, tourism. Supported by sociocultural learning 

theories, a wiki-mediated collaborative writing project was developed and implemented 

as part of the mandatory English for Tourism I Course, offered in the first year of a 

four-year undergraduate program in tourism studies at a small private university school 

in Barcelona.  PBworks,  a  free  wiki platform, was the digital tool chosen to  mediate 

the  long term collaborative writing project devised to engage students, from  three class 

groups of differing language levels,  in the co-construction  of   a collective  resource of  

tourism themes,  known as the “Touripedia Project”.   

This study, driven by a professional goal to contribute to the often overwhelming 

challenge of language teaching, aims to assist those teachers who are currently 

considering the use of a wiki or any other collaborative writing tool, by providing 

insight and experience to help ensure more efficient use of the tool in order to both 
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increase and improve writing and language learning practices. While the study focuses 

on the teaching of English, it can easily be adapted to any other foreign language or 

writing class. Underpinned by a  sociocultural  perspective  which focuses on context, 

this study  is characterized by five aspects  which  help determine  its relevance  and 

directly shape  its overall contribution to CALL and Collaborative Writing (CW) 

research in language learning. First of all, this study presents data regarding student use 

of the wiki’s dual functionality as both a collaboration tool as well as a communication 

tool.  Secondly, it reports findings that shed light on how student use and perceptions of 

the tool evolve throughout the three defined phases of project initiation, development 

and finalization. Thirdly, it provides a multimodal analysis of wiki content via student 

contributions and editing actions recognizing attention to multimedia contents in 

addition to form and meaning.  Fourthly, it reports on patterns of student contributions 

and interaction according to the different phases and stages involved throughout a long 

term study of seven months.  And finally, the fifth aspect regards the subjects of the 

study,   sixty-three first-year students of Tourism Studies at the university level, divided 

into three class groups headed by three different teachers. In addition to this, the groups 

are further divided into 18 smaller working groups of three and four students with 

different cultural and academic backgrounds resulting in a range of academic, writing 

and English language skills. The study compares data collected from three different 

levels of English proficiency, an A2 Elementary level, a B1 Intermediate level and a 

B2+ Upper Intermediate/Advanced level. The relevance that these aspects have on the 

findings and results of this study are described and discussed in the following chapters 

of this dissertation. 

This dissertation is organized into nine chapters including this one which, as the 

introduction, sets the scene for this study by first, outlining its overall purpose, 
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secondly, describing the current state of the art regarding the use of wikis in CALL and 

foreign or second language teaching, and thirdly, providing an overview of how this 

dissertation is organized according to the main contents of each of the following eight 

chapters.   

The next three chapters serve to establish the theoretical framework for this 

study drawing upon the literature review which was carried out. Chapter 2 consists of 

three main parts.  The part first provides a brief overview of learning and teaching 

theories in general and then considers their application to the fields of Foreign and 

Second Language Learning and Teaching including approaches such as Communicative 

Language Teaching (CLT) and Task-based Teaching methods. The second part of this 

chapter focuses on Sociocultural Theory (SCT) which forms the theoretical backbone of 

this study. It describes the origins of this theory and its relevant notions, including the 

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978) which forms the basis of 

collaborative learning and Activity Theory (Engstrom, 1986) which provides an 

additional dimension to the original premises of SCT.  The third part of this chapter 

moves on to consider those theories relevant to learning and writing in the Digital Age. 

Four additional learning theories are discussed in regards to the light they shed on 

understanding how the implementation of digital tools may directly affect foreign 

language learning. These theories include Connectivism, Communities of Practice 

Affordance Theory and Tool Appropriation.  

Chapter 3, which focuses on the skill of writing, also consists of three parts. It 

begins with an overview of the complex nature of writing and continues with discussion 

of what it means to develop writing as a skill in the Foreign Language classroom. The 

second part of the chapter considers the three traditional approaches to teaching and 

researching writing each focusing on a different aspect of writing: text, process and 
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context. In the third part of this chapter, focus is given to writing in the Digital Age with 

attention paid to the new challenges posed when teaching writing. It considers how 

writing as a skill can be integrated into foreign language teaching and concludes by 

considering the potential benefits of collaborative writing. 

Chapter 4 introduces the topic of the wiki, a Web 2.0 application considered to 

be a useful tool for CALL. The chapter begins first by providing an overview of CALL 

and briefly explaining its history and development as a field of research. The second 

section then moves on to consider wiki technology, part of the suite of social tools 

known as Web 2.0. The origin of wiki software is presented, followed by a description 

of the tool’s functionality and features which contribute to its affordances and 

limitations. The third section of this chapter considers the value of wikis in education 

and more specifically, in foreign and second language teaching highlighting relevant 

findings of past research.  

Chapter 5 initiates that part of the dissertation which focuses on the study at 

hand.  It presents the four main objectives which guided and gave form to this research 

followed by the six main questions and their related sub-questions which were 

formulated to meet the objectives.  A brief indication of the relevance of each question 

to the current situation in language learning research is also provided.   

Chapter 6 describes the methodology implemented for this research, a case study 

which implements a mixed methods approach. The chapter consists of five main 

sections, each of which describes a particular aspect of the study. The first section 

discusses case studies and Mixed Methods Research (MMR) which are justified by the 

nature of the main research question and objective. The second section then explains the 

study design and procedures and includes a description of a previous study carried out 

within the same university to implement the use of a wiki to mediate a number of 
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different types of language learning activities and pilot the research questionnaires of 

the present study. The third section of the chapter describes the various aspects of the 

research context. It includes the educational institution, a small private university in 

Barcelona, where the study takes place; the participants of the study, students and 

teachers of the university; the tourism degree programme offered at the university; the 

English for Tourism I Course; the wiki-mediated collaborative writing project 

implemented as part of the course contents; and PBWorks, the wiki platform selected to 

host the project. The fourth section explains the seven different data types presented in 

this study and their corresponding sources, and collection and analysis procedures. 

These  include the wiki page history, page revision, user profile settings  and wiki 

contents to record student use of the wiki and  analyze student contributions, edit 

actions and patterns of interaction,  the comment function and  posted comments to help 

determine the quantity and type of comment contributions  as well as  the results of  a 

longitudinal 3-wave questionnaire conducted before, during and after the project to 

collect student perceptions of the tool and experience and researcher notes and 

observations collected throughout and after the project had been completed. The fifth 

section considers the ethical principles which guided the study throughout all its stages.  

Chapter 7 reports on the results of the study presented in accordance with the 

two main areas of findings based on the collection of the seven data types explained in 

Chapter 6. These areas include the student use of the wiki and student perceptions of the 

tool and collaborative writing experience.    

Chapter 8 develops the findings presented in Chapter 7 by providing discussion 

regarding those research results which are of particular interest and significance 

regarding the area of language learning and CALL research focused on the use of wikis. 
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Chapter 9, the final chapter of this dissertation, presents conclusions to this study 

by first answering the research questions, and then presenting the limitations of this 

study and indications for further study.    
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Chapter 2 

Learning and Teaching Theories in ELT 

 

Considered to be one of the most important activities engaged in by humans, 

learning not only forms the basis of our educational system, but also helps determine the 

very essence of our existence (Schunk, 2012).  Recognized to be a multidimensional 

activity, thinkers, philosophers, psychologists and other scientists, determined to 

understand the nature of learning, have expounded on its occurrence, processes and 

influences, putting forth an array of varied models of learning that serve to capture its 

complexity (Schunk,2012; Jarvis, 2003; Tennant, 1997). Rooted in the discipline of 

psychology, these models have been categorized into three main paradigms of thought 

which have dominated research and teaching through the years up until the Digital Era: 

Behaviorism, Cognition and Constructivism. Highlighting different aspects, each of the 

three models emphasizes and reflects a specific approach to the complex phenomena of 

learning as it occurs both in and out of the classroom.     

  

2.1. An Overview of Teaching and Learning Theories 

Based on behaviourist concepts of reward and punishment, education throughout 

the 20
th

 Century was dominated by methodology which was highly teacher-centered and 

focused on the transmission of knowledge from teacher to students (Richards & 

Renandya, 2002, Richards & Rodgers, 2001, Schunk, 2012). Criticism towards  

behaviourist approaches to teaching however,  began to emerge  in the 1960s when  

researchers such as Chomsky (1959)  began to question their simplicity and inability of 

to adequately explain the development of language in humans (Peel, 2005). This 

criticism continued with educators and researchers holding that behavourist theories did 
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not consider the internal cognitive processes of individuals or the influence of the social 

nature of human interaction on learning. As a result, two new waves of thought on 

learning emerged: Cognitivism which focuses on the mental processes involved in 

learning, and Constructivism which focuses on the social context in which learning 

occurs.  

 

2.2. Methods and Approaches Applied to Language Teaching  

Lindsay and Knight (2006) identified five main approaches which have 

dominated EFL teaching and learning throughout the past. Each rooted in one of the 

three main learning paradigms of Behaviorism, Cognitivism and Constructivism, these 

approaches include methods such as the Grammar-Translation Method, the Direct 

Method, Audiolingualism, Communicative Language Teaching and Task-based 

Learning. Based on behaviorist learning theories, Lindsay and Knight (2006)  hold that  

the Grammar-Translation Method, the Direct Method and Audiolingualism still 

continue to be used in language learning as they are considered to be useful traditional  

practice despite their limitations as general approaches (Lindsay and Knight, 2006).   

The Grammar-Translation Method, developed in the 18
th

 century (Johnson, 

2001; Lindsay & Knight, 2006), was based on the way languages were originally 

learned through the study of grammar and direct translation of languages. Memorization 

is the key learning strategy used in this method with no or minimal focus given to 

speaking or communicative development among learners (Lindsay and Knight, 2006, p. 

15).  

The Direct Method, which emerged at the start of  the 20
th

 century (Johnson, 

2001;  Lindsay & Knight, 2006), was developed in response to the shortcomings of the 

Grammar-Translation Method and introduced direct use of the target language in the 
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classroom with communication and meaning achieved through mime, gestures and 

dialogic engagement between teachers and students (p. 16-17).   

The Audiolingual Method emerged in the 50’s and 60’s (Johnson, 2001; Lindsay 

& Knight, 2006) when the concept of habit forming procedures and practice based on 

Behaviourism started to infiltrate into language learning classrooms  and teaching 

techniques. With its focus on the accurate production of the target language, 

Audiolingualism employed techniques such as the drilling and repetition of language 

structures, sounds and sentences (Lindsay and Knight, 2006, p. 18).    

While these three approaches to language teaching all hold ideas and practice 

which have been considered useful in the EFL classroom, their shortcomings were made 

evident by researchers, educators and practitioners who started questioning their 

effectiveness  in the 60’s. As a result of this,  a new wave of teaching practice known as 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) emerged (Johnson, 2001, Richards & 

Rodgers, 2001; Lindsay & Knight, 2006).  

 

2.2.1. Communicative Language Teaching.  

By the 1970’s, the discontent with  behaviourist learning theories of language 

teaching reached widespread dimensions with teachers recognizing that these methods 

created immensely competent students in grammar who were “unable to perform even 

the simplest communicative task” (Johnson, 2001, p. 173). Taking into account the 

functional aspect of language, this new approach coined Communicative Language 

Teaching (CLT), soon dominated EFL teaching theories and practice (Johnson, 2001, 

Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Lindsay & Knight, 2006, Ellis, 2003; Howatt & 

Widdowson, 2004). Developed and labelled by Hymes (1973) as the notion of 

communicative competence, CLT seemed to make greater consideration of how 
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“language worked in the real world” (p. 326) and attempted “to be more responsive to 

the needs of learners in their efforts to acquire it” (p. 326) and modified how language 

teaching would be carried out from that point on.   

Hymes’ term “ communicative competence” described four components of the 

ability to communicate effectively: first, linguistic competence based on the knowledge 

of language itself; secondly, sociolinguistic knowledge which enables learners to use 

language in an appropriate way; thirdly, discourse competence which is the ability to 

recognize and use different forms of text as well as the  different  modes of language 

which include speaking, writing, listening and reading; and finally, strategic 

competence which is the ability to remediate communication barriers and breakdowns.   

Based on Hymes’ definition of communicative competence Communicative Language 

Teaching, or the Communicative Approach as it was also called, soon became the focus 

of research and new instructional practices.  

Lindsay and Knight (2006, p. 20), identifying the main advantages of CLT, 

highlighted the following aspects:  

1) Its main aim is to learn how to communicate in the target language. 

2) It emphasizes meaning and use of the language as opposed to 

structure and form.  

3) Learners can participate in the productive skills of speaking and 

writing from the start of the language learning process.  

4) The role of the teacher changes to that of a “facilitator” who assists 

and motivates learners to participate and work with the language.  

5) Learners engage in learning through interaction with others in pair or 

group work.  
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6)  It provides a holistic approach to language by developing the four 

language skills of reading, writing, speaking and listening developed 

simultaneously.  

While the authors summarized the positive effect of the communicative 

approach stating that it “has shifted the focus in language teaching from learning about 

the language to learning to communicate in the language” (p. 23), they also recognized 

its main criticism which continues to hold that many learners, after years of studies, are 

still not able to communicate in English because of its main focus which is content 

rather than process (p. 23).   

 

2.2.2. Task-Based Language Teaching. 

In reaction to the main criticism of CLT’s focus on content, task-based language 

teaching (TBLT), with its focus on process, has emerged to receive much interest and 

attention in the past two decades (Willis, 1996; Johnson, 2001; Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 

2004). While authors and researchers have focused on different aspects of TBLT, the 

underlying principle for all approaches remains a solid emphasis placed on the 

realization of activities or tasks which engage learners in active use of the target 

language (Johnson, 2001).    

Willis (1996) cited in Johnson, 2001 (p. 186) identified six task types in this 

approach which are carried out through smaller tasks, activities and actions. These tasks 

and sub-tasks provide real opportunities for learners to engage in communication 

processes using the target language. These opportunities are summarized in the table 

below:  
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Table 2.1. Willis’ Six Task Types Adapted from Johnson (2001). 

Task type Explanation 

1. Listing 
Making a list is often the first stage in a task which 

involves one of the other task types.  

2. Ordering and storing 

Involving the sequencing, ranking, categorising, 

classifying –of activities, objects, people or 

concepts.  

3. Comparing 
Learners are given similar information from 

different sources, and asked to compare/contrast it.  

4. Problem solving 
Learners engage in the use of logic or other thought 

processes to resolve problems. 

5. Sharing personal 

experiences 

Learners talk about themselves and share 

experiences.  

6. Creative tools 
These are larger scale projects such as inquiry and 

research based projects combining other task types.  

 

These benefits include such aspects as student production of both a greater 

quantity and variety of language and increased opportunities to communicate and 

participate in the negotiation of meaning (p. 54).   

Johnson (2001), referring to the “Age of Task” (p. 187) in CLT, identified three 

major benefits to this approach. Firstly, learners learn about form through a focus on 

meaning and message which the author claims is the best way to learn about language 

structures and form (p. 187). Secondly, when performing tasks, learners can focus on 

information processing which helps to “proceduralize knowledge” (p. 187). And finally, 

through negotiation of meaning, learners engage in communication-based problem-

solving which offers many opportunities for practice (p. 187).  

Nunan (2004) expanded on the notion of what these “opportunities” represent 

for learners when he stated that TBLT “involves learners in comprehending, 

manipulating, producing or interacting in the target language while their attention is 

focused on their grammatical knowledge in order to express meaning” (p. 4).  He added 
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that it is the intention of the learner “to convey meaning rather than manipulate form” 

(p. 4).  

In her consideration of the use of tasks in the language classroom, Willis (1996) 

established a three-phase framework for carrying out task-based learning. These phases, 

each consisting of specific sub-tasks, include the pre-task phase, the task cycle phase 

and the language focus phase. Ellis (2003) also defined a three-phase task development 

procedure which includes a pre-, during and post-task phase. Affirming the importance 

of design, he held that effective task-based learning must include well-designed tasks 

carried out according to the three different phases which each serve a purpose and focus 

on different aspects of the procedure.  

 

2.3. Sociocultural Theory 

Sociocultural Theory emerged from the wave of constructivist theories that  

attempted to take into account the impact of  social context on the  individual internal 

processes involved in learning (Lantolf, 2000) and placed emphasis on the processes 

engaged by learners as they interact with their  environment in order to build or 

“construct” knowledge and  make meaning (Ashworth et al., 2004).    

Donato (2000) asserted that sociocultural theory is particularly useful for 

“examining important and relevant psychological, affective, linguistic, social, and 

individual conditions of foreign and second Language classrooms” (p. 44). He 

highlighted three main contributions which help to better understand language learning 

classrooms. First, is the perception of all learning, including that of foreign languages as 

“a semiotic process attributable to participation in socially-mediated activities” (p. 45). 

This stands in direct opposition to the cognitive view whereby “the individual is seen as 

the sole channel through which knowledge is gained¨ (p. 45). Secondly, sociocultural 
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theory affirms the value of FL practice in the classroom by emphasizing “that during 

instruction awareness of the structure and function of language is developed by using it 

socially” (p. 46). Thus, language exchanges between learners and teachers are 

“essentially social practices of assistance that shape, construct, and influence learning” 

(p. 46). And thirdly, sociocultural theory, highlights learner “agency” and recognizes 

that all learners bring “their own personal histories replete with values, assumptions, 

beliefs, rights, duties and obligations” (p. 46) to their interactions. With this additional 

focus on “agency”, it is understood that learners, do not merely conform to their worlds, 

instead, they are active agents involved in transforming them.   

Key to Sociocultural Theory is Vygotsky’s (1978) concept of “the zone of 

proximal development” (ZPD) which in turn, provides the theoretical justification for 

Collaborative Learning.  Lantolf (2000) viewed Vygotsky’s term as a metaphor for that 

place where learning occurs which is somewhere between what one is able to achieve 

“when acting alone and what the same person can accomplish when acting with support 

from someone else and/or a cultural artefacts” (p. 17). He held that Vygotsky originally 

proposed this metaphor in representation of the relationship between learner and the 

place where institutionalized learning takes places. He noted that this interpretation has 

led some researchers to interpret that the ZPD implies interaction between novice-expert 

(p. 17). However, citing researchers such as Kuutti (1996), Engestrom and Middleton 

(1996), and Swain and Lapkin (1998), Lantolf (2000) argued that this interpretation is 

limited in scope and should be expanded to include any learning situation or 

interdependent relationship where expertise is established. Thus, by working together, 

learners co-construct contexts in which expertise arises within the group itself.  Hence, 

for Lantolf, the ZDP “is more appropriately conceived of as the collaborative 

construction of opportunities” (p. 17) for learning and expertise. As Lantolf (2000, p. 
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17) noted, these “opportunities” for learning have been named “affordances” by Van 

Lier (2000) and “occasions for learning” by Swain and Lapkin (1998), but no matter 

what name they are given, or where they take place, the outcome is the same – learning.     

Building on the concept of ZPD, Lantolf (2006) maintained that Activity Theory 

provides an added dimension to understanding how and why learners interact within the 

ZPD.  Citing the work of Engestrom (1986), Lantolf sustained that that learners interact 

driven by motive which he defined as a “cultural-psychological-institutional impetus 

that guides human activity toward a particular object” (2006, p. 223). For Lantolf 

(2006) motive is a sociocultural construct which determines why people behave in 

particular ways.  Grossman et al. (1999) established that Activity Theory recognizes 

three key concepts:  activity settings, tools and appropriation. The authors emphasized 

that the setting of an activity is closely connected to motive and “encourage[s] particular 

social practices” (p. 6) which are determined by the tools at hand and how learners 

appropriate them.   

 

2.3.1. Collaborative Learning. 

Guided by Sociocultural Theory and Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal 

Development, Collaborative Learning (CL) is based on Vygotsky’s view that all 

cognitive development occurs on two levels, first, the “interpersonal” or social level and 

then, the “intrapersonal” or individual level (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 57). Understood to be 

the way one or more learners impact on each when they come together to learn 

something and supported by the past 20 years of research, the incorporation of  

collaborative learning in the classroom  has been upheld by many educational and 

language learning  experts  (D.W. Johnson, R. T. Johnson & Stanne, 2000; Dillenbourg, 

1999; Slavin, 1996, 2010; Haythornthwaite, 2006). Haythornthwaite (2006, p. 10) 
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summarized the value of CL stating that it is “the promise of active construction of 

knowledge, enhanced problem articulation, and benefits exploring and sharing 

information and knowledge gained from peer-to-peer communication”. In addition, 

Johnson et al. (2000), observed the many benefits for individual learners when involved 

in CL. The authors identify these benefits as “perspective taking, interpersonal 

attraction, social support, friendships, reduction of stereotypes and prejudice, valuing 

differences, psychological health, self-esteem, [and] social competencies” (p. 3).  

An ongoing debate regarding the name for collaborative learning opportunities 

exists in educational literature and although it is understood that collaborative learning 

involves one or more learners coming together to learn, a single, clear definition for 

collaboration has yet to be agreed upon by researchers (Pannitz & Pannitz (2000); 

Dillenbourg, 1999; Haythornthwaite, 2006; Kummer, 2013). For some researchers and 

education specialists, collaborative learning is known as cooperative learning (Johnson 

et al. 2000; Slavin, 1996, 2010), while for others it is both and interchangeable (Pannitz 

& Pannitz (1998, p. 191). Nonetheless, for Panitz and Panitz (1998), collaboration is 

more than an approach to learning; it is a “personal philosophy” which goes far beyond 

the learning opportunities of group work. The authors held that collaboration “respects 

and highlights individual group members’ abilities and contributions“ (p. 191)  

emphasizing the “sharing of authority and acceptance of responsibility among group 

members for the groups actions” (p. 191). Hence, collaborative learning requires 

consensus building through cooperation among members which remains “in contrast to 

competition in which individuals best other group members” p. 191).    

Johnson and Johnson (1996) also put forth a distinction between the terms 

collaborative and cooperative. For the authors, cooperative learning refers to teacher-

controlled activities whereby the teacher defines and determines how the group work is 
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carried out whilst collaborative learning is more student-controlled and allows the 

learners themselves to determine how work is carried out. The authors noted that 

collaborative learning includes an element of student choice in the delegation and 

carrying out of tasks to be performed, something which cooperative learning does not. 

Johnson and Johnson also distinguished between collaborative and cooperative as 

patterns of behaviour.  A collaborative behaviour of work implies a coordinated effort 

of group participants who are mutually engaged in a joint activity while cooperative 

behaviour implies a division of labour and responsibilities among the learners in order 

to complete a given activity.   

Haythornewaite (2006), adhering to the distinctions between collaborative and 

cooperative learning established by Johnson and Johnson (1996), also defined   

collaboration as a freer and more student-centered way of carrying out group work   as 

opposed to the teacher-controlled cooperative learning  which is seen to be more 

structured and determined by the teacher.  

  In addition to the distinctions regarding collaborative and cooperative learning 

defined above, Dooly (2008) recognized that while the two may appear to overlap, 

collaborative learning goes beyond co-operation and “entails the whole process of 

learning” (p.21) and has learners  “being responsible for one another’s learning as well 

as their own” (p.21).   Cooperative learning, however, focuses on the learning process as 

something which is for the most part, still controlled by the teacher as the students 

engage in group work.  

Whether learning is carried out in a collaborative or cooperative way, the 

importance of interaction among group members remains a significant factor in what is 

ultimately achieved and accomplished by the group in terms of learning outcomes 

(Richard-Amato, 1995; Nunan, 1999; Ehrman & Dörnyei, 1998; Slavin, 2010).  Erhamn 
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and Dörnyei (1998) identified four primary levels of interaction which exist when 

learners are engaged in group work. These include   intrapersonal  which  is within an  

individual, dyadic  which occurs between two individuals, group dynamics  which occur 

among the members of a working group and intergroup  dynamics  which occur 

between different working groups (p. 13).  The authors affirmed that “learning is 

enhanced by good interpersonal relations or seriously hindered by dysfunctional 

interactions between teachers and students and among students” (p. 4). Expanding on 

this notion, they continue to explain the extent to which interaction affects learning with 

the following summary:   

  “Interpersonal processes are both the fuel for much learning and 

potentially the source of a great deal of disruption. At the individual level, they 

produce and enhance motivation to learn other languages and cultures and to 

interact with speakers of the language; on the other hand, they also can underlie 

massive anxiety about how one is perceived and accepted by others, which can 

interfere greatly with achievement. Between individuals, these processes can 

bring about cooperation that enhances the work of both parties, or they can result 

in friction and disaffection. At the level of learning groups, a cohesive, well-

functioning group can be a source of enhanced self-efficacy on the part of its 

members and of effective cooperation in which member diversity is harnessed 

for the benefit of all.  On the other hand, a poorly functioning group can result in 

apathy, inefficient learning, and, at worst, destructive psychological effects on 

the members accompanied by intense aversion to further learning” (p. 5). 

 

While interaction can be seen to be  a key component of all learning situations 

and can take place among learners, on several levels in and out of the classroom 

(Erhman and Dörnyei, 1998), additional factors also have an important role in 

determining how group work and collaborative learning is carried out (Slavin, 2010).   

Slavin (2010) determined a number of different factors which influence how 

collaborative learning is carried out amongst groups. As demonstrated in Figure 2.1 

below which is taken and adapted  from Slavin (2010, p. 172), achieved learning for all 

members of the group is directed affected by  factors such as group cohesion, 

motivation and the  work process. Each of these factors consists of components which 
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intensify the degree to which learning is achieved.  For example, the work process 

engaged in by a group is seen to be influenced by the individual motivation of its 

members and their desire to help, encourage and work together as a group. This work 

process implies peer interaction and includes aspects of collaboration such as peer 

tutoring, modelling, assessing and correcting in order to enhance learning outcomes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Factors Influencing Collaborative learning (adapted from Slavin, 2010: 172).  

 

As indicated in Slavin’s figure, the establishing of group goals to determine 

learning for all members of the group is fundamental to the achieving of learning in a 

collaborative learning environment.   

The benefits of implementing collaborative learning in the foreign language 

classroom have also been documented by numerous researchers (Aydin & Yildiz, 2014, 

p. 161, citing Benson, 2003; Donato, 2000; Hauck & Youngs, 2008; Lee, 2002; Swain 

& Lapkin, 1998; van Lier, 1996). Donato (2000) put forth that engaging students in 
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joint problem solving tasks and activities that encourage meaningful social interaction is 

fundamental to successful foreign and second language learning. This was also 

confirmed by Swain (2000), who in her comparative study, reported that second 

language learners working collaboratively outperformed those working individually 

because  the sharing of a  common task  allowed  learners to interact and support and 

scaffold each other. Hence, in the Digital Age where collaboration is at the heart of the 

current trend in social networking technologies, the use of such tools in foreign 

language learning seems to be even more appropriate and justified, nonetheless, 

additional theories and perspectives must also be taken into account.  

 

2.4. Learning Theories for the Digital Age 

The many changes occurring in the Digital Age of the 21
st
 Century have and 

continue to influence the nature of learning (Redecker, 2009). Learner profiles, learning 

styles, interests and motivation are just some aspects influenced by the changes 

propelled by advances in technology and the internet. In an attempt to redirect how we 

teach the new generation of digital learners, some experts have suggested additional 

theories and perspectives to understand how learning occurs in the Digital Age 

(Redecker, 2009). While a number of concepts have been established, we consider three 

of these which seem particularly relevant to our context and include Connectivism 

(Siemens (2006)  as cited in Redecker, 2009, p. 18), Learning Communities (Wenger, et 

al. (2002) cited in Redecker, 2009, p. 18), and Communities of Inquiry (Garrison & 

Arbaugh, (2007) cited in Redecker, 2009).   

The first of these, Connectivism is “an approach to learning that also considers 

technology as a key factor” (Solomon & Schrum, 2007, p. 40). The Digital Age and in 

particular the advent and proliferation of Web 2.0, has provided for new informal and 
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formal learning contexts where new mechanisms of connectivity bring students together 

both online and off  to engage  in learning practices. If content, context and form were 

key to learning as explained in the previous theories of learning, “connection” is now 

part of the learning equation. Recognizing that the amount of information available in 

the Digital Age is overwhelming, and that there are new ways to access this 

information, the theory of Connectivism offers a way of responding or dealing with 

“knowledge that flows too fast for processing or interpreting” (Siemens, 2006, p. 33 

cited in Redecker, 2009, p.18). Departing from the  point of view that learning follows a  

clear path which moves from basic to complex, Redecker (2009, p. 18) summarized  the 

following eight aspects of  Connectivism:   

1) Connection: participants initially form connections or personal 

networks through use of tools and understanding  

2)  Contribution and Involvement: learners begin to contribute actively 

to the network – establishing visibility  

3) Pattern Recognition: participants are active, aware and competent 

participants 

4) Co-creation: they build on ideas and concepts with others  

5) Dissemination: they analyse, evaluate and filter elements through the 

network  

6) Communication: key ideas are communicated   

7) Personalization: knowledge is internalized through dialogue and 

reflection  

8) Implementation: Action occurs and feeds back into the 

personalization stage 



Using Wikis in the English for Tourism Classroom  

24 

 

Essential to the learning path of Connectivism, is the active participation of 

those members of a network who operate both on an individual and social level.  As we 

have seen above, being connected implies the creation and presence of a network. This 

main construct is also present in the concept of a Learning Community which 

recognises that collaboration and cooperation among groups of people leads to the 

acquiring of new knowledge. In a Learning Community, four identified elements must 

be present: established boundaries, clear rules, monitoring systems and operating 

mechanisms (Redecker, 2009, p. 20)  Citing Kester (2006), the author affirmed that 

those communities where social interaction occurs among members are more successful 

than those driven by task achievement alone.  

Building on the first two theories presented above, the insight provided by the 

concept of Communities of Inquiry (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007, cited in Redecker, 

2009, p. 22) clarifies the key elements of successful learning in an educational setting in 

the Digital Age even more by considering the three levels of presence which exist 

within a group: the social, the cognitive, and the teaching (pedagogical) level. Figure 

2.2 below indicates how these levels of presence interact, influence and intersect with 

each other.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2. Interaction within a Community of Inquiry (adapted from Garrison & Arbaugh (2007) 

in Redecker, 2009: 22).  
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In a Community of Inquiry, learning is viewed to be influenced by how all three 

levels of presence work and interact together.   

In summary of the importance that these concepts have to learning, Redecker 

(2009) maintained that their significance lies in the fact that they all consider “the 

collaborative nature of learning” (p. 24) and “react towards the recent changes in 

learning styles… outlining the main features of change on learning processes and 

patterns” (p. 24).  
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Chapter 3  

Writing in Foreign Language Teaching 

 

This chapter sets out to describe the complex nature of writing and how it has 

influenced the teaching and researching of writing in the foreign language classroom. It 

begins by discussing the two-fold dimensions of writing: the skill of writing as an act 

and the product of writing as a result of that act which implies a number of complicated 

processes and strategies. It then continues with considerations of what it means to learn 

writing in a foreign language considered to be an even greater challenge then in one’s 

own mother tongue. Next, the traditional approaches to teaching and researching writing 

are put forth identifying three main areas of focus: text, process and sociocultural 

context. Next, considerations on what it means to teach writing in the Digital Age are 

expounded in order to emphasize the current situation of writing in the FL classroom. 

The chapter concludes by considering the new challenges and demands of the Digital 

Age and the need for an approach which incorporates the use of new digital tools to 

teach writing and integrates writing with other skills as an essential part of the foreign 

language learning process.   

 

3.1. The Complex Nature of Writing  

Considered difficult to learn and acquire as a skill (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; 

Myles, 2002; Hedge, 2005) many researchers have commented on the complex, multi-

faceted nature of writing (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Hyland, 2002; Hedge, 2000, 2005; 

Archibald, 2004; Hamp-Lyons & Heasly, 2006; Barklaoui, 2007). Requiring “conscious 

effort and much practice” (Myles, 2002, p. 17), writing is most often “the last language 

skill to be acquired for native speakers of the language as well as for foreign/second 
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language learners” (Hamp-Lyons & Heasly, 2006, p. 2). For researchers Grabe and 

Kaplan (1996, p. 87), “probably half of the world’s population does not know how to 

write adequately and effectively”. This is probably due to the complexity of the writing 

process which consists of many different stages and actions requiring a variety of skills 

and strategies such as organization in the development of ideas, a high degree of 

accuracy and clarity of meaning, the use of complex grammar and grammatical devices 

and a wide range of vocabulary and careful consideration of vocabulary, structure and 

style (Hyland, 2002, p. 7).   

For Archibald (2004), writing is both “an act and the result of that act” (p. 1).  Its 

dimension is two-fold and implies that the writer focus on a number of knowledge sets 

which belong to both. He identified four of those sets including knowledge of the act 

itself, 2) knowledge of the stages and strategies needed to achieve the act, 3) knowledge 

of the topic covered and 4) knowledge of the context in which the writing occurs 

(Archibald, 2004, p.1).  

 Hyland (2002) also commented on the complex nature of writing by focusing on 

its social dimension.  He stated that despite being personal and highly individual, any 

act of writing is “always a social practice, embedded in the cultural and institutional 

contexts in which it is produced and the particular uses that are made of it” (p. 48).   

 Given the complex nature of writing and its existence as both skill and act 

embedded in a sociocultural context, it remains understandable that it be viewed as a 

difficult skill to develop, let alone teach.  

 

3.1.1. Writing in a Foreign Language. 

A difficult skill to acquire by most people in their own language, writing is 

considered to be even harder to achieve in a foreign language (Hedge, 2005; Richards & 
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Renandya, 2002). The process of learning a foreign language is lengthy and complicated 

in own right and involves the development of a variety of skills including the other 

traditional skills of speaking, listening and reading as well as additional skills such as 

interaction and mediation, Nunan (1989) claimed that “it is easier to learn to speak than 

to write no matter if it is a first or second language” (p. 12). Considering  writing in a 

foreign language to be more challenging than speaking Nunan highlighted it as “an 

extremely complex, cognitive activity” which requires the writer “to demonstrate 

control of a number of variables simultaneously” (p. 36). For researchers Richards and 

Renandya (2002), there remains “no doubt that writing is the most difficult skill for 

second language learners to master” (p. 12). They maintained that this is because good 

writers must apply a variety of cognitive skills including both higher order thinking 

skills, such as planning and organizing, together with more mundane, lower order skills 

such as spelling and punctuation and this involves time, effort and hard work (p. 303).   

Hedge (2000) commented on the priority that writing is given in the language classroom 

with most teachers usually following a specific order of teaching which results in 

students dedicating “45% of their energies to listening, 30% to speaking, 16%  to 

reading, and 9% to writing” (p. 305). The result of this is that for many foreign language 

learners, writing is given minimal attention in the classroom and is probably never fully 

developed as an acquired skill. Barkaoui (2007) summarized the situation for both 

learners and teachers when he stated that successful writing requires “the mastery of a 

variety of linguistic, cognitive, and sociocultural competencies” (p. 35) which are not 

only challenging to learn but challenging to teach as well.  In addition, writing is often 

perceived and treated by teachers and learners alike as an individual act. (Hedge, 2005; 

Barklaoui, 2007).   
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3.2. Approaches to Teaching and Researching Writing in FLT 

Research on first and second and foreign language writing emerged in the 1970s 

when academics began to recognize both writing and the teaching of writing as a 

discipline in its own right (Archibald, 2004, p.1). Cumming (2001, p. 9) stated that as 

both writing and language learning are “multi-faceted phenomena” (p. 9), it is 

additionally difficult to obtain a “comprehensive view of learning then that might 

unequivocally inform teaching” (p. 9). He observed that past research on second 

language writing has tended to provide a “multi-faceted rather than unified, perspective” 

(Cumming, 2001,  p. 10) which is generally categorized  into three broad fundamental  

areas of focus, each of which imply  differing approaches. These three areas, differing 

in orientation and theoretical underpinning, include: a text or product approach focusing 

on the features of the produced text; a process approach focusing on the composing 

processes used by the writer to produce a text; and a sociocultural approach (Cumming, 

2001) which takes into account the context in which writing occurs and considers how 

the writer interacts with the reader in order to create a text (Hyland, 2002). To 

emphasize the complexity of these general categories and their dimensions, Cumming 

(2001) identified their existence at micro and macro levels (p. 2).    

 

 3.2.1. A Focus on Text.  

A focus on text implies looking at the product of writing in terms of “tangible 

and analyzable aspects” (Hyland, 2002, p. 6) such as form and function. In a text-based 

approach, the role of the teacher is to correct student written production and ensure that 

it adheres to the rules of grammar, spelling and punctuation on a surface level and to 

determine how well it has achieved its function, meaning and message on a more 

general level (Hyland, 2002).   
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 Text-based studies focusing on form and meaning include those of Hamp-

Lyons, (1991) and Halliday (1994), while those of Swales et al., (1990, 1998) and Slade 

(1999) investigated text function. Hyland (2002) remarking on this distinction, notes 

two existing perspectives that dominate in text-based approaches: the first views text as 

an “autonomous object” (p. 7) separate from the writer while the second views text as 

“discourse” used by the writer to convey a message (p. 10).  Either way, the values and 

experience of the writer are not recognized. As Hyland (2002) stated: “Writing is 

disembodied. It is removed from context and the personal experience of the writer” (p. 

7). 

Text-based writing focus still dominates in many language classrooms where 

“by providing well-modelled texts, learners are expected to develop writing competency 

by producing work which displays attention to form and knowledge of the grammatical 

systems” (Barkaoui, 2007, p. 17). Furthermore, many standardized FL tests such as 

IELTS and TOEFL attempt to measure student writing this way,  although, as Hyland 

noted (Hyland, 2002, p. 9), the extent to which learner results on these exams is limited 

and influenced by rater subjectivity.  

 

3.2.2. A Focus on Process.  

In a process approach to writing, focus is on the writer of a text and the actions 

and strategies processes that are employed during the composition process (Hyland, 

2002, p. 23). In contrast to a text-based approach, this approach “emphasizes the 

importance of explicitly teaching effective writing processes” (Barkaoui, 2007, p. 17).  

The notion of writing as a process emerged in the late 70’s (Shaughnessy, 1977; Flower, 

1977) as part of the general shift away from behaviorist classroom practice  to include a 

cognitive focus in learning (Hyland, 2002).  It continued to develop (Flower & Hayes, 
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1981; Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1986; Swales 1998) and was considered the dominant 

pedagogical model for the teaching of writing in both L1 and L2 contexts until recent 

times (Hyland 2002, p. 24). 

In their influential model, Flower and Hayes (1981) outlined the three main 

mental processes or stages of writing which writers engage in: planning, producing text 

and revising the finished product. Most experts agree that the stages of process writing 

are recursive (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1986; White and Arndt, 1991; Grabe & Kaplan, 

1996; Kroll, 1990; Hedge, 2005) and much discussion has been generated in regards to 

the differing strategies and activities which make up this process. In her model of 

process writing, Hedge (2005, p. 51) identifies seven different activities which include  

1) being motivated, 2) collecting ideas, 3) planning and outlining, 4) making notes 5) 

making a first draft 6) revising, replanning and redrafting and 7) editing and getting 

ready for publication.  Including both cognitive and technical activities in the process, 

her approach further emphasizes the complex nature of the writing process (p.7).   

Additional studies have shed more light  on the composing aspect of process 

writing by considering the effect of task on student writing (Bereiter and Scardamalia, 

1986; Swales, 1998) and the writer’s  immediate context (Swales, 1998). These studies 

consider the factors which “can impinge on composition´´ (Hyland, 2002, p. 33) and 

stifle or reduce the process.  In light of these factors, FL teachers can better understand 

not only the individual difficulties their students have when writing but also how those 

difficulties may be increased due to the nature of the writing task and the writing 

context it takes place in (Hyland, 2002).  
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3.2.3. A Focus on Context.  

Similar to text-based approaches to writing, sociocultural orientations value 

modelled texts but differ by “advocating a broader focus” which integrates context, 

audience, function and purpose texts (Barkaoui, 2007, p. 37). For Hyland (2002) a focus 

on sociocultural context emphasizes the function of writing as expressions of social 

interaction, construction and power and ideology (Hyland, 2002) whereby the 

relationship between  writer and reader are seen to be  inherent in the act of writing and 

influential in the composing processes engaged by the writer (p. 34) .The essence of the  

act of writing is that it is a form of communication which is dependent on a writer’s 

proficiency, language conventions and the cultural values and interests of the 

community of practice in which it occurs (Hyland, 2002, p. 34)  Hyland (2002) cited the 

research of Nystrand (1989), Johns (1997) and Swales (1998) as examples of studies 

that contributed to better understanding the different aspects of  sociocultural context  

inherent in every act of writing. Nystrand (1989) focused on the role of audience in 

writing with the added perspective of how the writer views or understands and interacts 

with that audience (Hyland, 2002, p. 35). Johns (1997), emphasizing the aspect of 

writing as social construction, called for writers to learn about both text genre and the 

target audience as an initial part of the writing process (Hyland, 2002, p. 44) And, 

finally, Swales (1989) highlighting the role of the writer in the community for which he 

or she is writing, developed the notion of place discourse community (Hyland, 2002, p. 

42).  

In summary to the three approaches identified above, Hyland (2002) emphasized 

the fundamental characteristic of all writing: its complex nature. He defines this 

complexity as being “both personal and social, expressing a culturally recognized 

purpose, reflecting a particular kind of relationship and acknowledging an engagement 
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in a given community” (p. 48).  Barkaoui (2007) adds to this by recognizing that “full 

proficiency in L2 writing” (p. 37) involves mastering all the competencies and aspects 

emphasized in the three approaches. The implication of this is that teachers must include 

all aspects of writing in the classroom and learners must be encouraged to “engage in 

writing frequently” (Barkaoui, 2007, p. 37). 

 

3.3. A Focus on Digital Tools  

Many policy makers, researchers and professionals have highlighted the growing 

need to prepare our students to meet the new challenges of the Digital Age (OECD, 

2008; Redecker, 2009; Hirtz and Kelly, 2011; Warschauer; 2010) A new dimension of 

literacy has emerged requiring the use of a whole new set of digital tools based on 

developments in technology and the internet which have changed how we now read, 

write and interact with each other (Redecker, 2009; Warschauer, 2010; Kessler, 2013). 

As Kessler (2013) recognized, a number of experts and researchers have remarked on 

the influence of technology in “changing the nature of contemporary written language” 

(p. 217). Furthermore, a huge array of new technologies are shaping how we 

communicate in general (Kessler (2013, p. 217, citing Thorne (2003) and context, tool 

and community now play “a crucial role in how information is structured”.  As writing 

is much more important in today’s world it cannot be the neglected skill in neither the 

L1 and L2 classrooms. Warschauer (2010, p. 3) emphasized this fact by identifying 

three  main reasons for developing the skill of writing: first, and foremost, it is a “vital 

skill” which contributes to success in both academic and professional areas; secondly, it 

can function as an effective  tool which can help develop language proficiency; and 

thirdly, it “allows learners to raise their awareness of knowledge gaps and abstract 
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problem-specific knowledge into schemas” that can be applied to other areas  of 

learning and knowledge building (p. 3).   

In contrast to the traditional way of teaching  writing as a  solitary and often  

tedious skill focused on product, new tendencies in the Digital Age call on and 

encourage the integration of writing to reinforce learning and provide new opportunities 

to  develop other skills as well as the target language itself (Chapelle, 2008; Oxford, 

2001; Swain, 2010;  Kessler, 2013). As Kessler stated  the “influence of writing on all 

skills may be the most evident as teachers use technology in the classroom, given that 

lessons incorporating technology often provide the opportunity for teachers to more 

closely simulate real-world communication and negotiation of meaning (p. 212).  

 

3.3.1. Teaching Writing in the Digital Age. 

The Digital Age has brought with it the development of many new tools to carry 

out the act of writing (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000; Zhao, 2003; Blake, 2007; Chapelle, 

2010; Kessler, 2010, 2013). Kessler (2010) noted that these tools have given way to a 

“dramatic change in the nature of writing itself” (p. 212) and have brought on a whole 

new range of contexts where writing can occur, presenting new challenges for teachers 

who must come to terms with both the new “varied emerging contexts” as well as the 

overwhelming and “unlimited number of technological writing tools and perspectives 

on how they can be used in teaching writing” (p. 214). He added that this new situation 

requires research on writing that focuses on these new tools and contexts. Identifying 

three areas of consideration which can shed light on the role of writing in the classroom, 

Kessler (2010) highlighted the way learners carry out the act of writing, the way 

teachers use technology in the classroom, and the activities and practices used to engage 

learners in writing. (p. 214). This supports the claims of Warschauer and Meskill (2000) 
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who postulated that it is not the tool that is used but rather the use of that tool which 

makes the difference in learning (p. 8). As Warschauer (2010) stated, “only thoughtful 

use of these tools can enhance effective instructional approaches that emphasize 

writing” (p. 6).  

In consideration of the added dimension that digital tools bring to writing in the 

Digital Age, Cumming’s original summary of what students learn when writing in 

traditional contexts has been adapted and is represented here in the following table: 

 
Table 3.1. What a person learns when writing in a second language using digital tools. Adapted 

from Alistair Cumming (2001, p. 3).  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

This table reflects the additional dimension of digital and work skills including 

autonomy, accountability and collaboration in addition to what is learned by students 

when writing in traditional contexts.    

 

    Micro    Macro 

Text    Syntax & morphology  Cohesive devices 

    Lexis    Text structure  

Composing   Searches for word  Planning 

& syntax     

    Attention to ideas &  Revising  

language concurrently 

Context   Individual development  Participating in a discourse  

community 

    Self-image or identity  Social change 

 

Digital Tool   Digital skills   Autonomy 

    Work skills   Accountability 

        Collaboration 
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3.3.2. The Integration of Writing with Other Skills.  

While writing is often taught by language teachers as an isolated and individual 

skill focused on text production or  writing process, (Hyland, 2002, Storch, 2005, 2010; 

Chapelle and Jamieson, 2008; Swain, 2010;  Kessler, 2013) insight from research calls 

for an  increased focus on the teaching of writing  as an integral part of the language 

learning process (Hyland, 2002; Hedge, 2005) claiming that the benefits of doing so   

are many, including  skills development, language proficiency and learner autonomy 

(Barklaoui, 2007, p. 37). Supporting this idea, many researchers such as Chapelle, 

2010), Warschauer, (2010), and Kessler, 2013) have also emphasized the important role 

that digital tools can play as part of the language classroom. The impact of writing on 

other skills has been shown to increase as the use of technology in the classroom allows 

teachers to provide students with more opportunities for real communication and 

negotiation of meaning (Kessler, Bikowski & Boggs, 2012). While the integration of 

writing to develop other skills is not a new approach in language learning (Hyland, 

2002), its place in language learning classrooms can be justified even more (Barklaoui, 

2007; Warschauer, 2010; Kessler, 2013) when we consider the many new tools and 

contexts that are part of the Digital Age. 

 

3.4. Collaborative Writing 

Many researchers have considered the benefits of collaborative writing in the 

foreign language classroom (Swain, 2000, 2010; Swain & Lapkin, 2001; Storch, 2005, 

2010; Kessler, 2009, 2010, 2012). In alignment with constructivist learning theories and 

sociocultural theory in particular, collaborative writing, as a collaborative learning 

activity can provide an opportunity for social activity to take place in the language 

classroom context.  Swaine (2010) supported the integration of writing in the classroom 
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when carried out as a collaborative effort, highlighting that it provides an opportunity 

for interaction and what she calls “languaging” to occur among learners. She held that    

learners cannot develop language proficiency through input alone and must also be 

involved in the production of output which leads to a number of activities such as 

noticing, discussing and mediating carried out through the language in order to produce 

language (Swaine, 2010) and develop proficiency. In a series of studies which 

considered and compared individual and pair work, Storch (1998, 2002, 2005, 2007) 

also concluded that writing in pairs is a beneficial strategy in L2 learning. Her findings 

supported   a number of earlier studies which had also highlighted the benefits of 

collaborative writing (Kowal & Swain, 1994; Swain & Lapkin, 2001).  Storch (2005), 

advocating the use of collaborative writing activities in the language learning classroom, 

held that such activities allow for the joint construction of written text which is in 

keeping with Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development, engaging participants in 

learning processes that occur on both the social and individual levels.   

In the Digital Age of writing, collaborative writing tasks in EFL are made even 

more relevant given the myriad of Web 2.0 collaborative writing tools that have 

infiltrated daily life and become a regular part of the way learners interact with the 

world.    
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Chapter 4  

Wikis in Education and Foreign Language Learning  

 

Having considered the learning theories which provide a framework for 

understanding the complexities of collaborative writing  in the language classroom, this 

chapter moves on to consider the area of CALL, Web 2.0 technology and one of its 

tools, the wiki which is the focus of our study. This chapter consists of three main 

sections. The first section presents a brief overview of CALL and includes a definition 

for the term and a general summary of its evolution over the past decades.  In section 

two, the suite of tools known as Web 2.0 technology which has emerged to find its way 

into education and language learning in the Digital Age is discussed. Some 

considerations of the various tools and their potential for use in language learning as 

supported by CALL research of the past decade are put forth. The third and final section 

of the chapter is dedicated to discussion on the wiki and provides a description of the 

tool’s origins and use and affordances and constraints as demonstrated by existing 

studies. The section concludes the chapter with a discussion of existing research which 

helps to set the context for our study.  

 

4.1. An Overview of CALL 

In order to understand how the use of Web 2.0 technology such as wikis can 

influence the language classroom, it is useful to first consider how the implementation 

of   technology in the field of education has developed over the decades.  Indeed, while 

the impulse to incorporate technology in education has had a continuous effect on many 

areas of study, it is probably in language learning where the effects and influence of 

such use has been most evident (Blake, 2008). As many researchers have noted, the 
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implementation of technology in language learning has been so significant that it even 

has its own methodology and area of research known as Computer Assisted Language 

Learning or CALL, as it is most commonly referred to (Levy, 1997; Blake, 2008; 

Chapelle and Jamieson, 2008; Egbert, 2005).    

 

4.1.1. A Definition of CALL. 

As Egbert (2005) noted, a clear and concise definition for CALL is yet to be 

achieved as researchers and educators “are still exploring its boundaries and clarifying 

its components” (p. 3). The author provides examples of some of the various terms 

which the use of technology in language learning has been given, including those such 

as computer-enhanced language learning (CELL), technology-enhanced language 

learning (TELL) and  computer-based language learning (CBLT), among others (p. 3).  

For the purposes of this study, the term CALL will be used in reference to the general 

area of research within the field of language teaching and learning.   

Levy (1997) defined CALL as an area of study encompassing “the search for 

and study of computer applications for language learning and teaching” (p. 1). Building 

on this definition, Egbert (2005) considered  the dimensions of  CALL by stating that it  

can be both very general, whereby computers are used as a support for language 

teaching in some way, and very specific, whereby specially-designed software tools 

meant to promote language learning are used. Despite whether its dimensions are 

general or specific in nature, as the author claimed, the basis of  all CALL to  provide  

“optimal, technology-enhanced language teaching and learning environments” (p. 3).  

For Egbert, this notion of “optimal” implies language and content settings in which 

technology is implemented “as effectively as possible to support learning” (p.3).  She 

held that the parameters and boundaries of CALL are open as it “applies to all 
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languages, skill areas, and software” (p. 3). In keeping with Egbert’s claims regarding 

the definition and dimensions of CALL, this study uses the term to refer that area of 

language teaching and research which both includes and investigates the incorporation 

of technology as a tool to facilitate the learning and teaching of any languages.   

 

4.1.2. A History of CALL. 

While there has been greater recognition of the value of CALL in the last 15 

years (Egbert, 2005), computers have been used in language learning since the late 50’s 

and 60s when academic institutions started to implement use of the computer for foreign 

and second language instruction. Since then, as many experts have noted, how the 

computer has been used in the language learning classroom has been directly related to 

the changing paradigms and theories of learning which have emerged with time and 

study (Crook, 1994; Egbert, 2005; Blake, 2008; Levy & Stock well, 2006, Andrews & 

Haythornthwaite 2007).  

In its initial stages of classroom use, the computer was considered to be a 

tutoring tool which allowed for learning and practice through repetitive drills (Andrews 

& Haythornthwaite, 2007). Language laboratories with computers and other technology 

like recorders were designed and implemented with the goal of providing for more 

individual drilling practice. A reflection of the dominating behaviourist learning 

methods and educational theories of the time, the computer was seen to be a 

replacement for the teacher. Considered to be very useful for supporting this type of 

modelled learning the computer offered extra opportunity for students engaging in this 

type of practice.  

By the 1970s and 1980s, a major paradigm shift in language learning 

methodology had occurred and the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) 
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approach,  based on cognitive theories, emerged in recognition of language learning as  

“a process of discovery, development, and experimentation with language” (Andrews & 

Haythornthwaite, 2007, p.  360). This shift meant that computers  started to take on  a  

new role as a tool meant to assist learners in this process  on a more extensive level, 

focusing on  the facilitation of  the skills of reading, writing, listening and speaking.  

Given even greater importance in the language classroom, the computer was 

implemented by students for a variety of tasks and activities involving cognitive 

processes to use and produce language. Hence, the computer shifted from its role of 

helping the teacher to a new role of helping the student.  

By the 1990’s, further developments in the theory and practice of 

communicative language teaching placed a new focus on the integration of skills 

development and learning (Carter & Nunan, 2001) and the computer was given even  

more  emphasis as a very useful tool which could easily be incorporated into language 

classroom. The emergence of a more integrated approach to language teaching 

highlighted the need to include the development of the four skills of listening, speaking, 

reading and writing.  The result of this was an even greater, more accepted and extended 

use of computers for learners, not only for language learning but also for interaction 

among learners who sought to share their knowledge with others (Andrews & 

Haythornthwaite 2007).  

Crook (1994) provided a summary of these shifts in theory and use of the 

computer for language learning based on three metaphors: the computer-as-tutor  

metaphor used to reflect the behaviourialist approach of using computers to have 

students practice the language through repetition and drills; the computer-as-pupil 

metaphor used to indicate use of the computer as a response to the cognitive approaches 

of learning which focus on the mental processes which student undergo while doing 
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something with the computer and finally, the computer-as-tool metaphor which 

highlights the use of the computer as a tool to carry out socio-cognitive activities for 

language learning which are directly rooted in constructivist learning theories.  

While these metaphors have been supported by a number of researchers (Kern 

and Warschauer, 2000, 1997; Egbert, 2005),  it is the last of these, the computer- as- 

tool metaphor which has gained increasing attention from researchers, institutions and 

teachers alike (Van Campernolle & Williams, 2008 cited in Oxford & Oxford, 2009) 

who, in  recognition that the fundamental purpose of any language is for communication 

and social interaction, see the potential offered by the use of computers in the language 

classroom.     

 

4.1.3. CALL Research. 

Several research studies conducted during the early 1990s revealed the 

motivating impact of CALL, not only on language learners but on teachers as well 

(Carter & Nunan, 2001). Studies to determine how CALL influenced teacher and 

learner attitudes with results exposed how CALL enabled learners and teachers to 

become more actively involved in the learning and teaching process (Carter & Nunan, 

2001, p. 109).  

CALL research in the past decade has continued to support these findings and 

includes a number of significant studies such as those of Chang (2005) and Murday, 

Ushida and Chenoweth (2008). Chang, (2005) focusing on student motivation, 

discovered that learners involved in web-based instruction revealed increased levels of 

interest and involvement while operating in a technology-based learning environment. 

The author held that a constructivist approach to the use of technology offered learners a 



Using Wikis in the English for Tourism Classroom  

 

44 

 

more meaningful experience which allowed them to explore, discover, raise questions 

and construct their own knowledge.  

Adding to these findings, Murday, Ushida and Chenoweth (2008) in their 

empirical study on the incorporation of online learning activities for students of French 

in a blended classroom situation, reported on how CALL affected L2 learner 

perceptions and motivated them to engage in the learning process. Those students who 

claimed to have busy schedules and reduced time particularly benefited and exhibited 

positive attitudes and perceptions of the experience. The use of technology allowed for 

more flexible learning schedules which motivated and enabled students to become 

involved in the learning process. These students indicated that they felt less pressure 

and stress as compared to the rigid schedules of traditional language learning classroom 

settings.   

In addition to the students’ experience, Murday, Ushida, & Chenoweth (2008)  

also reported on the perceptions of the teachers involved who, despite acknowledging 

additional stress due to a lack of training and technical problems, still recognized that 

the benefits regarding learning and satisfaction outweighed the challenges. In addition 

to this, the teachers also indicated that their traditional roles as instructors had modified 

to incorporate those of guide and collaborator. 

 Additional researchers and authors have also highlighted the positive motivating 

influence which the incorporation of technology has on learner motivation (Egbert, 

2005; Warschauer, 2010; Kern, 2006). The overall impact of CALL on learner behavior, 

motivation and attitudes has been demonstrated to have positive implications for the 

teaching and learning process, especially due to the fact that these factors contribute to 

the involvement of learners and consequently affect the levels or degrees of learning 

which take place. As Gasse and Selinker (2008) emphasized, “individuals who are 
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motivated will learn another language faster and to a greater degree. And, quite clearly, 

some degree of motivation is involved in initial decisions to learn another language and 

to maintain learning” (p. 426).   

In addition to the influence of CALL on L2 learner perceptions and motivation, 

technology, Warschauer and Meskill, (2000) also reflected on how the use of CALL  

facilitates language learning in a wide range of differing concepts and teaching 

approaches (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000). Holding that CALL is aligned with many 

language learning theories, the authors noted that it is easy to integrate into a variety of 

pedagogical processes and language learning theories. This capacity is due to the fact 

that CALL implies more holistic learning processes for L2 learners which facilitate the 

various learning approaches which may be used in teaching. Furthermore, CALL also 

helps to address diversity among L2 learners in that it supports both cognitive and 

sociocognitive approaches to language learning which focus on the importance of 

interaction in language acquisition (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000).  

The ability of CALL to fit different teaching contexts, methods, programmes, 

and applications has also been demonstrated by existing research (Chiu, Liou & Yeh, 

2007; Tsou, Wang & Tzeng, 2004); Niño, 2008).   

Chiu, Liou & Yeh (2007) studied Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) 

employed in foreign language learning for students in higher education finding that it 

facilitated learning processes and language speaking skills.   

Tsou, Wang & Tzeng (2004), in another approach to language learning, focused 

on the integration of technology to develop storytelling to enhance learning. The authors 

found that the impact of storytelling on learning resulted in improved memory and 

creativity and understanding of how words are used. Furthermore, the study claimed 
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that through storytelling, L2 learners were able to focus on and learn how words are 

appropriately used in sentences. 

 Niño (2008) conducted an empirical study in which the efficiency of Machine 

Translation (MT) systems was evaluated in terms of its contributions to foreign 

language learning.   The study found that MT systems facilitated language learning and 

acquisition by allowing learners to “check for accuracy, especially in relation to the use 

of complex grammatical or lexical structures including terminology, collocations and 

idiomatic expressions” (Niño, 2008, p. 31) and improving language awareness and 

focus on form.  

The above studies have served to emphasize the potential of CALL. Its benefits 

and contributions to successful language learning have been demonstrated through the 

study of a variety of uses and applications in the traditional classroom.  Serving  not 

only  to raise levels of interest and motivation among learners,  the implementation of 

technology in the language classroom  can also demonstrated support of a variety of   

methods and approaches which allow for a more eclectic style of teaching and can 

address the cognitive, psychological, social, and cultural dimensions viewed to be 

present in sociocultural contexts.  In short, when implemented in foreign and second 

language classroom, CALL provides additional learning opportunities for students to 

practice and development the target language.   

In an attempt to  better describe  the  potential of CALL,  Egbert (2005,  p. 8) 

identified eight  components which   support and encourage optimal language learning 

in general and which must, in turn be provided for learners. These components, listed in 

continuation, include:  

1. interaction: opportunities for learners  to interact socially and negotiate 

meaning 
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2. authentic audience: opportunities for learners to interact in  the target 

language with an authentic audience 

3. authentic  tasks:  allowing learners to carry out realistic and useful activities 

they will do in the real world 

4. production and exposure: providing an input of “varied and creative  

language”(p.7) which learners are then encouraged to use and produce as 

output 

5. time and feedback: sufficient time to complete tasks  and receive adequate 

feedback 

6. intentional cognition: guiding learners to give mindful attention to the 

learning process 

7. atmosphere: balancing  adequate levels of stress and anxiety to motivate 

learners 

8. autonomy: encouraging learners to take responsibility and control of their 

learning 

Hence, returning to Egbert’s (2005) definition of CALL cited above, any 

inclusion or incorporation of technology must also adhere to and enhance the above in 

order to provide opportunities for optimal learning.  As many have noted, the simple act 

of implementing technology is not enough and careful consideration must first be given 

to what it is and how it can be used before it is implemented (Warschauer, 2010;  

Kessler, et al, 2012).  In order to assist in the act of careful consideration prior to the 

implementation of a tool, Egbert (2005, p. 11-13) established five necessary 

considerations as indicated below in a list of guidelines:   

1. The technology must support class and curriculum pedagogical goals. 
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2. It must be accessible to all learners through activities which address multiple 

learning styles.   

3. It must be used as a tool to support learning in a variety of ways. 

4. It must be used effectively, somehow making the language learning better or 

faster. 

5. It must be used efficiently helping students to achieve learning goals more 

quickly and with less work. 

In an age of technological abundance where  tools  such as blogs, wikis and 

podcasts and other  technology are readily available and part of everyday life, Egbert’s 

guidelines can provide a useful starting point for any teacher considering a more 

pedagogically sound incorporation of  these  popular tools  in the classroom.   

 

4.2. The Wiki as a  Web 2.0 Tool  

The wiki is a relatively new technological tool which belongs to the suite of 

tools dubbed Web 2.0 (Wheeler and Wheeler, 2009; Wang and Vazquez, 2012). This 

technology includes a range of internet-based tools which have made their way into 

everyday life in the 21
st
 Century and   include email, blogs, wikis, podcasts, forums and 

chats.  As Solomon and Schrum (2007) noted, these tools are part of  a “wired, 

globalized world in which communication and collaboration are possible 24/7” (p. 8) 

and have greatly affected the way we think and learn.    

With the emergence of Web 2.0 applications,  a number of tools such as blogs, 

wikis and podcasts  have made their way into traditional classrooms settings,  helping to 

change classroom focus on independent work and individual forms of learning to 

increased interaction, collaboration  and cooperation among learners (Richardson, 2006; 

Solomon & Schrum, 2007).  It is this range of tools which has helped take the internet 
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from being a closed static source of information and data to becoming a dynamic and 

interactive repository to which we can all contribute as collaborators (Solomon & 

Schrum, 2007).  Indeed, for almost a decade, educational experts and researchers have 

been advocating the use of these  tools in the classroom claiming that “that there is 

much reason to believe their implementation in schools will better prepare students” 

(Richardson, 2006, p. 5)  for their post-education lives.  

Responding to the wave of Web 2.0 tools making their way into the language 

classroom, Wang & Vázquez (2012) carried out a review of studies related to their 

direct use in Second and Foreign Language Learning. Examining a total of 43 studies 

which appeared between 2005 and the first quarter of 2010, the authors considered the 

different tools which make up this technology. They found that  more than a third of the 

studies concerned the use of blogs  (15 out of the 43),  followed by 25% (10 out of 43) 

which  reported  on  the use of wikis. Together these tools accounted for almost 60% of 

the reviewed studies. Lesser investigated tools such as Podcasts and Social Networking 

Tools represented 20% of the studies. (2012, p. 423).  

 Citing the findings of these studies, the authors documented the general  

benefits of Web 2.0 technology as being: “comfortable (Antenos-Conforti, 2009; 

Armstrong & Retterer, 2008; Chen, 2009), relaxed (Ducate & Lomicka,2008),  

collaboration-oriented (Kessler, 2009; Lee, 2009, 2010; McCarty, 2009; Zorko,2009),  

and community-based (Antenos-Conforti, 2009; Baten et al., 2009; Harrison & Thomas, 

2009) ( p. 423). In addition to the above, the authors made special reference to those  

works which demonstrated increased student interaction, collaboration and target 

language output (Baten et al., 2009; Chen, 2009; Lee, 2006; Peterson, 2006),  positive 

attitudes  (Antenos-Conforti, 2009; Armstrong & Retterer, 2008; Chen, 2009; Dippold, 

2009; Ducate & Lomicka, 2008; Lord, 2008) and interest and motivation ( Liou & Peng, 
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2009; Kessler, 2009; McCarty,2009; Pinkman, 2005; Román-Mendoza, 2009)  (p. 423). 

The authors also cited the work of Alm (2009) and Raith (2009) (p. 423) who noted  

greater awareness of audience and  that of Elola & Oskoz (2008) who focused on 

increased cultural knowledge and competence.   

Yet, as some researchers have pointed out, (Lomicka & Lord, 2009; Stevenson 

and Liu, 2010) research is still needed to further investigate the pedagogical and 

technical usability of Web 2.0 and what they offer potential language learners.   

 

4.2.1. The Origin and Functionality of Wikis.  

In their book, The Wiki Way: Quick Collaboration on the Web (Leuf 

&Cunningham, 2001) the writers explain how Cunningham created the first wiki 

platform in order to invite other software programmers to collaborate on a software 

pattern project he was working on at the time in 1994. The technology which was 

completed in 1995 was named the WikiWikiWeb inspired by the wiki shuttle in 

operation at the Honolulu Airport. “Wiki”, which means “quick” (p. 13) in Hawaiian, 

soon became the short term used to refer to Cunningham’s platform technology. Major 

popularity of the software was achieved almost a decade later when Jimmy Wales used 

it to create what many have considered to be one of the most influential websites of the 

last decade: Wikipedia (Lee, 2010; Wheeler & Wheeler, 2011). Apart from what it 

meant for the masses of people  participating in the  open co-construction of knowledge 

and information, Wikipedia also served to emphasize the need for collaboration, 

content-sharing and co-constructing of knowledge in the Digital Age that was 

recognized  in both education and business (Lee, 2010).    

The essence of the wiki tool is its ease and speed which allow users to quickly 

add and edit asynchronously on a dynamic website (Leuf & Cunningham, 2001).  In 
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addition to this, users can collaborate in a number of ways by adding new content, page 

files and other visual and multimedia components which allow for multimodal 

contributions to any document. In addition to these key characteristics, the simplified 

markup language of wiki interface makes webpage design easier as contributors do not 

have to have prior knowledge or advanced technology skills.   

 

4.3. Wikis in Education and Language Learning   

While the fame of Wikipedia served to highlight and draw attention to the value 

of wikis as useful tools for collaboration of any type, the  ease of use, simplicity and 

collaboration affordances provided by the  software  has   received particular  attention  

from  teachers and other  experts in the field of education  (Richardson, 2006; Solomon 

& Schrum, 2007).  Research regarding the use of wikis has been particularly valuable in 

revealing the benefits of wiki-mediated collaborative writing in a wide range of  areas of 

study and subjects (Thomas, King & Minocha, 2009) which  include  teacher education 

(Wheeler & Wheeler, 2009), psychology (Judd, Kennedy & Cropper, 2010), and  

business  (Whitney &  Smallbone, 2011).  

 

4.3.1. Wikis in Education. 

In their study on the use of wikis in teacher education as an online collaborative 

writing tool in a blended learning approach, Wheeler and Wheeler (2009) considered 

the benefits of wiki-based writing activities for learners to share ideas, generate course 

specific content, improve their writing skills and be more actively engaged in the 

learning process (p. 1). The study findings included a generally positive perception of 

the learners with regard to the aforementioned aspects. Student attention to academic 

writing and research standards in particular also increased with the authors noting 
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improvement in these skills. Despite the initial benefits of these findings, some 

reluctance, caution and negativity were also reported by the authors regarding the 

participation of some learners reflecting on the scope of writing and the degree of peer 

editing carried out. In addition to this, the researchers also identified the implementation 

of  ad hoc writing strategies used by their students to create and revise their content 

before posting their final contributions in the wiki, noting that this a tendency for 

students when “exposed to new experiences, or the need to adapt to new and unfamiliar 

technology” (p. 7).   

In their large-scale study of 56 wikis developed by over 250 students in a variety 

of different subjects, Thomas, King and Minocha (2009) examined the effects of the 

wikis’ functionality on student use of the tool, the consequences of the students’ 

interaction and engagement, and the learning opportunities that wikis offer.  Their 

findings revealed that the limited functionality of wikis influenced how students 

interacted and engaged in the collaborative activities, and that students  did not always 

recognize the learning benefits of course wikis  and activities.  

Adding to the findings of Wheeler and Wheeler (2009) and Thomas, King and 

Minocha (2009), Judd, Kennedy, and Cropper (2010) assessed collaboration through 

student contributions in a wiki writing task carried out in an undergraduate psychology 

course. The researchers looked at individual wiki contributions to determine the breadth 

of individual user edits in a page version analysis considering number, timing, and 

scope of edit. The authors also focused on aspects of learning design and use of the wiki 

in consideration in order to determine how the limitations and challenges of a wiki 

could be mitigated. Study findings regarding the level of contribution indicated that 

despite well-designed and supported wiki collaborative activities, student collaboration 

and cooperation was generally low. Quantitative analysis results showed that a small 
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number of participants (only 10%) contributed most productively to more than 40% of 

the final content which was based on a word count total of the completed wiki content.  

25% of the participants contributed minimally to less than 5% (4.4%) of the final 

content.  

Supporting the earlier findings, the study also indicated that students tend to 

make the majority of contributions in the last few days of the task with  69% of the 

contributions made during the last week and 44% of those being on or after the last day. 

Less than 15% of students contributed to the wiki on three or more days and only 1% of 

students contributed over five or more days. The authors highlighted the difficulty of 

determining patterns of collaborative or cooperative behaviour when participants make 

most of their contributions in the last days of the activity (p. 351).  

In addition to collaboration contributions, the authors of the study also 

considered student contributions made through comments. Once again, these findings 

indicated a low participation rate with a mere 10% (75 out of 692 participants) posting 

comments. Analyzing the nature of the comments, the researchers determined 6 

contextual comment categories: group, individual, editing, content, collaboration and 

reply. Remarking on these findings, the authors attributed a lack of collaborative 

behaviour among students as the reason for learners failing to use “this simple yet 

powerful mechanism for students to both coordinate and contextualize their 

contributions with other members of their groups”(p. 351). They emphasized that 

“students’ preparation and support in collaborative writing activities is clearly critical to 

their success” (p. 352). Furthermore, the authors also claimed that curriculum 

integration and assessment play important roles which contribute to collaboration and 

engagement of the students.  
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In conclusion to their study, Judd, Kennedy and Cropper (2010)  put forth that    

while wikis are promoted as collaboration tools, in fact, little collaboration or 

cooperation behaviour is evidenced within the wiki content contributions suggesting 

that students seem to be “more concerned with simply meeting the task contribution 

requirements, which would require minimal cooperation or collaboration, than 

developing a comprehensive  and coherent group submission, which would require 

establishing a cooperative or collaborative relationship with the other members of their 

group”. The study findings indicated that a mere 10% of students in the sample were 

productive contributors (p. 350). 

Whitney and Smallbone (2011) corroborated the findings of Judd, Kennedy and 

Cropper (2010). In their study on using wikis to enhance student collaboration for group 

assignment tasks in the face to face classroom of an undergrad course Business course, 

student resistance to use of the wiki tool and a preference for face-to-face co-operative 

learning was revealed. They carried out this study in response to a growing concern 

about the nature and quality of collaboration and group work tactics and practice and 

challenges implied by the incorporation of collaborative work without first providing 

students with the strategies, skills and motivation for using the wiki. The study results 

coincided with earlier studies cited by the authors to prove that wikis, despite being a 

collaborative authoring tool, “are not inherently collaborative” (p. 343) and indeed, 

require that additional aspects be addressed in order to ensure a more efficient use of the 

tool.  

Meisher-Tal and Gorsky (2010) investigated the collaborative writing actions 

carried out among 60 online university students participating in a graduate course on 

technology and learning in education. The participants worked together over one 

semester to develop a wiki-mediated course glossary. In their  analysis of the students’ 
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contributions, the researchers identified a taxonomy of 13 different edit actions 

including: 1) add information; 2) add link; 3) clarify information; 4) delete information; 

5) delete link; 6) fix link; 7) format; 8) grammar; 9) changes in mark-up language; 10) 

revisions; spelling; style and typology; and 13) vandalism. Recognizing the limitations 

of this typology, they considered the quality of contributions by determining if the 

textual changes occurred “on sentences” or “within sentences” (p. 28). They analyzed a 

total of 750 edit contributions consisting of 2986 edit actions carried out by the 60 

participants. The study findings indicated that 59% of the changes were carried out 

within the sentences while the remaining 41% were done on the sentences. Adding text 

was the most common edit action and was realized by 90% of the students. Deleting 

text accounted for 28% of the changes leading the authors to comment on the hesitation 

of students to perform editing actions. While the glossary completed in the study by 

Meisher-Tal and Gorsky (2010) represents a specific type of task which is different 

from that of our study, the findings helped to establish patterns of contribution and work 

behaviour among the participants as the authors noted that 10% of the participants in the 

study proved to be dominant leaders who specialized in particular edit actions and 

assumed these roles “without any direct instruction, apparently quite spontaneously” 

(p.32) 

Despite their differing fields of study, the various studies and research cited 

above indicate that although wikis offer the promise of collaboration, ultimately it is 

user, in this case, the students, who determine the nature and extent to which that 

collaboration occurs.   
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4.3.2. Wikis in Language Learning. 

While wikis can be useful in any academic setting, it is probably in foreign and 

second language learning where this can be evidenced more clearly (Godwin-Jones, 

2003).  As some authors have noted, the use of wikis in language learning contexts 

serves to facilitate sociocultural learning theories which place the learner in the center 

of the learning and teaching process (Erben, Ban & Castañeda, 2008). By promoting 

collaborative learning, students are able to assume more control over what they do and 

how they do it. (Erben, Ban & Castañeda, 2008). Nonetheless, the use of wikis in 

language learning contexts may also serve to increase communication between teachers 

and learners and amongst learners themselves through use of the wiki tool’s 

communication function (Ferris & Wilder, 2006, Bradley et al., 2010).   

 In addition to facilitating sociocultural and collaborative learning approaches, 

wikis also cultivate constructivist learning processes which view “knowledge as well as 

meaning as constructed rather than given” (Parker and Chao (2007, p. 59). Hence wikis 

encourage learners to engage in autonomous and reflective learning (Kessler, 2009; 

Kessler & Bikowski, 2010) work independently as opposed to relying on the direct 

guidance of teachers.  Wikis are playing an increasing role in students’ reflective 

learning” (Parker & Chao 2007, p. 59) which encourages them to better understand their 

own learning processes.  

In her comprehensive literature review of 27 studies on the use of wikis in 

second and foreign language classes published between the years 2008 and 2011,  Li 

(2013) identified four  dominant  research themes which include: i) collaborative 

writing process ii) writing product iii) perceptions of wiki-based writing tasks and  iv) 

effects of tasks.  In continuation, a number of the studies included in Li’s review, as 

well as others, are considered.   
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In her case study of 35 elementary Spanish students in university using wiki 

technology to develop writing skills, Lee (2010) examined student perceptions, the role 

of task in wiki-mediated writing and whether wikis promoted peer feedback and 

scaffolding in the revision process. Using a class wiki, students collaborated on a 

number of writing tasks after learning to use and work with the wiki on a trial page. 

Through this initial task, students learned to edit content, add images and videos and 

work with other wiki features. Then, in groups of  four or five students,  the learners  

were asked to complete a number of additional tasks under the guidance of the 

instructor whereby they were asked to draft, revise, edit and publish content within the 

time frame of two or three weeks given for each assignment. In order to encourage peer 

scaffolding, the instructor’s assistance was kept to a minimum.  

In the results of her study, Lee showed student perceptions of the use of the wiki 

to be very positive. Given a Likert scale (1 to 5) questionnaire with brief explanations 

why, students were asked to rate the effectiveness of the wiki for collaborative writing, 

the tasks assigned and peer feedback and scaffolding. Results demonstrated that the 

students enjoyed using the wiki and found it effective for developing individual writing 

skills, peer revision and scaffolding which led to heightened learner awareness and 

reflective thinking. Nonetheless, when asked about editing others’ work, the participants 

expressed discomfort doing so.   

Lee noted that student learning styles, personality and individual differences 

possibly influence learning. While more than 50% of the students said they preferred 

using a wiki to word processing software, some continued to express a preference to 

individual writing which led the author to conclude that there is still a “need to adopt 

collective ways of thinking and learn to collaborate with others” (p. 266).  
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 While Lee’s study did not consider the quality of edit contributions, it did reveal 

patterns of use which indicated a growing increase in the number of edits made 

throughout the study and the tendency for one person in most groups to edit much more 

frequently than the other members. Lee indicated that this was probably due to the fact 

that the groups were predetermined by the teacher to include at least one higher level 

proficiency member in each. While Lee’s results indicated a positive response to the use 

of a wiki in general, they were based on a post survey only. The author recognized the 

need to compare pre and post surveys for better understanding of wiki writing 

processes.  

Li & Zhu (2013) also considered the use of a wiki by studying patterns of 

interaction among Chinese university students learning English. Their study included 

three small writing groups consisting of three members each. Using data from the 

history, page version and comment functions the researchers identified three patterns of 

interaction in their study which considered participation, contributions and collaboration 

among individual group members according to aspects of “mutuality” and “equality” (p. 

72)   based on previous studies. (Storch, 2002; Damon and Phelp, 1989 as cited by Li & 

Zhu, 2013, p. 72) In their qualitative analysis, the researchers defined three distinct 

categories which reflected different work patterns among the participating groups and 

included collectively contributing/ mutually supportive, authoritative/responsive, and 

dominant/withdrawn patterns of interaction and contribution to the wiki.  The first 

pattern of interaction indicated that the students contributed in an   equal and mutually 

supportive pattern whereby all group members worked together and no single expert or 

leader was identified. In contrast, the second pattern, an authoritative/responsive pattern, 

indicated that one member of the group had assumed leadership and actively engaged 

the other group members in participation. In the third pattern of interaction identified as 
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a dominant/withdrawn pattern, two group members took on the role of leaders with both 

members attempting to take control of the CW tasks.  

In their case study investigating the use of wikis to elaborate different 

assignments and projects, Bradley, Lindstrom & Rystedt, (2010) discussed the varied 

nature of interactive work which occurred among 56 Swedish software engineering 

students in an ESP course. Upholding the definitions of collaboration and cooperation 

presented in Chapter 2 of this study, the authors considered the work of a total of 25 

groups of two and three students. The study identified three distinct patterns of 

interaction which included 1)  no visible interaction  in which a full piece of text was 

posted by only one individual, 2) a cooperative work pattern in which the text was 

developed  by individuals working in  parallel fashion, and  3) a collaborative work 

pattern in  which  the text was  jointly elaborated  by individuals who appeared to  

engage with each other’s ideas. 

The study findings reported that five of these working groups did not showing 

any visible patterns of either cooperation or collaboration, while an additional five 

demonstrated patterns of cooperation whereby students worked individually on 

contributing to a joint text. The remaining fifteen groups indicated patterns of 

collaboration whereby students participated in the joint construction of the wiki tasks by 

adding and refining ideas and text and providing feedback.  

The authors concluded  that  the findings regarding those groups, which  did not 

show visible signs of cooperation or collaboration, had engaged in full text posting 

which may or may not have been edited or jointly constructed outside the wiki and did 

not necessarily preclude collaborative or cooperative work patterns of interaction.  

Furthermore, those students who contributed with collaboratively elaborated wiki 

assignments demonstrated changes affecting the spelling, punctuation and style and 
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content of the wiki text taken from the page version comparison of wiki page history 

archives.   

 In their study, Kovacic, Bubas & Zlatovic (2008) considered task types when 

implementing the use of a wiki at the university level for EFL and ESP students. Known 

as the Engwiki project, this study considered twenty-three different wiki-meditated 

activities which were analyzed by the authors. Highlighting the many advantages of 

using wikis in foreign language learning, the authors found that wikis are uncomplicated 

and easy to use, even for learners who are new with the technology and facilitate 

collaborative learning and communication, which in turn, may contribute to the 

development of reading and writing skills.  Furthermore, wikis may be of use in 

developing or improving other learning programs or applications and can help to 

resolve various issues in distance and online learning, including learner isolation as they 

foster student engagement and interaction. And finally, accessing wikis through the 

World Wide Web enables teachers to easily evaluate the work and progress of students 

as their inputs may be centrally managed, stored, and retrieved. (Kovacic, Bubas & 

Zlatovic, 2008). 

The authors concluded that such digital tools and applications served to promote 

interactive and student-centered learning, collaboration, as well as the creation of 

learning communities and, that technology is an invaluable tool for second language 

learning in that it provides students with the freedom to shape their own learning 

objectives in accordance with their knowledge, skills, and interests. In turn, this 

flexibility to establish self-determined learning objectives fosters learning which is 

more meaningful for the learners. The functionality and manageability of wikis which 

enables learners to edit, modify and change their work encourages them to become 

reflective and more critical of their own work.  In addition to this, wikis can also serve   
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to develop independent learning which builds on the construction of knowledge instead 

of merely learning it through memorization and replication (Kovacic, Bubas & Zlatovic, 

2008).  

   In addition to facilitating a collaborative learning approach for language 

teaching, the study by Parker and Chao (2007) served to indicate how wikis foster the 

construction of meaning among learners. As the authors noted, wiki projects encourage 

learners to act more independently and rely less on the guidance of teachers and this 

serves to foster reflection and learner awareness. Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs (2012) 

also supported this finding with their study which considered the development of 

learner autonomy among participants in their collaborative writing project which used 

Google Docs.  In their study, the authors considered language (LRCs) and non-language 

related editorial changes (NLRCs) to wiki contributions (p.96).  They found that 

participants carried out eight types of LRCs which included punctuation and 

capitalization, parts of speech, pluralization, pronouns, verb tenses, spelling, and 

spacing.  While the authors found few examples of LRCs which affected meaning, they 

did highlight the adding, deleting or replacing of text as being the most frequent of 

these. They also highlighted the constant changes in formatting carried out by the 

students on a regular basis rather than waiting until the end of the project as well as the 

degree of accuracy of language related changes in the quality of the text content. While 

the study was limited to only three small working groups including nine students, it did 

indicate patterns of contributions among the students.  

The above studies have shown how the use of wikis and collaborative writing 

projects influence and affect the way learners operate when carry out such tasks. The 

importance of the tool has been highlighted for the advantages and affordances it 

provides. Researchers have also indicated the challenges posed by the implementation 



Using Wikis in the English for Tourism Classroom  

 

62 

 

of wikis and other Web 2.0 technology in language learning. As Ferris and Wilder have 

noted, the issues of accuracy and plagiarism are to be considered because “new 

technologies make it exponentially easier for anyone to publish inaccurate or untruthful 

information” (p.48) and Web 2.0 technology easily allows individuals to  modify  or 

change content of web pages online in ways that may not be acceptable. Nonetheless, 

this danger is not limited to wikis, it is part of the realities of learning and teaching in 

the Digital Age and is something which teachers, educators and learners alike must 

consider.   
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Chapter 5 

Research Objectives and Questions 

 

As seen in the previous chapter of this dissertation, wiki-mediated collaborative 

writing has received attention for their potential benefits in the area of FLT (Li, 2013) 

including increased motivation, learner engagement and attention to form and meaning.  

Nonetheless, as some authors have pointed out, just because a technological tool is 

incorporated into the classroom does not guarantee its success (Warshauer, 2010; 

Chapelle, 2003), nor that learners will use the tool effectively. As a result of this, 

exploratory studies which seek to understand how wikis and other Web 2.0 technology 

influence language learning processes in and out of the classroom are still necessary. 

The main objective of this study is to provide an exploratory study which seeks to 

understand and describe how the incorporation of a wiki-mediated collaborative writing 

project influences English learning and writing processes among learners with differing 

levels of language proficiency and at different phases of the writing process.  

 

5.1. The Research Objectives  

In order to achieve the general objective of this study, three specific objectives 

were defined. The first objective, which focuses on the process nature of writing, is to 

determine how student use of the wiki tool reflects learning and writing processes 

throughout various phases of a collaborative writing project. The second objective, 

which focuses on collaborative work, is to reveal the patterns of use of the wiki as 

determined by student contributions to the wiki contents throughout the project. The 

third objective, learner-centered in focus, is to record and compare student perceptions 

of the wiki tool before, during and after completion of the project. In  order to carry out 
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these research  objectives, three project phases were established: the first phase included  

a  pre-writing  and planning  phase; the second phase included a drafting or composing  

phase;  and the last phase included  a project  finalization and presentation  phase.   

 

5.2. The Research Questions 

Guided by the purpose and objectives of this research, a general descriptive 

research question (Cresswell, 2012) was posed: “How do the students of English for 

Tourism course use a wiki to mediate a collaborative writing project?  In order to 

answer this general question, six specific questions and their sub-questions were then 

defined to guide the study’s design. These questions are stated and explained below to 

show their relevance and pedagogical interest to the area of CALL research in FLT.   

Question 1: What functions and features of the wikis do learners use at various 

phases of the writing project?   

Wiki technology incorporates a series of functions and features which allow 

users of the tool to carry out various functions and actions directly related to 

communication and collaboration. For the purposes of this study, a distinction is made 

between those aspects of the wiki tool which are considered functions and those which 

are considered features of the wiki. Wiki functions include operational abilities of the 

wiki which allow users to engage in general activities such as communicating, 

collaborating and editing. Wiki features include those specific components of a 

particular wiki function which allow users to carry out specific tasks or actions such as 

posting comments, creating pages, page viewing, uploading files, images and other 

documents, adding content, revising and changing content, etc. While not all use of wiki 

functions is transparent or available, the use of those functions which are revealed by 

the wiki technology itself are considered here. They include the user profile settings 
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function, the asynchronous discussion function and the collaboration function which 

allows users to share and edit work. The use of those features of the wiki functions 

which are transparent and also considered in this study. These features include a number 

of specific components such as page view counts, page creation, uploading files, images 

and documents, embedding images, videos and links, etc.  

Question 2: What features of the wiki’s edit mode function do learners use to 

contribute to the CW project?  

Question 2.1: When do they use them and what do they do when using them?   

This question, directly related to the first question, continues to explore how 

students use the wiki but focuses exclusively on the edit mode function and its  specific 

features in order to consider how their  use contribute to the co-construction of the wiki  

contents among group members. For the most part, previous studies which focus on 

wiki edit contributions have tended to consider only form and/or meaning-related edits 

(Li, 2013;  Kessler, 2009; Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; Aydin & Yidiz, 2014) paying 

little if any attention  to the multimodal, structural  and presentation aspects of the wiki 

contents. However, the very nature of a website implies that student contributions go 

beyond the textual aspect of contents development to include visual and multimodal 

components as well. This question attempts to reflect the broader picture of how 

students contribute to a wiki-mediated CW project by considering all aspects of its 

contents. Attention is also paid to when and why student contributions and editing 

actions occur in order to better understand the process writing including the planning 

and structuring of the project and the initiating, revising of all textual and multimodal 

content in the wiki and the final presentation and formatting of all wiki contents. The 

pedagogical relevance and implications of this question help to reveal how the nature of 

writing and reading in the Digital Age has changed (Redecker, 2009; Warschauer, 2010) 
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and must be considered in order to better understand the reading and writing habits and 

practice of our Digital Native (Prensky, 2001) learners who are very different from past 

generations and must be taken into account in the Digital Age of learning and writing.  

Question 3: What patterns of contribution emerge among learners and groups 

throughout the project?  

Question 3.1: To what extent does Teacher intervention affect individual 

student and small group contributions to the wiki?  

The question and sub-question which make up Question 3 consider the number, 

nature and quality of contributions made to the wiki by individual students in order to 

determine patterns which emerge throughout the project. Based on how the small 

groups carry out collaboration and how teacher intervention may influence 

collaboration, aspects such as teacher and peer feedback, both in and out of class, and 

peer and other editing are considered here. While the effects of feedback and peer 

editing have been studied by several authors, (Li, 2013) for the most part they have 

demonstrated that students hesitate to give feedback and edit the work of others.   

Question 4: What patterns of interaction emerge among learners while using the 

wiki?  

Question 4.1: What patterns of interaction emerge within the small working 

groups participating in the CW project? 

Question 4.2:  What patterns emerge among the larger class groups 

participating in the CW project?  

Similar to Question 3, the question and sub-questions of Question 4 also 

consider how the frequency and quality of user contributions reflect patterns of 

interaction among learners throughout the different writing stages and project phases. 

The first sub-question considers patterns of interaction among the small working groups 
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within a class group while and the second sub-question considers the patterns of 

interaction among the larger class groups based on language proficiency levels. These 

patterns, based on establishing collaborative and cooperative ways of working, also 

consider aspects such as project phase. For the purposes of our study, the teaching  

approach  used to design and carry out the wiki-mediated collaborative writing project  

is identified as Collaborative Learning (CL) while the terms  collaborative and 

cooperative are also used  to refer to the patterns of work engaged  in by the group 

members as established and differentiated by Johnson and Johnson (1996) and 

Haythornewaite (2006).   

This information is particularly useful for teachers in that it helps them better 

understand how task design of collaborative writing projects influences student 

participation.  

Question 5: How does learner language proficiency influence student contributions 

to the wiki project?  

Once again this question considers the number, frequency and quality of learner 

contributions to the wiki among the three class groups in order to determine the extent 

to which language proficiency influences learner contributions to the wiki-mediated 

collaborative writing project as well as the impact that language level proficiency may 

have on learner writing processes and learning outcomes.    

Question 6:  How do learners perceive the wiki tool before, during and after its use in 

a CW project?  

This question also serves to better understand how the use of a wiki tool affects 

student perceptions of the wiki and vice versa. Data collected from this question seeks 

to shed light on learner appropriation and mastery of the wiki tool. 
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The answers to these six questions and their sub-questions are provided in light 

of the findings of both quantitative and qualitative data analysis which are reported in 

Chapter 7 of this dissertation and then presented in Chapter 9.   
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Chapter 6  

Methodology  

 

As has been established earlier, the overall objective of this research is to 

determine how the use of a wiki-mediated collaborative writing project influences 

learner processes and perceptions of English. In this chapter, which consists of four 

main sections, the methodology that was selected and implemented to carry out the 

study’s main objective is discussed. The first section establishes the research 

methodology, a mixed methods approach, selected and implemented to carry out this 

case study. The arguments for supporting this choice are discussed and the design of 

this study is then described. The second section continues with a description of the 

context in which this study occurs and discusses the center, the participating teachers 

and students, the course subject, the collaborative writing project and the wiki platform, 

Pbworks.com, used for the task.  In order to better understand the human dimension and 

diverse nature of the study’s participants a number of characteristics of both physical 

(i.e. gender, age and origin) and cognitive (i.e. language and technology knowledge and 

skills) are provided.  The third section of the chapter identifies and discusses the seven 

different instruments used to collect the qualitative and quantitative data types included 

in this study. Each instrument is discussed and the procedures used to collect and 

analyze the data are explained. The fourth section concludes the chapter with 

considerations of the ethical issues which were upheld while carrying out this research.   

 

6.1. Research Methodology   

Neuman (2008) defines methodology as the “organizing framework for theory 

and research” (p. 81) which includes structured process, instruments and methods, type 
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of data collected and type of analysis carried out to achieve established research 

objectives in accordance with the paradigm selected. While traditional research 

distinguishes between the two opposing paradigms of quantitative and qualitative 

research,  trends  which include educational and language learning research,  recognize 

an additional  third approach, mixed methods,  which combines elements of both (Ellis, 

2012; Cresswell, 2007, 2012; Johnson et al., 2007; Cohen et al, 2011; Dörnyei, 2007).  

Identifying this approach as Mixed Methods Research (MMR), Johnson et al., (2007) 

held  that this model “is becoming increasingly articulated, attached to research practice, 

and recognized as the third major research approach” alongside qualitative and 

quantitative paradigms (p. 112). The decision to implement MMR in this study was 

taken  after a number of considerations were made to  carefully  design a study that 

would adequately fit the context and nature of the collaborative writing project that the 

subjects  would be engaged in, as well as the features and functions of the wiki 

technology to be used to mediate the project.   

 

6.1.1. Case Study Research. 

Creswell (2007) stated that “case study research involves the study of an issue 

explored through one or more cases within a bounded system” (p. 73). He expanded on 

this definition by stating that it is thorough research carried out over time and including 

in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information (p. 73). Cohen, 

Manion & Morrison (2011), citing Yin (2009, p. 18), defined a case study as “a study of 

a case in a context” (p. 289). They held that the value of a case study lies in the fact that 

it is “a unique example of real people in real situations, enabling readers to understand 

ideas more clearly than simply by presenting them with abstract theories or principles” 

(p. 289). The authors added to this maintaining that case studies can successfully reveal 
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“situations in ways that are not always susceptible to numerical analysis” (p. 289) in 

that they can acknowledge the many variables that have an effect on a single case. It is 

for this reason that case studies require “more than one tool for data collection and 

many sources or evidence” (p. 289). For Cohen et al., case studies are the “prototypical 

instance of mixed methods research” (p. 289).  

Despite the many advantages to carrying case study research, Cresswell (2007),   

recognized its inherent challenges which include clear identification of the case to be 

studied, in addition to the constraints of time, process and events may pose difficulties 

for any researcher (p. 76).  

  

6.1.2. Mixed Methods Research. 

The decision to implement mixed methods in the study design came after careful 

consideration of the overall aim and specific objectives and questions established to 

guide this case study research. Given the nature of the data type, collection methods and 

analysis to be carried out, MMR was viewed as being the most adequate and effective 

methodology for this research project. While many hold that the researcher’s first 

dilemma lies in selecting a methodology (Cresswell, 2007, 2012; Cohen, et al. 2011;   

Ellis, 2012), Ellis (2012) suggested that perhaps this choice is easier to make in the case 

of language learning research. Advocating the use of MMR, he claimed that the most 

informative studies in language learning are those that examine both product and 

process by providing both external and internal views which combine qualitative and 

quantitative methods, data and analysis.   

Also supporting the choice of implementing MMR in language learning, 

Dörnyei (2007) identified three main reasons for its use: firstly, it serves to achieve 

more complete understanding; secondly, it allows for the  verification of findings; and 
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thirdly, it is able to reach upholders of both sides of the research paradigm spectrum 

(2007,p.164). Cresswell (2012) also backed the use of a mixed method approach in 

language research, affirming that the “mixing” (p. 535) of both quantitative and 

qualitative methods provides a more thorough understanding of research phenomenon 

than can be delivered by either alone.   

While the advantages of using mixed methods lie precisely in the fact that they 

combine both quantitative and qualitative methods, others also recognize its many 

challenges and considerations (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003; Onwegbuzie and Collins, 

2007; Cameron, 2011). Teddlie and Takkashori (2010a) classified the challenges into 

three main categories which include conceptual orientations, issues of methods and 

methodology and contemporary applications. Drawing on the MMR frameworks 

established by Teddlie and Takkashori (2010a) and Cresswell (2010), Cameron (2011), 

summarized the challenges and issues of implementing a mixed methods research 

paradigm in her “5 Ps Framework” which is adapted and presented below.  For 

Cameron, the “5 Ps” of MMR represent research paradigms (p1), pragmatism (p2), 

praxis (p3), proficiency (p4), and publishing (p5). By incorporating Bazley’s Researcher 

Learning Objectives (2003), the author indicates how the different criticisms and 

challenges of MMR can be leveraged. Represented in Table 6.1 below, this framework, 

which indicates the complexity, strengths and limitations of MMR, served as a guide for 

this research study in that it helped maintain a focus on the relevant issues arising from 

both quantitative and qualitative approaches and the resulting need for risk-taking at 

various stages of the research process and in the selection and presentation of data.  
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Table  6.1. The Five Ps Framework of MMR adapted from Cameron (2011: p. 97-98). 

Five Ps Issues & Challenges Bazeley’s (2003) Learning Objectives 

Paradigms 

P1 

Criticism: Purist claims of eclecticism 

 

Challenge: Need to document and 

defend use of MMR paradigm 

● Understanding of paradigms to 

determine differing   influence on 

work. 

 

Pragmatism 

P2 

 

Criticism: 

Epistemological relativism and 

shortsighted practicalism. 

 

Challenge: 

Key debates in field specific MMR.  

Rigorous defence of philosophy and 

methods used. 

 

● Familiarity  with key MMR 

literature &  examples 

  

● Justified risk-taking at various 

stages of the research process 

Praxis 

P3 

Criticism: 

Problems related to methodological 

and data integration. 

 

Challenge: 

Informed choices, utilisation and 

application of MMR designs, methods 

and data analysis. 

● Ability  to determine the 

appropriateness a method or 

methods  over another   
● Recognition and admission of  

what is not known  

● Develop skills in working 

collaboratively with researchers 

using different approaches or 

methods. 

 

Proficiency 

P4 

Criticism: 

The need to be proficient in both 

QUAL and QUANT methods. 

 

Challenge: 

Skill and competence  in both 

 QUAL and QUANT methods 

and analysis and integrating data 

analysis. 

 

● Developed research skills and  of 

approaches and methods  

● Ability to meaningfully interpret  

data and  ask questions of the data 

● Knowledge of how software can be 

used to assist analysis tasks. 

Publishing 

P5 

Issues & challenges: 

Acceptance of the  reporting and 

publishing MMR results  

● New ways of presenting results that 

do not neatly fit conventional 

formats. 

 

In summary, the decision to implement a MMR approach for this study was 

made in consideration of the purpose, objectives and context of the research and  in light 

of the existing paradigms of thought regarding the nature of language learning and 

teaching research. In addition to this, it was also driven by my own philosophical view 

of the world which highly values the combining of paradigms and methods as another 

dimension of collaboration, not only in teaching and research, but in all other areas of 

life as well.   
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6.1.3. The Research Design.  

Many educational research experts and authors from both spectrums, whether 

quantitative or qualitative, have discussed the value of  mixed methods research in 

terms of a classification of types and  procedures used which vary in number and name 

(Denzin and Lincoln, 2002; Cameron, 2009; Creswell and Plane, 2007; Dörnyei, 2007;  

Cohen, et al., 2011). Dörnyei (2007) identifies nine such types or procedure 

combinations based upon sequence and dominance, which he claims to be “the two 

most widely accepted typological principles” (p.169) of mixed method components.  He 

proposes a simple system of representation as applied to the data collection stage of a 

study as indicated below:  

 “QUAL” or “qual” indicate qualitative research 

 “QUAN” or “quan” indicate quantitative research 

 Capital letters indicate priority  

 Lowercase letters indicate less priority  

 (+) indicates concurrent data collection 

 (→) indicates sequential data collection 

The nine different combinations are as follows:  

1. QUAL + QUAN                   6. QUAL →quan 

2. QUAL + quan                       7. qual → QUAN 

3. QUAN + qual                        8. QUAN → qual 

4. QUAL → QUAN                   9. quan → QUAL 

5. QUAN →QUAL 

In accordance with Dörnyei’s (2007) system and in consideration of the data 

type and collection methods implemented, the combinations used in the design of this 

study is represented by the QUAL + QUAN sequence. The following diagram indicates 
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the objectives and focus of this research project which seeks to reveal how use of a wiki 

influences learner processes and perceptions when involved in a collaborative writing 

project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1. Using Wikis for Collaborative Writing in the English for Tourism Classroom: Student 

Use and Perceptions 

 

As Figure 6.1 shows, the Touripedia Project, a task-based CW project carried 

out by tourism students learning English for professional purposes, was divided into 

three main phases which encompassed different stages of the writing processes. Data, 

collected from each of these phases would serve to provide insight into the use and 

perceptions of the tool by comparing the various phases of the project.  

 

6.1.4. The Research Procedure.  

As indicated in Figure 6.1 above, both quantitative and qualitative data were 

collected during the Touripedia collaborative writing project (CWP). The following 

table elaborates on the study design by explaining the procedures carried out.  It outlines 

Students’ 

Perceptions of Use 

of Wiki 

3 Wave 

Questionnaires  

PRE-DURING-POST 

The Actual Use of 

Wiki 

1) Students’  

Process of 

Writing 

2) Wiki 

features used 

1) Teachers’ 

Interventions 

2) Teachers’ 

Comments 

Teachers’ 

Perceptions of 

Student use of 

Wiki 

Comments 

Contents 

 

 

INICIATION: 

Organization & Content 

 

● Topic      

Structure 

● Table of 

Contents 

● Page Creation 

● Initial Content 

 

DEVELOPMENT: 

Composing Stage 

 

● Drafting 

Contents 

o Written 

o Multimodal 

 

FINALIZATION:  

Final Contributions 

 

● Contents 

o Written 

o Multimodal 

 

● Oral 

Presentations PHASE I PHASE II PHASE III 
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the six stages carried out for the purposes of this study in relation to the three phases of 

the Touripedia Project:  

Table 6.2.  Research Stages and Procedure According to Project Phases. 

RESEARCH STAGE CWP Phase CW PROJECT ACTIONS DATA COLLECTION 

STAGE 1: 

 

Planning  

 

 
Pre-CWP phase  

Sept- Oct 2009 

1.Pre-project participation in Teachers 
Meetings  

to discuss and plan the CW project 

2.Modification and refining of the 
Questionnaires  

3.Preparation of project presentation  

 ------- 

STAGE 2: 

 

Data Collection Phase I 

 

 
CWP Phase I  

Nov-Jan 2010  

1.Project  Presentation  
2. Wiki tool tutorial  

 

QUAL + QUAN 

1.TR’s notes & observations 

on response and  behavior  
2. Phase I wiki contributions 

i) wiki contents  

ii) comments   
3.Q1 

STAGE 3: 

  

Data Collection Phase II 

  

 

CWP Phase II 

Feb - Mar 2010 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

1.Project Development  
2.Wiki tutorial  

 

QUAL + QUAN 

 
1.TR’s notes & observations 

on response and  behavior  

2. Phase II wiki contributions   
3. wiki contents  

4. Q2 

STAGE 4: 

 

Data Collection Phase III   

    

 

CWP Phase III 
Apr-May 2010 

1.Project finalization  

2. Oral Presentations  

QUAL + QUAN 

1.TR’s notes & observations 

on response and  behavior  
2. Student participation logs 

via wiki page history and 

page revision features  
3. Wiki Comment function 

4. Q3 

STAGE 5:  

 

Data Analysis   

 

Post PWP 

1. SPSS Quantitative Analysis  

2. Qualitative  Open Coding Analysis 
assisted  and managed by Atlas-Ti 

 

------- 

STAGE 6:  

 

Write-up 

Post Analysis      ------- ------- 

 

 

 

As demonstrated in Table 6.2. above, Stage 1 of the research procedures 

included planning the project and preparing the research instruments to be used. Stages 

2, 3 and 4 are dedicated to the QUAL + QUAN data collection carried out in each of the 

project phases and including collection of both data types which were collected through 

use of various research instruments throughout the project development. The qualitative 

data of student perceptions was collected via a three- wave questionnaire which 

included both quantitative and qualitative elements (see Appendix A: Questionnaires 

p.209-225) which were then analyzed quantitatively. In addition, both quantitative and 
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qualitative data regarding student participation and contributions in the wiki were 

collected via the wiki page history, page version comparison feature and the wiki 

contents throughout the three phases of the project. Upon completion of the project, all 

data was analyzed sequentially both quantitatively and qualitatively.  The qualitative 

data of the wiki included the student-generated contents of the project as well as the 

comments posted by participants, teachers and students alike. This data was extracted, 

tallied quantitatively and analyzed. Both quantitative and qualitative data types, 

collection and analysis methods are implemented in each of the research study phases. 

The procedures for carrying out the data collection and analysis of this study are 

explained in section 6.3 of this chapter.   

 

6.1.5. The Previous Study.  

The design of this research project was based on action research carried out in 

the centre investigating the use of wikis in various English language classes and levels 

in the 2008-2009 academic years prior to this study. While the teachers were the same 

as those participating in this study, there were a number of differences regarding the  

context, participating students, use of the wiki and the collaborative writing task, itself. 

The previous study examined  both students’ and teachers’ perceptions of the wiki  and 

how it was incorporated into the face-to-face classrooms of different English courses in 

different years of study (first, second and third) also divided into class groups according 

to the students’ levels of English proficiency. A total of 67 students and 3 teachers 

participated in the study which incorporated the wiki tool for a number of different 

reasons including its use as a repository and course management system, a workspace to 

host, store and construct documents, and, as a writing tool used to carry out a variety of 

writing activities, both individual and collaborative in nature.  As this research project 
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had been initiated to explore both teachers’ and students’ attitudes and perceptions of 

the different uses of a wiki, it included a 3-wave questionnaire as well as recorded 

interviews with both teachers and students. The questionnaires of this previous study 

served as a pilot for the present study. The findings of this research were reported at the 

Eurocall Conference, Gandia 2009. Despite the overall positive reactions of both 

students and teachers in their perceptions, this previous study had identified significant 

resistance to both the incorporation of the wiki writing tool and the collaborative writing 

tasks. Findings revealed that most students acknowledged that they believed writing to 

be an individual activity and some students  even expressed that they did not understand 

the importance of group work methodology and participation or  how it could contribute 

to foreign language learning even though they enjoyed group work. These results 

clearly indicated a need to help students  better understand collaborative learning and its 

potential benefits for language learning, as well as the need to  provide more training 

and scaffolding during the wiki collaborative writing activities. The study was 

beneficial to both the centre and the language teachers in that it providing practical 

insight and experience regarding the implementation of the tool and CW tasks as part of 

the administrative and academic changes needed in order to comply with the framework 

and guidelines established for the European Space for Higher Education (ESHE) that 

were to occur the following year directly affecting the centre’s curriculum (see 

Appendix B: GRAU EN TURISME PLA D’ESTUDIS, p.227). In addition, the findings 

of this action research were also used to refine, improve and modify the use of the wiki 

as reflected in the decision to incorporate only one wiki-mediated activity – the 

Touripedia collaborative writing project which is the object of this study.  
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6.2. The Context  

As this research presents a case study on the use of wikis in a very specific 

foreign language learning situation, it is important to be able to situate the study within 

the university context in which it occurs (Cresswell, 2007). This section begins with 

discussion of the institutional setting, a private university in Barcelona, where the study 

was carried out as part of the first year of studies offered as part of center’s Tourism 

Degree program. The students and teachers, participants of the study, are then profiled 

followed by a description of the English for Tourism I course, the Touripedia 

collaborative writing activity and Pbworks.com, the wiki platform chosen to carry out 

the task.  

 

6.2.1. The Centre.  

Escuela Universitaria de Turismo CETA (CENTRO DE ESTUDIOS 

TÉCNICOS APLICADOS), known as EUT CETA, was founded in 1970 to offer 

training and education to tourism students and professionals both locally and nationally. 

Affiliated to the Universitat de Girona (UdG) in 1998, the centre was granted 

recognition by the Spanish state to offer university level studies in tourism in the region 

of Catalonia.  Since its initiation, the centre has witnessed various changes in the 

tourism industry and participated in various educational reforms at the Spanish post-

secondary education system before being initiating its 4-year Tourism Degree 

programme in 2009, known as the Grau en Turisme (CETA Memoria, 2009/2010).  

Incorporating ESEH and UdG guidelines, this programme includes a number of 

curriculum changes based on the European Credit Evaluation System (ECTS), core and 

optional degree subjects and course content affecting obligatory hours of instruction and 

evaluation. In addition, the degree focusses on the development of a wide range of 
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competences, transferable skills, and knowledge content to be included in the offering 

and development of the program’s subjects in regards to foreign language training, 

digital literacy, and work and leadership skills.   

 

6.2.2. The Students.  

A total of 63 students (49 females and 14 males) were initially enrolled in the 

first year of studies of the GT program at the Centre, attending the compulsory English 

for Tourism I classes and participated in the collaborative writing project using wiki 

technology. (EUT-CETA Memoria, 2009/2010) As English for Tourism I is an 

obligatory course, all of the enrolled 63 students (14 males and 49 females) were course 

participants and part of the Touripedia collaborative writing wiki project. Of these, 53 

(40 females and 13 males), completed all three waves of the questionnaire and are 

included in the quantitative data analysis. Those students who were not present for the 

introductory session of the project or did not complete the project and/or the 3-wave 

questionnaire were not included in the questionnaire results reporting on student 

perceptions but are included in the wiki use and content contribution analyses as their 

elimination would have altered findings of data collected regarding overall group use of 

the tool to carry out the Touripedia project. A total of 18 groups consisting of 3(n=9) or 

4(n=9) students from the three different language levels participated in the study. While 

most of the students were Catalan or Spanish in origin, slightly more than 15% (n=11) 

were international in origin including mainly Central and South American countries. 

This percentage was much higher in the low level group where 40% (n=7).  All of the 

students had completed their secondary school studies in Spain and the majority had 

studied in Catalonia. As language classes in both primary and secondary schools in 

Catalonia are often carried out in large classes implementing traditional teacher-
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centered, grammar-based methods, opportunities for learner-centered activities to help 

students develop oral fluency and learner autonomy are reduced. Furthermore, the 

system still focuses on summative evaluation based on final grades and test results, 

especially at the secondary level leading to surface rather than deeper learning 

achievements (Prosser and Trigwell, 1999). Hence, several students arrive to the 

university level and initiate studies such as the Tourism Degree after several years of 

general English language learning, but are not confident English language users.   

The Catalan university system offers different ways to be admitted into public 

and private university undergraduate programs. Most of the participants in this study 

had accessed the university tourism studies via the official Catalan university access 

exam known as “Selectivitat” achieving the minimum score of 5 and including a 

specific section of the exam which tests their knowledge of English as a Foreign 

Language. A number of students had accessed the tourism degree studies via the 

completion of “Cicles Formatius” which did not include EFL studies. Hence, the 

students initiate their studies with differing levels of English proficiency. Nonetheless, 

many of the students who chose to study tourism at the center, did so because they like  

studying languages and specifically wanted to develop their English in order to travel 

and work within the industry of tourism.  

While no general language placement test is given to students upon enrollment 

in the center, their general levels of proficiency in English are determined via an oral 

interview with one of the English department teachers and a personal fact file which 

they must complete in English on their own and includes relevant information about 

their previous English studies including text books and levels, achieved national and 

international qualifications and additional study and travel experiences, etc. This 

information was gathered by the English teachers and served to help divide the students 
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into 3 groups according to their level of English proficiency. Furthermore, the students 

were asked to write a composition about themselves of approximately 100 words which 

was also used as evidence of English proficiency in order to determine adequate level 

placement for each student.  Many of the students had also studied additional English in 

private language academies, classes,  summer camps and activities and/or English Study 

Abroad programs in countries like England, Ireland and Malta and some had already 

achieved the FCE (Cambridge First Certificate in English) and/or CAE (Certificate in 

Advanced English). The English groups used in the study are defined in Table 6.3 

below: 

Table 6.3.  English for Tourism I Levels and Groups Student Profiles  

TEACHER 
CEFR 

LEVEL 

STUDENT 
GROUPS 

(M= Members) 
ORIGIN 
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Junior  

Teacher 

(JT) 

B2+ 18 5 23 5 2 7 21 2 23 

Researcher 

Teacher 

(RT) 

B1 18 5 23 1 5 6 21 2 23 

Senior 

Teacher 

(ST)  

A2 13 4 17 3 2 5 10 7 17 

TOTALS  49 14 63 9 9 18 52 11 63 

                                                          

 

Of the three groups, both the B1 and B2+ levels had identical student numbers 

(n=23) with almost 10% (n=2) being of international origin in each group. The A2 level, 

consisting of 17 students, had a much higher representation of international students 

who accounted for more than 40% (n=7) of the class. All of the students were familiar 

with digital tools and many had used or were using web 2.0 technologies in their 

everyday lives including blogs, podcasts, chats and discussion forums. All were familiar 



Chapter 6: Methodology  

 
 

83 

 

with Wikipedia, but none, with the exception of one student who was repeating the 

course, had ever used a wiki to create content before.  

 

6.2.3. The Teachers. 

The teachers involved in this study were 3 female English teachers from the 

center’s  Foreign Languages Department which  also included teaching  the additional  

mandatory languages of   French and  German and  optional languages such as Italian,   

Chinese, Japanese and Russian. As the mandatory third language forming part of the 

tourism degree program, English is the most important foreign language in the center. 

Its teachers account for one third of the department and have been responsible for 

initiating new methods, teaching strategies and objectives for language teaching in the 

center in general. The three English teachers in this study, all female, represent different 

teaching profiles and backgrounds and are identified in this study as the senior teacher, 

(ST), the junior teacher (JT), and the researcher-teacher (RT). The ST is a bilingual 

Catalan Spanish native senior teacher (ST), extremely proficient in English, and aged 45 

at the time and with 12 years of experience all at the center where she had also studied 

Tourism prior to completing a Degree in English Philology. The JT, a near-native 

proficient English speaker of Polish origin,  aged 27 at the time and with 3 years of 

prior teaching experience, was starting her second year of teaching at the center and 

completing a Master in Language Teaching at the same time. The RT, a Canadian-born 

native English speaker who was 49 years old at the time, had more than 22 years of EFL 

teaching experience – the last 9 of which had been in the same center. Furthermore, 

apart from carrying out responsibilities as teacher, the researcher was also in her fourth 

year as Academic Director of the center. As a result of this, there was a keen interest in 

continuing investigation into the incorporation of digital tools for learning as a direct 
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response to changing paradigms, methodology and objectives on the local and 

international educational scenes.   

All of the language teachers included in this study were keen on using digital 

tools in the classroom and developing their own digital skills as well. Furthermore,  they 

had also taken part in the action research  carried out in center the year before and had 

agreed to repeat the use of the wiki to carry out a collaborative writing project in the 

English for Tourism I course. While none of the teachers considered themselves to be 

digital natives, they were frequent and comfortable users of the internet and Office 

programs such as Word and PowerPoint to produce documents and presentations for 

language teaching and learning. Both the ST and RT had participated in training 

sponsored by the center which included a 15-hour online course on using wikis in the 

language classroom as well as various seminars on Web 2.0 tools of blogs, wikis and 

podcasts. While the JT had not participated in this formal training, she was given 

individual training and support by the other teachers of the department.     

 

6.2.4. The English for Tourism I Course. 

As stated above, the participants of the study were the students and teachers of 

the English for Tourism I (ET1) course. Consisting of 6 ECTS credits, this course is a 

compulsory first year subject offered in the 240 credit, four-year Tourism Degree (GT) 

program. An annual subject covering two full semesters, ET1 consists of 60 contact 

hours of face-to-face teacher-guided language instruction hours complemented by a 

minimum of 15 hours of additional student-centered activities and assignments 

necessary to achieve the established learning outcomes and competences required to 

pass the course.   
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The course programme identifies two general and five specific learning 

objectives (see Appendix B: English for Tourism I Programme p. 228-229).  The 

general objectives are to consolidate an intermediate B1/ B2 level of English language 

according to the European Framework for Languages (CEFR) and, to provide students 

with an introduction to the international tourism industry. Hence, the course takes on a 

Content and Language Integrated Language (CLIL) approach which has become more 

frequent in the past years, in particular at the university level (de Zarobe and Jiménez 

Catalán, 2009, p. vii).  The specific objectives of the course were as follows:  

1.  to develop communicative competence  

2. to introduce the necessary vocabulary and structures of English for the 

tourism sector 

3. to provide learning opportunities for practical use of the language within the 

tourism context 

4. to develop technological skills through research, writing and other academic 

tasks  

5. to develop learner autonomy and collaboration and teamwork skills 

The course syllabus consisted of the following tourism topics which also included a 

focus on relevant lexis and language structures and grammar:  

1.  An Introduction to Tourism  

2. Tourism Motivation  

3. The 5 sub-sectors of the tourism industry: Attractions, Accommodation,   

Transport, Travel Agencies & Tour Operators, and Marketing & Promotion   

4. Holiday Types and Destinations  

5. Booking and Sales  

6. Airport Structure, Services and Facilities  
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Evaluation for the course was both formative and summative and included the 

following components and their weight in the overall total:   

10% class participation (including mandatory 80% attendance)   

40% continuous assessment of individual tasks (20%) and group work (20%) 

25% mid-year exam  

25% final exam  

The course contents were managed by the teachers of the subject and available to all 

students via the UdG  Moodle virtual learning environment.  

 

6.2.5. The Collaborative Writing Project.   

The collaborative writing project, object of this case study, was a compulsory 

component of evaluation within the English for Tourism 1 course offered in the first 

year of the Tourism Degree. This learning activity, designed collaboratively by all three 

English teachers, consisted of a three-phase CW project which had six specific 

objectives:   

1) to develop learner writing skills for EFL by providing an ongoing 

opportunity for process writing 

2) to provide hands-on use of a collaborative writing  tool  to develop  

digital literacy skills 

3) to build a useful resource for tourism vocabulary and content available to 

students both in and out of the classroom and even after the course had 

finished  

4) to offer students an opportunity to use and apply the skills of  

researching, reading and writing in the English language in an innovative 

interactive and interdependent way  
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5) to help consolidate and acquire useful and necessary, vocabulary, terms 

and expressions related to the different topics of the course 

6) to develop learning skills and strategies related to collaboration and 

teamwork such as consensus building, negotiation of meaning, reflective 

and critical in the use of language.   

The decision to focus on one ongoing collaborative writing  activity was based 

on the results of the previous study on the use of a wiki for various writing activities, 

both individual and group, carried out in the center the year before. The results of that 

study had indicated that both students and teachers expressed that the wiki affordances 

were best used when it was employed to carry out a specific collaborative writing 

project called Touripedia. Building on that particular activity, the new CW task, known 

as “The Touripedia Project”, was designed to be a long term project carried out in three 

phases combining the three traditional process writing stages of planning, writing and 

revising as identified by Flower and Hayes (1981) with Willis’ (1996) three-phase 

framework for task-based learning consisting of pre-task, task and a post-task phase. 

These phases are represented in the table below and include intervention and 

contributions of the teachers, the students and the researcher in each of the three phases. 

The first phase was a pre-task planning and initiation phase where all of the 

students were introduced to the CW project and wiki software via a PowerPoint 

presentation made by all three teachers together. The presentation included relevant 

aspects of the Touripedia Project including objectives, topic choice timing, grading 

small group selection. In addition, the value of collaborative work was highlighted and a 

video featuring the collaborative functions and affordances of wikis was viewed.  A 

brief initial demonstration of PBworks was then given and the students were shown the 

contents of the Touripedia activity carried out the year before. This session lasted 90 
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minutes and was then followed by an introduction of the wiki study explained by the 

RT, who then initiated the stage of data collection carried out via pre-test questionnaire 

and in accordance with the guidelines established earlier in this this chapter. A second 

session including all three groups together occurred two weeks later on December 1st. 

In this two-hour session, the students participated in a hands-on wiki tutorial seminar in 

the computer room and were given access to the wiki via email invitation. In addition, 

the students decided their own working groups and initiated brainstorming and planning 

regarding their chosen topic of research which had to be approved in advance by their 

teacher.  After these two sessions dedicated to the wiki mediated Touripedia Project, the 

students were informed that they would be not be given additional class time to dedicate 

to the project until the second phase of the project. They were instructed to   carry on in 

the meantime, outside of class and within the wiki itself, to initiate the project with a 

plan, table of contents and content initiation. The teachers provided feedback to 

individuals and groups both in class and via the wiki. This first phase of the project 

lasted twelve weeks which included the Christmas break and the evaluation period at 

the end of the first semester.   

The second phase of the Touripedia Project initiated at the beginning of 

February and continued to the Easter Break at the end of March. During this phase, a 

second wiki tutorial was delivered providing the students with hands on practice in the 

computer room and small group tutorials addressing specific questions and challenges 

regarding use of the wiki tool and project development in general. During this phase, 

the students were encouraged to develop and revise wiki content and carry out both self 

and peer editing within their small groups. The teachers also provided feedback both in 

class and via the wiki. At the end of this phase, which lasted seven weeks,  the second 

questionnaire was delivered following the same procedure as the first with the exception 
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that mid-project questionnaire  was conducted within the different group  levels directly 

by the class  teacher. This occurred in the last 30 minutes of the last class before the 

Easter breakup. 

The third phase of the Touripedia project was initiated upon return from the 

Easter break and lasted seven weeks. In this phase no wiki tutorial or computer room 

time was dedicated to the project but each teacher did conduct a one-hour class, on 

differing dates, dedicated to project development in the third week of April. Group 

issues, difficulties and challenges were dealt with in this class which was also used to 

encourage the students to initiate final revisions and content development in preparation 

of the project’s completion date of May 10th, 2010. Oral presentations of the Touripedia 

Project   initiated in class sessions on that same day and continued through to the end of 

May. Following the presentations, the third questionnaire was delivered in a special 30 

minute session after and separate from the final English exam following the  established 

questionnaire  protocol  the level groups and with class teacher as with the second 

questionnaire. After being assured that the questionnaires had no bearing on their final 

grades and would not be analyzed until well after the posting of final grades for the 

course, all of the students were offered a farewell cocktail of light snacks and beverages 

after completing the questionnaire, as an expression of gratitude towards their 

participation.    

The three phases of the CW Touripedia project phases are summarized in Table 

6.4 below:  
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Table  6.4.  Touripedia Project Phases and Questionnaire Data Collection. 

PROJECT 

PHASE 

PHASE I: 

Nov 2009 –Jan 2010 

 

PHASE II: 

Feb 2010 – March 2010 

 

PHASE III: 

Apr 2010 – May2010 

TEACHER INTERVENTION  

1. Project presentation 

2. Wiki tool presentation  

3. Wiki tutorials  
4. Group feedback via 

Comment function  

1. Group feedback via 

Comment function, wiki 
tutorial &  class 

discussion  

2. Tool and content 
scaffolding  

1. Final Group feedback 

via Comment function, 

wiki tutorial &  class 
discussion  

 

STUDENT 

PARTICIPATION:  

TASK BASED ACTIVITY & 

PW ACTIONS 

  

PLANNING  

 

1. group selection  

2. topic selection  
3. wiki tool appropriation 

4. planning 

5. research   
6. initiating content  

 

DEVELOPING 

 

1. adding content 

2. revising content 

3. feedback   
  

 

 

 

FINALIZING   
 
1. adding final content    

2. final revisions 

3. final feedback 
4. publishing  

5. oral presentations 

RESEARCHER 

INTERVENTION:  

DATA COLLECTION OF ST  

PERCEPTIONS 

PRE  

Questionnaire  
(BEFORE) 

 

MID  

Questionnaire  
(DURING) 

 

POST 

Questionnaire 
(AFTER) 

 

 

Participation and oral presentation of the Touripedia Project accounted for 25% 

of the overall final grade awarded to students upon completion of the English for 

Tourism I course. This included 20% awarded as a group grade plus 5% awarded for the 

oral presentation, evaluated individually. The English for Tourism I course contents and 

participants were managed by teachers and available to students through the UdG 

Moodle virtual learning environment.  

 

6.2.6. The Wiki Tool.  

The collaborative writing tool chosen for the Touripedia project was 

PBworks.com, an open wiki platform external to the UdG virtual learning environment 

and course management system. A common component of course management systems, 

wiki tools can be implemented in content design to provide internal course 

communication and collaboration activities. The decision to use an open wiki platform 

external to the course Moodle was made by the teachers so that the Touripedia Project 

wiki would remain accessible to participating students upon completion of the course as 
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a resource for potential future use. The decision to use PBworks was based on the fact 

that  two of the teachers, the ST and RT,  had been formally trained on PBworks  

(www.pbworks.com),   and  all three teachers had used it in the wiki writing activities of 

the  previous study corroborating  its ease of use and efficiency as a collaborative 

writing tool.  A change in wiki software would have meant an additional learning 

challenge to the teachers who would have to present and train the students in using the 

wiki in the first phase of the project.    

PBworks offers the generic affordances, features and benefits of most wiki 

software with the added feature of privacy settings ensuring that only invited viewers 

would see the wiki during and after the CW project. Users are also able to determine 

what personal information, such as name, email addresses, and photos are included in 

their profiles. As two of the participating students were only 17 years old upon initiation 

of the project, this was a concern. Public viewing of the wiki would have required 

parental consent as well as consent of all of the users to publish and show their work.   

Originally launched in 2005 as Pbwiki.com, the wiki platform changed its name in 2009 

becoming PBworks.com. While the basic functions and features of PBworks are much 

the same as when first created by software engineer David Weekly, the  change in name 

came with an overhaul of the platform interface which incorporated HTML editing to 

replace the previous WYSIWYG (What You See is What You Get) System. Pbworks 

allows users to contribute to the construction of wiki webpage contents via its two main 

functions as a communication and a collaboration tool.  The communication function 

allows students to post comments and participate in asynchronous threaded discussion 

while the collaboration tool allows students to work synchronously within a specific 

wiki workspace and asynchronously on a specific workspace page.  

http://www.pbworks.com/
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In addition to the main functions of the wiki, Pbworks for educational use offers several 

features listed in the brief summary below taken from platform website 

https://www.pbworks.com/education.html:  

1) the setup of classroom accounts without email addresses 

2) automated user notifications on workspace modifications and changes  

3) easy editing with no prior knowledge of coding necessary 

4) easy access to the workspace via computer, smartphone or tablet 

5) the storing, sharing and accessing of documents, files  and pages among users        

A final, but important, consideration for the selection of Pbworks as the wiki 

technology was in respect to its interface language. As the default language is English 

and cannot be changed, the teachers were ensured that the students would actively be 

engaging with the language whenever using the tool for whatever reason.  

 

6.3. Data Collection Methods 

The data collected for this research includes both qualitative and quantitative 

data which have been collected and analyzed to provide an integrated description of 

how the wiki-mediated CW project influenced learner processes and perceptions in 

English for Tourism classroom at the higher education level using a mixed methods 

approach.  

A total of seven sources were used to collect data for this study including:   

1) the wiki page history feature tracking all wiki user contributions to the wiki by 

individual students, small groups and class groups  

2) the wiki page version comparison feature used to collect both qualitative and 

quantitative data regarding the editing actions  carried out by individuals and 

groups during the writing process   

https://www.pbworks.com/education.html
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3) the  contents of the Touripedia CW Project  wiki   

4) the wiki comment function used to post all comments in the wiki by both 

students and teachers 

5) the user profile settings feature used to collect additional data regarding  

individual student use and participation in the wiki  

6) a researcher-designed 3-wave questionnaire for qualitative  and quantitative data 

regarding student perceptions and use of the wiki  

7) researcher notes recording observations   

 

6.3.1. The Wiki Page History.  

A series of data for this study is provided directly from the wiki through use of 

one of its most important features for registering collaboration: the wiki history feature 

shown in the screenshot of Figure 6.2. below. Use of this feature allows for a timestamp 

register and physical viewing of all contributions carried out by individual group 

members throughout the co-construction of the wiki project. These contributions 

include page creation, content development and revision actions and are recorded 

chronologically starting with the most recent version published on the wiki page and 

going back to the very first version.  
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                                   Figure 6.2. Screenshot PBworks Page History Feature 

 

By clicking on the page history tag, the page opens up a list of revisions which 

offer additional information on contributions allowing for a comparison of previous 

versions which can also be reestablished as the current page. This version ensures that 

no prior version of a page is lost.   

 

Figure 6.3.  Screenshot of an Opened Page History 
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As seen in the above screenshot, all page versions, in this case seven, are easily 

accessed via timestamps identifying each time users log in to view the wiki, make a 

comment or perform a writing/editing contribution. By clicking on a particular page 

version timestamp, the contents of that version are instantly revealed to the viewer. The 

data collected from this feature was tallied in tables according to small work groups 

within each of the three class groups. These tables include the date and time, number 

and ID of all individual wiki user contributions, total small group contributions and total 

class group contributions reflected throughout the three phases of the CW project.  (see 

Appendix C: Edit Action Tables, p.256-304 and Contribution Tables, p.364-381). In 

addition to these tables, chronological graphs were also prepared to show individual and 

group patterns of contribution. Visual representation of group interaction and 

contributions throughout the three phases of the wiki project was also mapped for each 

small working group within the three class groups (see Appendix C, Visual Maps, p. 

328-345). 

 

6.3.2. The Wiki Page Version Comparison.  

An extension of the page history feature of the wiki, the page version comparison 

feature allowed for the collection of another important series of data related to the 

quality of user contributions to the wiki. By clicking on two different versions of a page, 

an immediate and continuous comparison of content is provided allowing viewers to 

determine the nature and quality of changes and edits carried out and saved within an 

individual’s contribution to the wiki contents. The following series of screenshots 

represented in Figures 6.4 and 6.5 included in continuation serve to show this 

procedure.   
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Figure 6.4. Screenshot 1 Wiki Page Version Comparison 

 

Figure 6.5. Screenshot 2 Wiki Page Version Comparison 

 

Any wiki contribution may contain a number of different edit actions which the 

wiki analyses internally and presents using a colour-coded scheme of representation. 

The screenshots below show a number of different types of changes recorded by the 

wiki.  
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Figure 6.6. Screenshot Content Added 

 

Figure 6.7. Screenshot Content Deleted and Replaced  

 

This feature used to collect both qualitative and quantitative data regarding the 

editing actions carried out by individuals and groups during the writing process which 

was represented in tables and graphs pertaining to each small working group within the 

three class groups as mentioned earlier in this chapter (see Appendix C: Edit Action 

Tables p. 256-304).   
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6.3.3. The CW Project Contents.  

As the final versions of the 18 Touripedia projects created by the students were 

assessed by the three teachers, this information was also collected as qualitative data 

(see Appendix C: Content Analysis, p. 305-308) A wiki assessment rubric (see 

Appendix C: Wiki Assessment Rubric p. 309) based on an overall score of 20 points 

was originally used to determine the grades assigned to each group member according 

to their contribution to the final product. The components of assessment included 

content, organization, visual attractiveness, member contribution to group and language 

accuracy. The front page screenshots of each of the 18 projects are included in 

Appendix D (see p. 426-481).                  

The results of this evaluation presented in the table show the differences 

between the participating members of a working group, the different working groups 

belonging to a class group and amongst the three class groups themselves within each 

class and among the different class groups.  

 

 6.3.4.    The Wiki Comment Feature.   

The wiki platform includes a computer mediated communication function  

which allows for asynchronous discussion to occur at the bottom of all  pages of the 

wiki  providing  user identification and timestamp information regarding the date and 

time  the comments was made.  

Upon completion of the Wiki Touripedia Project, data regarding student and 

teacher use of the wiki communication function was collected according to the 

following procedures. First of all, each created wiki page of the Touripedia Project was 

examined to extract all comments posted by teachers and students. These comments 

were then  attributed to the students and teachers of each  working group in order to 
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tally frequency of group and phase occurrence and to determine  whether the comment 

was directed to members of the author`s  own working group or to others. Upon 

collecting this data quantitatively, the content of each comment was then categorized 

according to their comment type and nature. Four comment categories were used: 

social, technical, pedagogical and linguistic along with a qualitative description of its 

language function which included such things as requesting information, offering to 

help, expressing opinions, acknowledging work done, etc. A summary of this data is 

included in Appendix C, Thread Mode Comment Analysis, p. 310-312.  

The screenshots below show samples of teacher-initiated comments posted on one of 

the group homepages, in this case, RTG 3 followed by samples of student-generated 

comments.  

 

Figure 6.8. Screenshot of Posted Comments by Teachers 

 

 

Figure 6.9. Screenshot of Posted Comments by Students 
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The above screenshot provides samples of comments posted by students at the 

initiation of the project in the first wiki tutorial session. The first three comments, social 

greetings, were made in Spanish while the last, made in English, was an expression of 

interest in the wiki project.    

 

6.3.5. The Wiki User Profile Settings.   

Specific user profile information, available to the wiki administrator, was 

collected and used to indicate how the students used this function. The user profile 

settings function is available to all wiki users who can complete their user profiles with 

specific personal information and images as well as enable, modify or disable different 

features of the wiki such as notification of changes. While this information was optional 

for students to complete, it was collected in order to complement the quantitative and 

qualitative data collected from the other sources. This data was recorded and tallied 

according to the small working groups, class groups and total course participants and 

included personal information, personal photos, location (i.e. city), first page view, last 

page view and total number of page views (see Appendix C: User Profile Settings, p. 

321-322).  

The screenshot in Figure 6.10 below shows the user profile information which is 

visibly available to the administrator of the wiki through this wiki function:  
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Figure 6.10. Screenshot of PBworks.com User Profile Settings 

 

One of the most significant data recorded through this wiki function is that of 

page view counts which presents  the total count of page views carried out for each user. 

This information is included in the analysis as it indicates one of the invisible processes 

or stages that a writer goes through, reading. Reading can be carried out to revise, check 

and control wiki content and indicates another level of participation and contribution of 

individual users. The information from this function was collected and represented in a 

table which tallied individual group member, small group and class group data.  

 

6.3.6. The Questionnaires. 

In order to capture student perceptions at various stages of the wiki-mediated 

collaborative writing project, a questionnaire (see Appendix A, p.209-225) was 

designed to be employed in three specific phases of before (see Questionnaire 1: 

Appendix A, p. 209), during (see Questionnaire 2: Appendix A, p. 214), and after (see 

Questionnaire 3: Appendix A, p. 220) the project completion. Similar in structure and 

content, each questionnaire attempted to capture both quantitative and qualitative data 

regarding student perceptions throughout the project regarding four themes: English 
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language learning, group work and collaborative writing and use of the wiki as a 

collaborative writing tool. Hence, each questionnaire consisted of four sections, each 

exploring one of the four themes. All of the sections followed a similar structure which 

included 10 closed Likert Scale questions followed by a multiple check list to register 

individual actions, strategies and processes the students employed, followed by an open 

question  where students were free to add their own general and specific comments. The 

questionnaire structure, which had been designed in collaboration with the director of 

this dissertation, was piloted in the previous study explained above in section 5.2.4 of 

this chapter and refined and modified for the present study in order to remove errors and 

reduce ambiguity and confusing questions prior to initiation of the project.   

The questionnaires collected three types of data: descriptive, opinion and 

behavioral data (Griffee, 2012, p.55). The descriptive data recorded on the 

questionnaire’s cover page included the respondent’s age, gender, number of years 

studying English, teacher’s name and an identifier. The identifier, chosen by the 

respondent directly, was meant to maintain anonymity and could be a name, nickname, 

email or number to be used in all three questionnaires. This information was followed 

by an explanation of the purpose of the study and a thank you for their participation 

which was considered very useful, not only to the English department, but also to the 

EUT CETA and the UdG.  

Each part of the questionnaire consisted of three smaller sections based on a 

different type of question and response structure. The first section consisted of 10 

statements designed to collect opinion data on student attitudes and perceptions. 

Students responded to these questions via a 5-item Likert scale to measure their degree 

of agreement with each statement with 1 = quite agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 = 

disagree and 5= quite disagree.   
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A multiple category response question immediately followed the Likert scale 

items in each part of the questionnaire. In this section, students had to select those 

actions or activities from a given list of 6 to 8 items which they considered relevant or 

agreed with regarding the overall theme of each part.   

The third question type included in each part of the three questionnaires is an 

open-ended question where students are given a clause to complete based on their own 

experience and perceptions.  

To ensure maximum response, paper based questionnaires were designed to be 

answered individually and anonymously within a 30 minute period of time allotted at 

the end of class sessions which were previously planned at the beginning, middle and 

end of the project. While all of the questionnaires were group administered, only 

Questionnaire 1 (Q1) was conducted with all three English groups together as it was the 

first to be completed and was administered immediately after the CW project and wiki 

were introduced to the students. This was done to make sure that all students understood 

the motivation of the study and to establish guidelines and procedure that would be used 

to complete all three questionnaires. The RT, conducting this session, encouraged the 

students to participate and answered any doubts or questions that arose during this first 

questionnaire session. The students were assured that their questionnaire responses 

would not be used against them or have any bearing on their project mark or final 

grades in any way, nor would they be analyzed until after the course had been 

completed. While the questionnaires were constructed and delivered in English, the 

students were able to write their comments in the final open question of each section in 

their choice of English, Catalan or Spanish in order to encourage their comments and 

not inhibit content due to a lack of expression. This also reinforced the notion that this 

was a survey regarding their perceptions and not a test about their English 
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comprehension or writing skills. The RT and the other teachers remained present while 

students completed the questionnaires in order to address and answer any questions or   

confusion that arose. Questionnaire 2 (Q2) and Questionnaire 3(Q3), were also group 

administered, however in these cases, each group was delivered the questionnaire 

directly by their teacher and in their own class due to the restraints of available space in 

the center.  

 Upon completion and collection of the questionnaire data, a number of steps, 

were adhered to in order to prepare the raw data for analysis. The first step included an 

examination of all of the completed questionnaires to ensure that they existed in all 

three phases of the project and to check for coherency and logical socio-demographics.  

No questionable differences in the answers were detected and a total of 53 completed 

sets of questionnaires and were included in the analysis. The next step involved 

preparing the data which had been collected from the closed and open question 

structures. This included open coding all of the responses, known as verbatim, to the 

open ended questions. This was done by first using three main categories including 

positive, negative and neutral and then breaking down each of these categories to reflect  

the key words or ideas expressed which in each. These ideas or key terms were each 

assigned a numeric code and all verbatims were given careful consideration in order to 

code and record the key words and ideas they expressed. This information was then 

used to create an excel spreadsheet data file which was then used for the subsequent 

preparation for the statistical analysis. This data file contains all of the respondents and 

their corresponding answers recorded in columns representing variables which in our 

case were each of the questions from each questionnaire. The first questionnaire 

consisted of 32 questions while the second and third consisted of 34 questions each, the 

last one indicating those features and functions used in the wiki tool. A total of 95 
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variables were recorded for each of the 53 respondents. This information was then used 

to create a data map defining all variables and their numeric representation.  In order to 

validate data and   guarantee consistency, the data was double checked to detect errors 

and problems prior to analysis. While some errors were detected, such as coding 6 on 

the 5 point scale of answers, they were few in number. The last step in the preparation 

of the data was the creation of a Tabulation Map which describes all variables, 

respective modes, nets and table heads in order to determine the desired output. Output 

was defined by class groups using the teachers as headings (ST, JT, and RT) as well as 

comparing variables according to the questionnaire wave in order to determine patterns 

and evolution of attitudes and behaviours. In addition, age and gender were also 

identified. A Chi-Square “Fitness to Good” test using the Null Hypothesis was applied 

via the SPSS application, to determine averages, means and significant differences 

among the questionnaire responses of the three waves and comparing the three class 

groups.  

 

6.3.7. The Researcher Notes and Observations.  

Throughout all the research stages of this study, the RT was actively engaged in 

taking notes maintained through observing, discussing, researching and interacting with 

the students and teachers.  Initially recorded as handwritten researcher notes, these notes 

were then transcribed and stored in the ATLAS-ti.v.6 program used to assist in 

managing data throughout various aspects and stages of this study as described later in 

this section.   

Observing student interaction is a necessary part of better understanding the 

demands and patterns of collaborative work processes. As some classes were dedicated 

to the Touripedia Project and included specific tasks to be carried out during the project 
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such as brainstorming, planning and hands-on wiki tutorial sessions whereby the 

students worked together in their small groups, in person. This happened periodically 

throughout the duration of the project when the students were brought together in order 

to carry out smaller specific tasks for the project. Focusing on these sessions, notes and 

observations were made by all of the teachers within the context of the classroom and 

then shared and exchanged in meetings with the RT who actively observed and noted 

interaction and work patterns that might shed light on the patterns of individual wiki 

contributions. Many groups were witnessed working together face-to-face on the wiki 

project outside of both the classroom and wiki space, gathered together in the center’s 

library, cafeteria and computer rooms. While the work carried out in these sessions was 

not physically recorded, the researcher did take note of any relevant observations and 

information such as PW phase, frequency and wiki content development to complement 

the notes and observations made later on during the wiki content analysis.  

The registration of these observations in the form of research notes, descriptive 

in nature, were transcribed, coded and processed in ATLAS-ti v6.2 a qualitative 

research tool used to support, manage and ease the collection and analysis of qualitative 

data.  

The use of Atlas-ti software was particularly helpful in the instrumental analysis 

phases of performing operations such as creating memos and coding of text such as the 

comments. However, the programme’s use was limited and not as extended as 

originally expected due to the limitations of time, training and cost and the researcher’s 

process of appropriation of the tool.  
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6.4. Ethical Considerations  

All attempts to carry out valid research adhere to ethical issues which must be 

maintained by the researcher throughout the whole of any study (Burns, 1999). Cressell 

(2007) identifies the main ethical issues of research which takes place in a higher 

educational setting as being “seeking consent, avoiding the conundrum of deception, 

maintaining confidentiality, and protecting the anonymity of individuals” (p. 44). Cohen 

et al. add to these issues with additional considerations of research procedures and 

practice regarding data collection, reporting and publishing (p. 76).  

This study adheres to the ethical aspects identified above regarding both context 

and procedural practice. First and foremost of these issues was the commitment to 

confidentiality and protection of the identity and rights of the study participants. Hence, 

all full names and contact details of the participants are withheld and when possible, 

even first names are replaced by coded numerical identifiers for both the teachers and 

students alike. For example, STG1 stands for Senior Teacher Group 1 and St1 for 

Student 1. These coded identifiers, when put together, provide anonymous reference to 

the participating members of a CW group. Thus, if a group has three members, these 

members are identified as STG1-St1, STG1-St2, STG1-St3, if it has four members they 

are STG1-St1, STG1-St2, STG1-St3 and STG1-St4. At times, when necessary, the 

students’ first names are also referred to in order to assist in adequate identification. 

Such is the case of the table of edit action contributions where both identifiers were 

necessary to ensure maximum levels of accuracy and to reduce possibilities for 

mistaken identification. Furthermore, all contact details of the participants are protected 

and withheld from being revealed in this dissertation. While the wiki platform itself is 

free and open, the Touripedia workspace is private and remains closed to the public. 

Only the registered users are able to still access it. Furthermore, no access to the wiki 
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has been granted to anyone other than the participants themselves and 2 research 

assistants involved in the data collection phase of the study.  These assistants, external 

to the center, were granted restricted access as readers only, and unable to change, 

modify or tamper the wiki contents in any way. Their assistance was necessary in order 

to deal with the large amounts of data collected from the wiki page history and page 

version comparisons.  

 Prior to participating in the study, all subjects consented to being part of it. This 

consent was achieved through both a written and oral explanation of the study purpose 

and objectives which were provided at the start of the project in the first session and on 

the cover page of each questionnaire delivered throughout the project. While students 

were encouraged to participate in the 3 wave-questionnaires, they were also given the 

right to choose not to participate. This is partially the reason why 53 out of 63 students 

are included in the questionnaire results.  In addition,  as both researcher and director of 

the center, the RT emphasized that the results of this  study would only be used for 

research meant to contribute to the use of language teaching pedagogy incorporating 

technology in the classroom and would in no way influence their grades or final course 

evaluation. This was held true and honoured throughout the duration of the project, 

course and academic year. To minimize stress and other adverse effects, it was also 

made clear to students that their questionnaire responses would have no impact on their 

school records or assessment results.   

The participating teachers were also informed and aware of the purpose of this 

study and willingly supported it throughout its duration. As both were also completing 

post graduate studies at the time, they understood the importance of maintaining the 

ethical principles of confidentiality to protect the identities and rights of all subjects.  

The ethical issues regarding clarity and transparency of data have also been addressed 
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regarding the methodological procedures described in this study which is put forth to 

the best of the researcher’s ability and in avoidance of any modification, falsification or 

fabrication of details or data. All data and information collected have been used for the 

purpose of this dissertation only, and are not available to the center as a reflection of the 

quality of student work.  
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Chapter 7  

Data Analysis and Results 

 

The findings and results of the data analysis carried out in this study are reported 

in this chapter. These results are presented according to the two data collection 

categories: student use of the wiki and student perceptions of the tool and collaborative 

writing project.  

The data reporting on student use of the wiki tool was collected from six 

different sources including the wiki’s built-in user profile settings, contribution tracking 

and page version history features, the wiki contents for comment posts and project work 

and the questionnaires. These findings are presented according to the data collection 

method used and in consideration of three class groups using the wiki throughout the 

three phases of the collaborative writing project. Discussion regarding the relevance of 

these findings is presented in the next and final chapter of this dissertation along with 

conclusions and suggested directions for further study.    

 

7.1. Student Use of the Wiki  

Data on student use of the wiki was taken from the wiki interface which includes 

such features such as user tracking, page history and comment postings. Furthermore, 

the wiki contents generated by students were also compared throughout the three phases 

of the project. All user participation is recorded in the wiki each time that a student logs 

into the platform. This information is made visible via the tool’s interface which puts 

timestamps on all communication and collaboration contributions. The communication 

function of the wiki allows users to leave comments, hold asynchronous discussions and 

receive alerts regarding user changes and contributions to contents. The collaboration 
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function of the wiki includes the various features such as edit mode features to add, 

delete and modify content, imbed images, videos and links, create pages, upload files 

and documents, etc. In addition, the wiki administrator has privileged access to 

information regarding other wiki functions such as user profile settings and the page 

view counter which are also included. All data is presented according to the three class 

groups made up by the 18 small collaborative writing groups participating throughout 

the three project phases. Those functions and features which are not available to the 

administrator or visible to users such as the help button and the enabled notifications 

feature, are not included although they are reported on via the students’ responses in 

Question 34 of the second and third wave questionnaires.    

 

7.1.1. The Profile Settings Function. 

Initial findings of student use of the wiki recorded by this function of the wiki 

are presented in the summary of findings included in Table 7.1 below which shows 

information regarding user identity in terms of name, photo and location. In addition to 

this information regarding the number of page views a user has made is also provided in 

this function.  

Table 7.1. Summary of Use of the User Settings Function  
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In general, the findings from this table, with exception to their user name, 

indicate little concern among students to establish an online identity and presence as 

most students chose to continue using the default settings of the wiki upon joining the 

workspace. Regarding their user identity, 90% of the students chose to change the email 

default setting to another identifier. Of these, half of the students (n=29) chose to go by 

their first name while 30% (n=19) chose to use their complete names including first and 

last. 10% of the students chose to go by a pseudonym.   

PBworks also provides a visual identifier for users in a wiki. While default 

settings of the tool provide a silhouette, all users are also able to change to an alternative 

silhouette or upload their own photo or other image as an indication of presence.  

Just under 20% of the students chose to change the default silhouette provided.   

10 students uploaded their own profile photos which included colour ID photos (n=8), 1 

black and white photo and 1 avatar image. Of the remaining 51 students, only two 

students chose to use the alternative silhouette provided by the workspace. Slightly 

more than 30% of the students (n= 18) chose to indicate Catalonia as the place where 

they lived while one student chose to indicate Barcelona. None of the others provided 

this information.  

In addition to the personal information settings, this function of the wiki also 

provides information regarding the number of page views carried out by each member 

of the wiki. A total of 11,837 page views were registered for all group members. Almost 

40% of this total was attributed to the ST group who had the highest average (n=280) 

page views per student. The JT group accounted for almost 35% of the total page views 

(n=174)  with  the RT group registering less than 30% of the total with 145 page views 

per student, 43 less than the total average of 188 per student throughout the whole 

project.    
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7.1.2. The Communication Function Comment Feature.  

The communicative function of the wiki allows for both freestanding comments 

and threaded discussion at the bottom of each wiki page. Each comment made 

throughout the CW project was categorized according to content and purpose and 

attributed to author, small group and project phase. This information is summarized 

Tables 7.2 and 7.3 below:  

Table 7.2. Total of Students’ and Teachers’ Comments per Phases. 
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17   
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35% 

TOTAL 175 
98       

56% 

24  

14% 

53 
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A total of 175 comments were registered in the wiki throughout the project by 

both teachers and students. Two thirds of the comments were made by the three class 

teachers with the remaining two thirds attributed to the students.   

Of the students comments (n=108) 65% occurred in the first phase of the project. 

This decreased drastically in the second phase when just over 5% of the comments (n= 

7) were posted. An increase in postings occurred in the third phase when the remaining 

30% of the comments (n=29) were registered.  

The teacher use of this function was more consistent with 40% of the comments 

occurring in the first phase, dropping to 25% in the second phase and then rising again 

to 35% in the final phase.   
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A breakdown of the student comments is included here in Table 7.3 below 

indicating the location, type and phase of the project according to the three class groups.  

Table 7.3. Summary of the Total of Students’ Comments.   
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JTG 17 42 6 18 18 36 2 4 30 2 9 1 

RTG 17 32 13 18 1 16 5 11 13 2 17 0 

TOTAL 46 108 29 57 22 72 7 29 58 7 42 1 

 

A total of 46 students, representing almost 75% of the total students, used this 

function of the wiki to post comments, in a fairly equal pattern of distribution among 

the three class groups (ST=70%, JT = 75% and RT = 75%). Most of these comments 

were posted on the homepage of each class group and the homepage of each working 

group. Very few instances (n=3) were recorded of comments posted on internal project 

pages. While most students left comments on their own class page or small group 

projects, 20% of the comments were made by students posting on the home page of 

other working groups.  

In a breakdown of categories to indicate the nature of each posted comment, 

almost half of those made by students (n=58) were social, with almost 40% (n=40) 

categorized as pedagogical and the remaining 10% (n= 10) being technical in nature. 

Only one example of a language related comment was registered throughout the whole 

project. It belonged to the JT group, the highest in terms of language proficiency.   

While the class group analysis of the comments showed little difference among 

the three levels in total number of comments posted, some differences regarding the 
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type and location of the comment were noted. The highest number of comments were 

posted in the JT group (n=61). Of these comments, 65% (n=40) were student-generated 

with 60% (n=24) being made from within the same class and working groups. The 

remaining 40% (n= 16) were attributed to students from other groups and classes. Of the 

total 40 student comments made in this class group, almost 75% (n=30) were social in 

nature while 15% (n=6) were pedagogical and 7.5% (n=3) were technical. The one 

language related comment which occurred throughout the whole project also occurred 

within this group.  

The ST class registered a total of 58 postings, almost 45% of which (n=25) were 

made by the teachers. 70% of the students’ comments in this group were made by 

students from within the group (n=23) while the remaining comments were made by 

students (n=10) from outside. Of the total 33 student comments occurring in this class 

group, almost 50% (n=16) were pedagogical in nature while 42% (n=14) were social 

and less than 10% (n=3) were technological.  

The RT group registered the fewest comments (n=54) of the three classes.  Of 

these, almost 40% (n=21) were made by the teachers with the remaining 60% (n=33) 

made by students. More than 80% of the comments were made from students within the 

class group and 20% (n=6) were made by students from outside.  Slightly more than 

50% (n=17) of the comments were pedagogical in nature while less than 40% (n=13) 

were social. The remaining 10% (n=3) were technological.  

The following table, Table 7.4 below, shows the breakdown of teacher 

comments posted according to the class group and phase. The three teachers posted a 

total of 67 with almost 40% of those (n=25) being posted on the project pages of the ST 

class groups (n= 5 out of 18).   
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Table 7.4. Summary of the Total of Teachers’ Comments per Phases & Comment Categories. 
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ST 10 0 5 15 5 2 8 0 15 

JT 2 0 7 9 0 2 7 0 9 

RT 14 17 12 43 6 16 21 0 43 

TOTAL 26 17 24 67 11 20 36 0 67 

 

An equal distribution occurred among the remaining class groups, each with the 

same number of comments (n= 21) posted among the home pages of the working 

groups in each class (n= JTG 7 and RTG 6).   

A difference in number of postings was detected among the three phases of the 

project. The ST group which received the most number of comments varied in number 

in the second phase when postings dropped from by almost 50% going from 10 to 5. 

This number rose again in the third phase.  

The JT group experienced a different pattern of teacher’s comments with only 2 

posted in the first phase of the project, then rising by more than double (n=5) in the 

second phase and then tripling (n=14) in the last phase.  

The RT group also experienced a different pattern of teacher intervention 

through the communication function of the wiki. This group received 14 comments in 

the first phase which then dropped by 50% (n=7) in the second phase with no comments 

being posted in the third phase.  
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7.1.3. The Collaboration Function Edit Contributions. 

The wiki collaboration functionality includes a number of uses which support 

joint co-construction of a webpage among group members. Creating pages, uploading 

images and documents, and editing webpage content are some of the many edit actions 

which can be carried out amongst users. Table 7.5 below presents a summary of the 

total contributions carried out by the working groups and students in each of the class 

groups.  

A total of 2790 contributions were made to the wiki content by the 18 working 

groups throughout the project. This represents an average of 155 total contributions 

made by each small work group and a total of 46 contributions made by each group 

member. These contributions varied significantly throughout the three phases of the 

project. 

Table 7.5. Total Edit Contributions by Group and Phase. 
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The majority of contributions (more than 90%) were made by all three class 

groups in the third phase of the project, with almost all of these occurring in the last two 

weeks before the project due date and oral presentation. Similar patterns of contribution 

existed among the ST and JT class groups who made an average of 1.2 and 1.5 

contributions consecutively in the first phase and only .5 contributions per student in the 

second phase which noted almost no wiki activity among these groups. This contrasted 

with the RT group who made an average of one contribution per student in the first 

phase, followed by a significant increase in the second phase of seven contributions per 

student.   

 

7.1.4. The Edit Contributions According to Groups and Phases.   

In addition to the quantitative information provided above, each of the individual 

student contributions were analyzed qualitatively, broken down into specific actions to 

record what the students did when using the edit feature of the wiki tool and how this 

action contributed to the overall contents of the wiki at various stages of the writing 

process. This information, gathered from the actions of each member of the working 

groups was recorded for all three class levels. In Appendix C, Graphs A1 and B1 (p. 

346-381) summarize the breakdown of the total contributions (n=2790) carried out by 

each of the three class groups and classified into fourteen general edit actions: project 

plan, table of contents (TOC), add text, delete text, repair text, add image, delete image, 

add video, delete video, add page link, repair page link, add other link, and formatting. 

As indicated above, the majority of edit actions belonging to the edit contributions made 

by each student in the three class groups occurred in the final phase of the project. 

Distinctions among the editing actions according to the phases will be discussed later on 

Chapter 8 of this dissertation.  
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Analysis of the data collected regarding the edit features of the wiki showed that 

most edit contributions made by students consisted of more than one editing action. A 

total of 3393 edit actions were detected within the 2790 contributions made by the 

group members throughout the Touripedia project. The ST and RT groups accounted for 

68% of these actions with a total of 1158 recorded in each group. The JT group 

contributed with 1077 edit actions representing 22% of the total. 35% of all edit actions 

were related to the development of textual content (n=1193) consisting of actions 

related to the composing stage of the writing process including the adding of text (n= 

796), repairing of text (n=234) and deleting of text (n=163). The RT group accounted 

for almost 45% of the additions to text, while 50% of the text repairs were carried out 

by the JT group. Both the JT group and the RT group contributed with the same number 

of text deletions.   

Multimodal contributions to the wiki project also accounted for just over 30% of 

the edit actions (n=1048). Almost 45% of these were related to the adding of photos and 

images (n=458) to the wiki contents while 10% concerned the adding of videos (n=97). 

Deleting and repair actions accounted for 10% of edits used to eliminate photos, images 

and videos. Another 35% of the multimodal actions were related to embedding links 

(n=379) to other webpages (n=244) and other interest sites (n=135).   

 30% of all editing actions affected the visual appearance of the wiki contents 

and were contributions related to webpage formatting (n=1037) including aspects such 

as spacing, font type, size and colour, and all other visual characteristics.  Almost 40% 

of these actions were carried out by the ST group followed by the RT group at 34% and 

the JT group responsible for 26% of these actions. 
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Just over 10% of the remaining edit actions were related to the planning stage of 

the project carried out in Phase I with 24 edits contributing to the project plan and 92 

edits related to the development of a table of contents for each group project.  

Information regarding the use of the wiki functions and features was also 

collected in the second and third waves of the questionnaire where students were 

requested to tick those functions and features of the wiki that they had used. This 

information, taken from Question 34 of the second and third questionnaires and is 

summarized in the graph below which compares the last two phases of the project. The 

results indicated an increase in use in most functions and features of the wikis with the 

exception of the comment function and the edit mode widget imbed feature. The most 

commonly-used feature was the edit feature with 74% of the students recording its use 

in the second phase of the project growing to 93% of the students in the third phase. In 

both instances, students indicated that they used this feature primarily to edit their own 

and other students’ work. Of this percentage, 9% of the students actually recorded its 

use to edit the work of others in their group in the second phase with this percentage 

more than tripling to 30% by the end of the third phase.    

 In the second phase of the project, about one-third of the students reported using 

the wiki edit imbed features  to place images, videos, and links into their wiki content.  

By the end of the project, however, this feature ranked second on the list with more than 

90% of the students reporting that they had used it to place photos (91%), external links 

(85%) and videos (62%).   
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Figure 7.1.  Student Perceived Use of the Wiki Functions and Features   

 

By the end of the third phase, students had also recorded a significant increase in 

the use of those features of the wiki which were not related either to editing or 

commenting, such as the notification of change function which alerted all users on work 

carried out in the wiki, the help button which provided technical instructions on how to 

use the wiki, and the page version history which allowed students to compare versions 

and restore lost or previous pages. In the second phase of the project, almost half of the 

students reported using the notification feature of the wiki to receive alerts about work 

carried out and changes made in the wiki by all users. This figure grew significantly by 

more than 20% in the third phase when 70% of the students reported the use of this 

feature.   

In the second phase of the project, 30% of the students indicated that they had 

used the page version history of the wiki to compare pages of the wiki content while 
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15% had used it to restore lost pages. These figures also grew significantly in use in the 

third stage when 40% reported that they used it to compare page versions and 34% to 

restore lost pages.   

By the end of the second phase of the project, about one third of the students had 

reported using the help function of the wiki to learn how to do something specific in the 

wiki. Upon completion of the project, this figure had grown to 42%.   

In addition to student use of the wiki’s functions and features, the wiki content 

itself was also used to qualitatively consider student contributions to the overall project. 

This information, represented in the table included in Appendix C (Table D1, p. 205-

208), indicated that the number of student contributions did not necessarily improve the 

written quality of the project. 

The level of contribution each edit made to the wiki content was determined by a 

qualitative analysis of each recorded student edit which was broken down into specific 

actions which affected the four different aspects of the wiki content: textual, 

multimodal, formatting and planning/structure. Each of these aspects consists of a 

number of specific edit actions which are shown in the graph below comparing the edit 

actions among the three class groups.  
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Figure 7.2.  Group Comparison of Edit Actions  

 

The total number of 3393 edit actions were distributed among the three class 

groups. The ST group, with a total of 1158 actions, represented the highest percentage 

of edit actions per group with an average of 68 edit actions performed by each student. 

This group realized the highest number of edit actions related to textual content in the 

wiki with almost 40% of the actions attributed to this aspect of the project and including 

the adding, deleting and repairing of text. 30% of the edit actions were related to 

multimodal aspects of the content including the adding, deleting and repairing of 

images, videos and links while 35% of the edit actions were those related to formatting.   

In the breakdown of edit actions, this group consistently had the highest number in each 

of the four aspects of textual, multimodal, formatting and planning/structure.  

The JT group, with a total of 1077 actions, registered the lowest number of edit 

actions with an average of 47 edits per student. However, this group had a more even 
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distribution among the content changes with almost 40% of the actions attributed to 

text, 37% to multimodal actions, 30% related to formatting and 3% affecting the 

planning. 30% of the edit actions were related to multimodal aspects of the content 

including the adding, deleting and repairing of images, videos and links while 35% of 

the edit actions were those related to formatting. In the breakdown of edit actions, this 

group consistently had the highest number in each of the four aspects of textual, 

multimodal, formatting and planning.  

The RT group, also with a total of 1158 actions, averaged 50 edits per student. 

40% of the edits actions affected textual content and 30% multimodal and 28% 

formatting. The remaining 2% affected planning and structure.   

 

7.2. Student Perceptions  

This section presents the results obtained from a quantitative analysis of the 3-

wave questionnaire used to record student perceptions of the wiki tool according to their 

expectations, use of the tool and participation in the collaborative writing project. SPSS, 

statistical software commonly used in quantitative analysis, was implemented in this 

stage of the research. While, the complete results of the SPSS analysis carried out on the 

data collected in the questionnaires are included in the Appendix C (Questionnaire 

Results, p.382-421) of this dissertation, those results considered most relevant to this 

study are presented here as general summaries supported by selected graphs and tables 

and highlighting particularities or notable differences. The order of presentation of this 

data follows the four - part structure of the questionnaires which included perceptions, 

behaviours and experiences regarding learning English in general, working in groups, 

writing, and the wiki. All percentages are presented in respect to the total number of 
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participants with some considerations given to class group and phase differences when 

they arise.  

7.2.1. Students Perceptions of Learning English.  

The first part of the questionnaire concerns student perceptions regarding 

learning English in general and consists of three question types. The first question type 

consists of a group of Likert Scale questions posed for students to rate degrees of 

agreement and disagreement (with 5=strong agreement, 4=agreement, 3=neutral, and 

2=disagreement and 1=strong disagreement) to five specific statements regarding 

enjoyment of learning, improvement in learning and the contributing factors of learning 

achievement identified as teacher, personal effort and other students.  In general, all of 

the groups responded positively to learning English in all three questionnaire waves. 

77.3% of the students confirmed that they enjoyed it prior to initiating the wiki CW 

project with 35.8% of these students indicating strong agreement. Enjoyment dropped 

by almost 15% to 64% (17% in strong agreement)   in second phase of the project but 

rose again to almost 80%.  Nonetheless, a drop of almost 10% (equivalent to 28.3% of 

the students who expressed enjoyment) occurred upon completion of the project.  

When asked about those factors which influenced the amount of learning they 

experienced, 86% of the students recognized that of their teacher followed by 71.2% 

who perceived their learning to be related to the amount of work they put into it. The 

influence that their classmates had on their learning was indicated by 35.9% who agreed 

in the pre-test while 32.1% declared neutral and 24.5% disagreed. The percentages 

regarding the influence that their classmates had on their learning changed in the second 

questionnaire when agreement to the statement dropped to 20.8% along with 

disagreement which fell to 13.2%. The remaining 60.4% of the students declared a 

neutral stance. These figures changed once again upon completion of the project  when 
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the third questionnaire noted  increases  of  16.9 % more students agreeing  and 11.3%  

more students disagreeing for totals  of 37.7%  and  20.8%  respectively. The neutral 

response decreased by almost 20%, to a recorded 41.5%.    

Regarding their improvement in learning English, 54.7% initially felt that they 

were improving (13.2% strongly) while 30.2% declared neutral and 9.2% were in 

disagreement. Upon completion of the project, 75.5% of the students expressed 

agreement (almost 21% strongly), 5.7% were in disagreement (2% strongly) while the 

remaining 18.9% expressed a neutral stance.   

 The bar graph below (Figure 7.3) indicates student response to the second 

question type which consisted of selecting relevant actions from a closed list of 

provided possibilities. In the first questionnaire, the students were asked to indicate 

those actions they believed successful language learners engaged in while in the second 

and third questionnaires they were asked to identify those actions that they had engaged 

in. The list of five specific actions included practicing as much as possible, reading a 

lot, revising work, reflecting on what was learnt or done and spending a lot of time 

studying. An additional option of “other” was also provided so that respondents could 

also identify any relevant action not on the list. The bar graph shows how the results 

varied according to the three project phases represented by each questionnaire. Blue 

represents those responses indicated in the pre-test, red in the mid-test and  green in the 

post-test. Differences in the responses throughout the year are reflected by significant 

recorded decreases in practicing (-17%) and reading English (-43%) and significant 

increases in revising (+19%) and reflecting (+19). The amount of time and personal 

effort put into studying English dropped  slightly by 4%, going  from 15%  in the first 

and second waves to 11% in the  third wave.  The third wave questionnaire also noted a 
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decrease in “other” actions dropping from 23% in the first wave to 11% (-14%) and 

then to 9% in the second and third waves respectively.  

 

Figure 7.3.  Part 1, Q.5.  Actions done as successful English language learners  

 

The last question type in this section consists of an open-ended statement for the 

students to complete by commenting as much as they want. Similar to the preceding 

question type, this question differed slightly among the questionnaires.  In the pre-test, 

the students were asked to complete their own definition of a successful language 

learner while in the second and third questionnaires, they are asked to comment on their 

own experience of language learning. In the first questionnaire, slightly more than 50% 

of the students recognized successful learners as having a positive attitude (JTG =70.6 

%, STG=42.9% and RTG=40.9%). Ideas and key words belonging to this coded 

category included being motivated (22.6%),  making a big effort (11.3%), liking and 

enjoying  learning (11.3%), wanting to know about other countries, cultures and people 

(11.3%),  being constant (9.5%), wanting to  learn (7.5%), participating actively (1.9%)  

and having an open mind (1.9%). Almost 50% of the total comments noted those 

actions that successful learners do including practicing as much as possible (35.8%), 

studying a lot (5.7%) and doing all types of activities (1.9%). In the second 
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questionnaire, the comments recorded in this section registered 71.7% of the students 

responding positively (JTG=82.4%, STG=85.7% RTG=54.5%) about their experience 

learning English which rose an additional 15% reaching 86.8% in the third 

questionnaire. Negative experiences represented 5.7% of the total comments made and 

included a lack of motivation (3.8%) slow class rhythm (1.9%), not enough oral practice 

(3.8%) and too much homework or not enough time allotted to complete the work 

(7.5%). Negative comments about the experience rose to 11.3% in the third phase. 

Neutral comments accounted for 26.4% of the comments and indicated student 

observations and comments about the course which did not actually state a positive or 

negative stance on their own experience. These comments help to understand the 

development of this phase in general including such examples as students stating a need 

for more participation from classmates (3.8%), requests for more work and homework 

from the teacher (11.3%) or more grammar (1.9%). 5.7% of the comments observed 

difficulties with the class timetable or admitted (1.9%) they were unable to attend 

classes regularly. In the third wave of the questionnaire the number of neutral comments 

dropped to 5.7% and included a change in focus based on more personal reflections on 

their performance and progress. Examples of these comments included 3.8% stating 

they wanted to go abroad and 1.9% stating they were unable to work more on English 

due to the workload of their other subjects.    

 

7.2.2. Student Perceptions of Collaborative Work.   

The second part of the three questionnaires regards student perceptions, actions 

and experiences of working in groups. It also follows the three section structure 

indicated above in the first part of the questionnaire. In the first section of Likert Scale 

questions, the students were asked to consider 5 specific statements regarding group 
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work  and rate their  degrees of agreement and disagreement (with 5=strong agreement, 

4=agreement, 3=neutral, and 2=disagreement and 1=strong disagreement). These 

statements included general enjoyment working in groups, learning made easier by 

group work, increased learning because of group work, enjoyment working in groups in 

English and working better as a result of working in groups.     

Responses regarding these questions show a variation in the degree of enjoyment 

working in groups with students expressing an initial 55% (JT= 40%, ST=85.7%, 

RT=45.5%) in agreement falling to less than 45 % in phase 2 ( JT= 23.5%, ST=57.1%, 

RT=50.0%) in the second phase and then rising again to 58.5% (JT=41.2%, ST=50.0%, 

RT=77.3%) in the final phase questionnaire reflecting an increase of more than 20% in 

enjoyment working in groups when compared in the last two phases of the project.  

Regarding working in groups as making learning English easier, in the first wave 

students in agreement represented   37.7% of the respondents. This figure remained the 

same in the second wave and then rose significantly by 17% with 54.7% of the students 

in agreement. Disagreement with this statement was reflected by 11.3% of the students 

in the first wave (JT=17.6%, ST=7.1%, RT=9.1%), and increased to 17% in the second 

wave (JT=29.4%, ST=7.1%, RT=13.6%) and then an additional 4 percent registering 

20.8% (JT=35.3%, ST=28.6%, RT=4.5%) in the third wave.  

Reflecting on whether they considered group work increases learning, 35.9% 

(JT=29.4%, ST=71.4%, RT=18.2%) initially agreed in the first questionnaire before 

starting the CW project. This figure decreased slightly in the second phase of the project 

with 32.1%  expressing  agreement  but then increased  again by more than 10%,  with  

43.4% of the students expressing agreement upon completion of the project (JT=29.4%, 

ST=42.9%, RT=54.5%). In the pre-project survey, 47.2% of the students registered a 

neutral response to while 9.4% registered disagreement to the statement. In the third 
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survey, disagreement also increased by almost 10% with 18.9% in disagreement and 

37.7% of the students recorded as neutral.  

 

Figure 7.4.  Part 2, Q.11.   I work better when working in Groups  

 

Learner perceptions to whether they work better in groups or not are recorded in 

Graph 2 which reports the evolution of these perceptions according to the project phases 

and learner experiences upon completion of the project. In the pre-project questionnaire, 

participants considered that they worked better in groups. However, in the second phase 

of the project, this perception drops significantly by 15%, going from 39.6% (13.2% in 

strong agreement) to 24.5% agreement (3.8% strongly) with the statement. The third 

questionnaire recorded a rise in agreement of 10% reaching 34% in agreement, 7.5% of 

whom expressed strong agreement. The 38% responding neutrally is maintained in the 

continuing phases of the project recording a slight drop of 2%. Those students who did 

not agree with the statement in the first phase (15%) doubled in percentage in the 

second (32%) and third (30%) waves. 

The second section of this part of the questionnaire regards those actions that 

students considered relevant for group work. Graph 3 below indicates changes in 

student response to this question throughout the three phases. In the first phase of the 

project, prior to initiation of the project recorded in the first trimester of the course, 
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81.1% (JT=88.2%, ST=85.7%, RT=72.7%) of the students recognized discussing and 

commenting as much as possible as the most important action. This was followed by 

60% selecting asking for help (scaffolding) from their peers as much as necessary and 

49% considering working well as a group. Revising group work accounted for 43% of 

the response while reflecting on work done registered 40%. The open category of 

“other” registered accounted for 9%. Students identified other activities as being equal 

distribution of work among group members, not leaving work to the last day, and 

showing respect for others.  

In the second phase of the project, the first relevant action of discussing and 

commenting  dropped dramatically by 30% going from 81% to 51%. The third phase 

questionnaire recorded an increase of almost 20% when 68% of the students included it 

as something that they engaged in (JT=70.6%, ST=64.3%, RT=68.2). Asking for help, 

the second relevant action on the list was originally recorded by 60% of the students, 

rising only slightly by 2% in the second phase of the project. In the final phase of the 

project, this action was recorded by 49% of the students, reflecting an important drop in 

occurrence by more than 10%. The inverse occurred regarding working in groups.  In 

the pre-project questionnaire, 49% of the students stated that they felt they worked well 

in groups. This figure dropped slightly in the second phase to 45% but then underwent a 

significant increase accounting for 74% of the student response in the final phase. A 

similar change is noted regarding the revision of work which, originally recorded at 

43%, dropped to 40% in the second phase and then, in the third phase dramatically 

increased to 66%, almost 25% more than at the start.  Reflecting on what they had done 

as a group experienced similar evolution to the first activity of discussing and 

commenting. Originally recorded at 40%, this figure dropped to 25% in the second 

phase and then rose again in the third phase accounting for 32% of the relevant actions 
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carried out throughout the project. The initial category of other actions reduced to 

nothing in the second phase and was then recorded by a mere 2% in the third phase.  

   

Figure 7.5. Part 1, Q.12.  Relevant actions for working in groups   
 

The third and final section of this part of the questionnaire consists of the coded 

comments expressed by the students in the open question pertaining to working in 

groups. In the pre-project questionnaire respondents expressed the expectations they had 

regarding working in groups. These expectations included attitudes, actions and skill-

related learning outcomes. 15.1% of the comments confirmed that the students expected 

to have a positive experience working in groups leading to more interesting (7.5%), 

dynamic classes (3.8%) and enjoyable classes (7.5%). In addition, 3.8% expressed that 

they would be exposed to a new way of learning. 37.7% of the comments  identified 

those activities the students expected to engage in, including expressing, exchanging 

and sharing their ideas (20.8%), practicing the language (17.0% ) practicing speaking 

(3.8%), sharing learning experiences (3.8%) and practicing listening (1.9%). 69.8% of 

the comments  identified the  outcomes the students expected to achieve through group 

work. These outcomes included learning to work and operate as a team (24.5%), 

improving relationships with other students (20.8), identifying their errors through peer 
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scaffolding (15.1), learning from peers (13.2%), improving their English (5.7%), 

acquiring fluency (1.9%) and learning new words and vocabulary (1.9%). In the second 

phase questionnaire, students were asked to comment on their experience to date 

working in groups. Again, using open coding, these comments were divided into 

positive (49.1%) experiences, negative (30.2%), and neutral (15.1%) statements with 

11.3% of the students choosing not comment on anything. The positive comments 

included enjoyment (17%), skills development of writing, speaking, listening and 

reading (22.6%),  motivation (9.4%),  learning  vocabulary from peers (3.8), learning 

made easier (5.7%) improving relationships with others (1.9%) and more interesting, 

dynamic and classes (7.6%). Negative comments regarding the experience of working 

in groups included preference for individual work (13.2%) difficulty working/agreeing 

in groups (9.5%), unequal work among group members (5.7%), difficulties to meet and 

work together out of class (5.7%) and embarrassment (1.9%). Neutral comments 

included not being able to attend classes (9.4%) and that it depended on the group 

members and activity (5.7%).  In the post - intervention questionnaire, almost 70% of 

the comments recorded were positive with 65% highlighting the enjoyment, fun and 

positivity of group work, 17% noting the benefits of exchanging ideas, opinions and 

knowledge and 9% directly attributing their learning to their peers. Furthermore, 

comments of the benefits of group work included its usefulness for the future, improved 

English, and development of organization and communication skills (6%). Negative 

responses to the experience accounted for 15% of the comments, of which 7.5% stated 

their preference for individual work, 4% stating they did not like the experience at all 

and 2% stating that they did not like writing in groups. Neutral comments represented 

32% of the comments and included ideas like the quality of group work depends on the 
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group (13%), more class time needed for the activity in class (8%), the relevance of task 

(6%) and inability to dedicate the necessary time to the project (7.5%).   

 

7.2.3. Student Perceptions of Writing.  

The third part of the questionnaire dealt with student perceptions of writing. In 

the first section, students were asked to rate their degree of agreement regarding 

enjoyment of writing, individual writing, group writing, the planning stage of writing, 

the revising stage of writing, and the computer as a writing tool.  At the onset of the 

project, 32.7% stated that they enjoyed writing, with 13.5% strongly agreeing in 

contrast to 21.2% who stated that they did not enjoy it. 36.5% declared neutral and 5.7% 

chose not to answer. In the second phase of the project, enjoyment of writing increased 

by more than 10% to register 44% of the students being in agreement, 11.3% of whom, 

strongly. While the neutral stance increased ever so slightly to 37.7%, a noticeable drop 

of 8% in the percentage of students disagreeing was reported at 13.2%. These 

percentages were very much maintained in the third questionnaire when 43.4% 

continued to state that they had enjoyed writing, with those students strongly agreeing 

increasing by almost 4 percent. The percentage of students who did not agree increased 

slightly by 2%, while the neutral position also grew by 4%. In the third questionnaire, 

all students chose to answer.  

Perceptions regarding writing as an individual activity were held by the majority 

of the students (T=60%) in both the first and second phase questionnaires, rising 

slightly by 6% in the third (T=66%) to reflect an increase of 6% in the final phase 

throughout the project. In the first phase, 11.3% of the students disagreed with this 

statement and 9.4% did not answer. In the second phase these figures noted some 

change when the percentage of disagreeing students increased to 17%.  5.7 % did not 
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reply.  In the third phase, however, those students who did not see writing as an 

individual activity dropped by 7.5%, to a low of 3.8% and the neutral stance rose to 

30.2%.  All students answered.   

Although the majority of the students perceived writing to be an individual 

activity, at the beginning of the project, 32% recognized that writing in groups was 

more interesting (JTG=23.5%, STG=57.1%, RTG=22.7%). This percent increased by 

almost 6% in the second phase of the project and was maintained in the third phase as 

well. The same occurred amongst those students who did not agree when, in the first 

phase, 23% expressed that they did not find group writing more interesting. This 

percentage grew to 30% in the second phase and was maintained in the third phase. The 

three groups included a difference in perspective as the JT group started with 23.5%, 

then dropped by half to 12%, only to rise again to 18%. The RT group, which started 

with 23% holding a positive view that writing was more interesting in groups, noted a 

sharp increase and more than doubled in the second phase (50%) and then dropped 

slightly in the third phase (46%). The ST group experienced a different pattern in that 

this group started with a very high number of students (n=8) representing 57% of the 

class  viewing writing in groups more interesting  in the first phase, dropping slightly 

(n= 7) to 50% which was maintained in the final phase.   

Figure 7.6 shows the responses of the students regarding the planning stage of 

their writing. A gradual decrease in planning is reflected throughout the project phases 

with 57% of the students in the first phase stating that they plan before writing 

(JT=71%, RT= 55% and ST = 43%) This percentage dropped by 4% in the second 

phase followed by an additional 8% more in the final phase. Inversely, a very small 

percentage of students stated that they do not plan before writing, 3.8% in the first phase 

and 1.9% in the second phase. Nonetheless, a dramatic increase was reported in the final 
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phase of the project when a total 30% of the students stated that they did not plan. 

Differences among the groups indicated that in the first phase, the high level group 

(JT=71%) planned more, followed by the intermediate level group (RT=55%) and then 

the low level group (ST=43%). A change in work pattern occurred when the high group 

dropped drastically by 30% (JT=41%) in contrast to the intermediate and lower level 

groups which rose by 10% (RT=64%) and 7% (ST=50%) respectively. In the third 

phase, the both the high and low levels registered a drop in percentage (JT=29% and 

ST=29%) in contrast to the intermediate group which continued to rise (RT=68%).   The 

students also recorded fairly similar responses regarding the revising of their writing 

with three quarters of the students in agreement, 73.5% in the first phase, 71.5% in the 

second and 75.5%   in the third phase. A small percentage 7.5% stated that they did not 

do this consistently in all three phases of the project. In comparing the three class 

groups, the high level group consistently scored higher than the other groups regarding 

usual revision of writing although the initial score (ST=88%) dropped by 6% (ST = 

82%) in the second phase and then rose again  to 94% in the third phase,  almost 20% 

more than the total score of 76%. The low group also registered a change in patterns of 

revision when it dropped by almost 15% in the second phase with a score (ST= 57%) 

which was maintained in the third phase.  

The intermediate group registered an increase in planning in the second phase, 

rising by almost 10% (RT=73%) whereas the other groups reflected drops (JT= 82% 

and ST=57%.   
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Figure 7.6. Part 3, Q.17.  I usually plan before writing  

 

Similar results were also recorded concerning the writing of several drafts before 

the final version. As Figure 7.7 shows, at the start of the project, 37.7% agreed with this 

statement (JT=35%, RT=45%, ST=30%) dropping to 34% in the second phase and then 

rising slightly to almost 36% in the final phase. Almost one third of the students 

(T=28.3%) neither agreed not disagreed with this statement on the first questionnaire 

but this percentage rose by 15% (T=43.4%) in the second questionnaire and stayed the 

same in the final phase of the project. The results of this question also indicated a 

change in writing strategies among the three groups throughout the project. The 

intermediate group indicated the highest score in the first phase (RT=45%, JT=35%, 

ST=29%) dropping to second position in the second phase when the low group 

indicated an increase in the writing of several drafts of almost 15% ST=43%) in contrast 

to decreases indicated by the other groups (JT=24%, RT=36%). The low group 

maintained its score in the third phase (ST=43%) while the high level group increased 

by more than 10% and the intermediate group dropped by an additional 5%.  
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Figure 7.7. Part 3, Q.19.  I write several drafts before my final version   

 

Student responses regarding the use of a computer to do writing was clearly 

segmented with almost 45% agreeing with this in the first phase and 38% expressing 

ambivalence, neither agreeing nor disagreeing. These figures noted change in the 

second phase of the project when students in agreement increase by 6% those 

expressing ambivalence drop by more than 10%. In the third phase, changes occurred 

again with those in agreement returning to the original figure of 43.4% and ambivalence 

rising to nearly 40%. Responses to the use of computers were very different among the 

three groups. In the first phase the low group favoured technology the most, followed 

by the high group with the intermediate group falling in last (ST=50%, JT=47%, 

RT=36%). In the second phase, both the low and intermediate groups registered 

increases in these percentages (ST=57%, RT=50%) in contrast to the high group which 

dropped the lowest score of 41%. Again class group responses were different in the 

third phase when the low group dropped to a par with the intermediate group which 

stayed the same (ST=50%, RT=50%) in contrast to the high group which continued to 

drop falling to just under 30%.  

In  question 21 of the questionnaires, the students were asked to identify those 

actions from the given list which contributed to successful writing including  re-reading, 
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reflecting, discussing, taking note, and  rewriting  what has been written. In addition, an 

option of “other” was also provided. Figure 7.8 below, indicates the student responses 

to each of these actions with the second and third trimesters indicating those actions the 

students engaged in. For the most part, three quarters of the students considered re-

reading and reflecting about their writing to be important actions and reported that they 

actively engaged in these actions.    

 

Figure 7.8. Part 3, Q. 21 Writing Actions    

 

A notable distinction occurred with respect to the third action of discussing 

writing errors, changes and corrections with the group or teacher. Initially, 62% of the 

students considered this to be important, however only half of these, approximately 

30%, actually reported doing so. Taking note of errors and rewriting, also considered 

important by the majority of the students indicated a drop in occurrence in the second 

phase of the project followed by  slight recuperation of taking notes in the third phase, 

with a larger increase of 10% for rewriting. Only one student identified another action.  

The figure above indicates differing patterns of response amongst all three 

groups in each of the phases. The JT group tended to score the highest in these actions 

in the first phase, dropping in scores in the second phase and then recording mixed 
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differences in the third phase. In contrast, the researcher teacher also noted drops from 

the first to second phase but then rose in score in all of the actions in the third phase 

except for rereading writing after corrections which stayed the same. Learners in the 

low group acted differently reporting an increase in actions in the second phase 

followed by a decrease in most actions in the third phase, with the exception of 

discussing my errors with the group/teacher. This action rose from 36% to 43% in the 

third phase (ST= 65%) In the third wave question, rereading corrected writing was 

recorded as the most frequent action by both the senior (ST=71%) and junior (JT=88%) 

groups while the intermediate group indicated reflection on the corrections and errors 

made to be the most frequent action (RT=73%) just above rereading (ST=68%).   

In the open-ended question, students were asked to comment on group writing. 

In the first questionnaire,  when asked to express  their expectations, most students 

indicated positive outcomes with 75% of the comments highlighting  expected learning  

from peers  and an  exchange of knowledge, experience, ideas and opinions as well as 

learning  to work as a team. 40% of these comments focussed on expected linguistic 

improvements in their English, in particular in vocabulary and grammar (20%) and 

writing (15%). The high level group had generally higher expectations than the others 

regarding language practice (JT=65) followed by the intermediate level (RT=41%) and 

then the low level (29%).  High expectations among the high group were also expressed 

regarding the acquiring of skills and abilities (JT=77%). Both of the other groups had 

similar expectations of 50%. 7% of the students expressed negative expectations 

including difficulty in working as a team and unequal work contributions.  In the second 

questionnaire, when asked to comment on their experience with collaborative writing, 

50% of the students expressed positive comments with 30% highlighting it as a positive, 

fun and interesting experience. 25% of the comments indicated learning more about 
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their written errors and the language in general and 7.5% of the comments reflected that 

the students felt they were learning more because of the support provided by their peers 

and teacher. 17% of the comments expressed negative experiences which included 

difficulty working and writing in groups (4%), a preference for individual writing (10%) 

and not liking writing at all (4%). The low level group registered the highest satisfaction 

with the CW project (JT=71%) followed by the intermediate group (RT=46%) and then 

the high group (JT=41%). Neutral comments included recognition of a need for more 

time and practice (12%) and the amount of time needed to plan and think before writing 

(2%).  In the final questionnaire,  the percentage of positive comments increased to 55%  

with almost 30%  directly claiming  that it had been a positive experience with the low 

group expressing the highest satisfaction (JT=53%, RT=55%, ST=57%) with little 

difference between groups.  Almost 20% of the students felt they had improved in their 

writing with 12% indicating that they were more reflective a positive exchange of 

knowledge, ideas and opinions was also noted by 20% of the students.  A total average 

of 15% of the students expressed negative experiences (JT=24%, ST=21%, RT=5%) 

with 6% of these highlighting difficulty working as a group (JT=12%, ST=7% and 

RT=0%), and 10% of the total expressing preference to writing individually (JT=18%, 

ST=14%, RT=0%). Neutral comments indicated a need for more practice writing (8%), 

a need for more motivation to write (7.5%) and not enough work put into the group 

writing (6%).   

 

7.2.4. Student Perceptions of Using Wikis.  

The fourth and final part of the three questionnaires, regards student perceptions, 

actions and experiences using wikis. In keeping with the three section structure of the 

questionnaire format for each part, the first section of the Likert Scale statements 
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considers specific statements regarding individual use of technology in and out of class, 

difficulty using wiki technology, the motivating impact of wikis, the amount of in-class 

wiki practice, the use of wikis to facilitate group work, and the overall impact of wikis 

on their interest in English. In keeping with the other parts of the questionnaire, the 

Likert Scale included 1 for strong disagreement, 2 for disagreement, 3 for a neutral 

stance, 4 for agreement and 5 for strong agreement. When asked to indicate frequency 

of use of technology in their free time, more than 60% of students (JT=71%, ST=65%, 

RT=55%) agreed that they used it a lot. 50% of these students expressed strong 

agreement with the low group registering almost 95% compared to just over 70% in the 

JT group and almost 60% in RT group. These percentages were maintained as a group 

but differed among the classes in the second phase of the project (RT=77%, JT=71%, 

ST=64%). The total increased by 10% (T=80%) in the final phase, registering yet 

another change among the three groups (JT=88%, RT=86%, ST=64%). Those students 

expressing a neutral stance accounted for slightly more than 15% (JT=24%, RT=14%, 

ST=0%) while less than 10% expressed direct disagreement (T= 7.5%) in the first and 

second phases dropping to 5.7% in the last phase. 63% of the students (JT=71%, 

ST=65%, RT=55%) initiated the wiki writing project with the perception that using 

technology makes learning English more interesting. This perception rose by almost 

10% (T=72%, RT=77%, JT=71%, ST=64%) in the middle of the wiki project and then 

dropped slightly by less than 5% (T=68%, RT=77%, ST=64%, JT=64%) surpassing the 

original figure by 6% upon completion of the project. In Figure 7.9 below, results 

indicating student preferences regarding the use of more technology in English class are 

shown. Before starting the project, 42% expressed agreement while 41% were 

ambivalent or chose not to respond (7%) and just under 15% indicated that they 

disagreed. Significant drops in these figures in the second phase of the project were 
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recorded when only 27% of students agreed and another 27% neither agreed nor 

disagreed or chose not to comment. The number of students who did not agree rose to 

45%, half of whom expressed strong disagreement. After the wiki  experience, however, 

these perceptions changed again when all students chose to respond, reflecting an 

increase in agreement rising to 50%, 17% of whom strongly, and a decrease in 

ambivalence  which fell to 30%. 20% disagreed with the experience, with almost half of 

those stating strong disagreement.  

 

 

Figure 7.9.  Part 4, Q.25. More technology in class 

 

In their expressed expectations regarding the use of wiki technology, 20% of the 

students indicated that they thought it would be difficult while 38% disagreed 

(JTG=64.7%, STG=14.3%, RTG=31.8%). Approximately 45% of the students 

expressed uncertainty by choosing to not agree nor disagree including 10% of the 

students who chose not to answer. In the second phase of the wiki project, those 

students perceiving the wiki as difficult to use increased to 33% while those who 

disagreed increased to 25%. 38% expressed uncertainty, choosing not to agree or 

disagree, while almost 6% chose not to comment. A change in all of these perceptions 

occurred upon completion of the project with just less than 25% stating agreement (2% 
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strongly) in comparison with 43% disagreeing, 17% strongly. Ambivalence dropped to 

32%, and all students answered.   

In Figure 7.10 shown below, student motivation using wikis is portrayed. Upon 

initiation of the project, 38% of students perceived the use of the wiki to be motivating 

(STG=50%, JTG=53%, RTG=18%). 16% disagreed (4% strongly), 36% chose not to 

agree or disagree and with almost 10% choosing not to state anything. These figures 

altered significantly in the middle phase of the project development when only 11.5% of 

the students expressed that they found it motivating (STG=21.4%, JTG=11.8%, 

RTG=4.5%). In comparison, 40% disagreed (13% strongly) and almost 50% expressed 

ambivalence, 7% of whom chose not to respond.  Upon completion of the project, a 

sharp increase in positive responses occurred with 36% affirming the experience 10% of 

which expressed strong agreement. While ambivalence registered a slight rise of 2%, 

negative responses (19%) dropped dramatically by 50%.  All students chose to answer.  

 

 

Figure 7.10. Part 4, Q.27. Using wikis is motivating   

 

In the first phase of the project students expressed a positive perception of wikis 

with almost 50% of the students believing that use of the tool would make their group 

work easier and writing in English more interesting (JTG=76.5%, STG=21.4%, 
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RTG=40.9%) as indicated in the This percentage dropped to 28% in the second phase 

and then increased dramatically in the third phase when almost 50% of the students 

(JTG=5.9%, STG=50.0%, RTG=59.1%) affirmed that use of the wiki made group work 

easier and writing more interesting as indicated in the Figure 7.11  below.  

 

 

Figure 7.11. Part 4, Q.30.  Using wikis makes writing in English is more interesting. 

 

Approximately one third of the students consistently expressed ambivalence 

towards the wiki tool, with approximately 30% of the students neither agreeing nor 

disagreeing in the first phase regarding the use of the wiki making group work easier 

and writing more interesting. This figure is maintained in the second phase regarding 

the wiki making group work easier, however, it increases to almost 50% when students 

neither agree nor disagree about writing made more interesting. In the third phase 

however, ambivalence returns to represent about one third of the students neither 

agreeing nor disagreeing about either statement. The percentage of students expressing 

negative perceptions of the wiki accounted for less than 20% of the students throughout 

all phases of the project. Upon initiating the project, only 6% of students expressed 

negative expectations regarding the use of the wiki to make group work easier, with 

11% disagreeing that it would make writing more interesting. In the second phase of the 
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project, 15% disagreed that wikis made group work easier while 17% disagreed that 

they made writing more interesting.  These figures were maintained in the third phase, 

with a slight increase of 3% noted in those students who did not agree that using wikis 

made writing more interesting (JTG=47.1%, STG=7.1%, RTG=9.1%). 

 In Figure 7.12 below, student perceptions regarding the implementation of the 

wiki tool are recorded. At the start of the project, almost half of the students stated that 

they wanted to use the wiki (JTG=59%, STG=57%, RTG=32%). Almost 30% expressed 

ambivalence (JTG=24%, STG=29%, RTG=32%) and 15% directly disagreed to using it 

(JTG=18%, STG=15%, RTG=14%). By the second questionnaire, those students 

expressing ambivalence continued with a slight increase of 2%. Those in favour of use 

dropped by almost 20% in direct contrast to an increase of more than 10% in those 

students who disagreed (26%). This percentage continued to increase and was recorded 

at 34% by the end of the third phase. Those students who wanted to use the wiki in the 

future accounted for 40% (JTG=9%, STG=50%, RTG=59%). 

 

 

Figure 7.12.  Part 4, Q.28. Use of wikis in class     
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The second section of the questionnaire’s Part 4 asked students to identify those 

aspects they thought would improve due to direct use of the wiki from a given list 

which included improved writing, reading, and grammar, expanded knowledge and a 

better relationship with peers and classmates. Results indicated that most students had 

high expectations in regards to improvement in writing (74%), reading (70%), grammar 

(68%) and increases in knowledge and information (59.5%). Two thirds of the students, 

60% stated that they also expected to improve their relationship with peers. In Phase 1, 

just over 60% indicated this aspect (JTG=70%, STG=50%, RTG=60%) which rose ever 

so lightly in Phase 2 to 62,5% (JTG=47%, STG=72%, RTG=68%). In the third phase, 

another increase occurred when it rose by 10% from the first phase to 70% (JTG=60%, 

STG=65%, RTG=82%). These figures increased in the second phase with expanding 

knowledge rising by 8% and improved relationship with peers by 3%. In contrast, 

improvements in writing and grammar dropped significantly to 47% and 49% 

respectively while reading was not indicated by any students. Nonetheless, the third 

phase reported significant changes which indicated that the wiki surpassed student 

expectations by more than 25% regarding expanding knowledge and information, 

reaching 87%, and by almost 10% regarding their relationship with peers which reached 

60%.  

 

Figure 7.13. Part 4, Q.31. Ways in which wikis contribute to my English 
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Writing expectations were not totally fulfilled as only 68% indicated that the wiki 

contributed in this respect while reading reached 50% and grammar accuracy 45%.     

All of the above information regarding how students perceived the wiki tool 

contributed to their English throughout the collaborative writing project serves to 

indicate the differences which occurred in each of the three phases of the project and 

among the three different class groups.   
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Chapter 8  

Discussion    

 

This chapter builds on the findings presented in the previous chapter of this 

dissertation and is divided into two sections. The chapter focuses on and discusses those 

results of the study which particularly stand out for their relevance to the main research 

objectives and findings from previous research and existing literature on the use of 

wikis in language learning. Upon completion of this discussion, the next chapter, 

Chapter 9 will then present a more concise answer to each of the six research questions 

and their sub-questions which guided this study.    

 

8.1. Discussion of Results and Findings   

Findings from this study have demonstrated  that student use and perceptions of 

the functions and features of the wiki tool differed according to  project phase, English 

proficiency level, teacher influence, appropriation of the tool and group work 

experience. As a result, patterns of contribution and interaction among users within the 

wiki also varied although general patterns have been discerned.  

 

 8.1.1. The Influence of Project Phase.  

As indicated in the previous chapter, student use of the wiki’s functions and 

features varied greatly according to project phase. The majority of contributions to the 

wiki project were made in the last phase of the project, with most of these occurring 

during the last two weeks before the oral presentations of the topics. Our study findings 

initially supported those of Kessler and Bikowski (2010) who also determined that 

student contributions and patterns of collaboration in a wiki-mediated   project varied 

according to project phase and the individual edit actions carried out. However, as the 
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author only considered the textual component of the wiki products, their study was 

limited to an analysis of “language acts” (p.43) which were defined as edit actions 

carried out by students which contained meaning-related changes (MRCs). In their 

study, which examined the use of a wiki among pre-service EFL teachers in an online 

course, the authors noted a gradual increase in contributions among students in each of 

three phases which they identified as an initial phase of build and destroy, a middle   

phase of full collaboration in composing content, and a final phase of informal 

reflection whereby the students used the comment feature for discussion and reflections.  

This stands in direct contrast to our findings which registered a high frequency of use of 

the wiki comment feature in the first phase before students actually started collaborating 

and then were almost inexistent in the second phase but rose again in the third phase.        

Our study also indicated that initial contributions to the wiki in the first phase were 

generally related to the organization and structure of the wiki and included the 

development of a table of contents for the groups to follow. The differences between the 

two studies may be due to the emphasis and focus placed by the teachers on the 

different stages of the writing process.  In our study, the students were required by their 

teachers in class to reflect the brainstorming, planning and organization stages of their 

writing within the wiki itself before initiating the composing and revising stages. As a 

result the majority of students engaged with the wiki tool early on in the project through 

use of both collaboration (edit features) and communication (comment feature) 

functions. However, despite this initial collaboration and interaction with the wiki, the 

results indicated resistance by most students to use the wiki for content development in 

the second phase of the project, with the exception of the RT group.  This was probably 

due to the fact that almost no class time was dedicated to the project, with the exception 

of the RT group who were asked to report on their group and project work every two 
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weeks in an informal reflection period. Following the resistance to wiki use for 

collaboration in the second phase of our study, a third pattern of contributions occurred 

in the third phase when students contributed almost all (90%) of the wiki contributions, 

with the most occurring in the final two weeks of the project.    

These findings are similar to those of Wheeler and Wheeler (2009) who also 

found that the majority of contributions were made within the last few days of the wiki 

project implemented for their study. While the subjects of this study, pre-service 

teachers, were not EFL students, they were also using the wiki in a blended classroom 

setting.   

Our results also supported those findings of previous studies which indicated 

that students placed more attention on meaning than on form (Kessler, 2009; Kessler 

and Bikowski, 2010; Woo, et al., 2011).  The study results found that only a small 

number of edit actions were dedicated to revising and correcting written language with 

changes to form being spelling, word order and word replacements. Nonetheless, the 

students in our study did indicate an increase in attention to form when they indicated 

an increase in revision of their own and other’s work which rose from 10% to 30%.    

Almost all of the students in our study contributed to the project with 

multimodal contributions and edit actions. Furthermore, the page comparison analysis 

revealed that students also included this aspect of the wiki contents in their revising 

processes. An example of this comes from the LOW COST project of STG4 whereby 

one student, intending to post a picture of a plane representing a Low cost airline, 

imbedded a photo of the regular airline Iberia. Another group member caught this and 

corrected the error by deleting the photo and replacing it with the accurate one included 

in the final project.  This supports the claims of previous researchers who have indicated 

that we need to re-consider how we assess our students when they are writing in Web 
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2.0 contexts. The multimodal contributions of students participating in a wiki-mediated 

writing project must also be taken into consideration in order to assure a more holistic 

approach to assessing wikis which recognizes student participation and contributions in 

the various aspects of a project. The assessment rubric used for our project was selected 

on the basis of these criteria as well.   

 

8.1.2. Patterns of Contribution and Interaction.  

While the frequency and timing of the individual contributions and edit actions 

made to the wiki project were similar among the three class groups of our study, 

differences among the individual members of the working groups and within the 

working groups themselves were detected. For the most part, student contributions to 

the wiki project contents and the edit actions were carried out in fairly similar 

distributions of change related to three main areas of content development: textual, 

multimodal and formatting.  While these changes were similar in representation among 

the three class groups, the ST group recorded the highest frequency of contributions to 

the wiki project in almost all areas of the project development.  In addition to this, the 

group also reported the highest levels of satisfaction and perceived benefits of use from 

the wiki despite having lower expectations at the onset of the project. In contrast, the JT 

group, with the highest level of English proficiency, recorded the lowest frequency of 

use, in general but, a higher concern with revising and repairing textual content. Almost 

all of the small groups demonstrated similar patterns of interaction and contributions 

whereby one student established him or her as the group leader by contributing to a 

greater degree than others and often initiating page creation, textual content and revision 

of both their own work and that of others. Often, this leader also demonstrated technical 

ease and mastery of the tool before the others in the group.  
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All of the students were given full reign and freedom from the outset of the 

project to determine the members of their own small work groups, their tourism topic 

and their own patterns of collaboration. Our study results indicated that most of the 

students in the three class groups worked in a cooperative fashion whereby 

responsibility for the wiki development was distributed among the members. Often, a 

group leader seemed to be established based on the high frequency of contributions as 

in the case of 14 of the 18 small groups with the remaining members working for the 

most part, in what Kessler and Bikowski (2010) identified as “parallel collaboration” (p. 

53) which implied  working “on the same text but not contributing equally”.  

Patterns of interaction, as with the patterns of contributions as discussed above, 

also varied according to the project phase and writing process stage. However, as most 

contributions were left to the very end of the project, and as noted by Wheeler and 

Wheeler (2009) it was difficult to determine patterns as the pressure of time and 

completion of the project influenced the way the students worked and interacted. As a 

result, collaboration within the wiki was dominated by a general pattern of cooperative 

behaviour affected by the timing and frequency of wiki contributions in almost all of the 

small groups throughout the three classes. In contrast to this dominating pattern, two 

groups in particular stand out in that they indicate opposing patterns of interaction. The 

first group, RTG-6, indicated a totally distinct pattern of use and contribution based on 

the fact that two of the members in this 3-member group did not engage with the wiki 

tool’s collaboration function. While the students did use the communication function to 

post comments during the wiki tutorial sessions, they were unable to contribute to 

development of the project via the wiki tool due to reported problems of time and 

technology as one student worked fulltime in addition to her studies with little time to 

dedicate to her studies and the other did not have a computer or internet at home. As a 
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result, the group implemented ad-hoc working strategies whereby each of these two 

members worked in Word documents first, sending the work to the remaining student 

who was quite comfortable with technology and made all of the contributions and edit 

actions within the wiki. The students identified these problems to the teacher early on in 

the project, indicating that they would try to resolve them but were unsuccessful in 

doing so. Thus, the wiki page history and page revision features indicate no 

participation from these students and the teacher was unable to assess their 

contributions despite the work that they contributed outside the wiki.    

The second group, JTG 4, came closest to indicating a more collaborative work 

pattern with all students registering a high frequency of contributions from the start and 

indicating a distinct difference to the others. Nonetheless, this pattern of interaction was 

not sustained and upon completion of the project, one student had visibly contributed 

less to the project than the other three members. While patterns of interaction may have 

also been influenced by the number of members in a group as well as the individual 

members themselves, this was hard to determine once again due to the fact that most 

contributions occurred in the last two weeks of the project.  

In consideration of the patterns of interaction affecting how the student carried 

out the CW project, our study findings also support the conclusions of Judd, Kennedy 

and Cropper, (2010) who found that the students’ lack of collaborative behaviour 

contributed to users failing to implement the wiki tool “to both coordinate and 

contextualize their contributions with other members of their groups” (p.351). The 

authors added to this by emphasizing that the role of the teacher in preparing and 

supporting students for collaborative writing activities was also “critical to their 

success” (p. 352). They highlighted how this lack of preparation had a negative impact 

on how the students used the wiki in their study which was accentuated by the students’ 
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additional deficiencies in collaborative practice. The authors recommended curriculum 

integration and assessment as additional aspects which could improve collaboration. In 

the case of tourism studies, this is even more logical as the use of a wiki is something 

which could be considered for the many other tourism activities, projects, and work the 

students have to carry out both in their studies and work placements in the sector.  

While the Touripedia project did incorporate time preparing the students for both 

use of the tool and consideration of how to carry out collaborative work, student use and 

perceptions of the tool still indicated that they lacked in this and indicates that 

collaboration should be cultivated before the higher education level. Our students, 

enrolled in their first year of studies initially indicated that they were open and 

enthusiastic to engage in project but time and experience affected this. Cultures of 

collaboration must be established in earlier years and the wiki can help achieve this too 

as demonstrated by those studies (Woo, 2010; Parker & Chao, 2007) which have 

investigated the successful use of wikis in primary and secondary language classrooms.  

 

8.1.3. Student Use of Ad-hoc Writing Strategies.  

In keeping with the findings of Wheeler and Wheeler (2009), the use of ad-hoc 

strategies was also indicated through the page revision analysis which indicated that 

students were not working online and within the wiki in edit mode.  Frequent and very 

fast same page edit changes indicated that students were probably engaged in cut and 

paste content activity which could have been from previously written word and excel 

documents which were developed while working offline. This was evidenced in a 

number of groups which contributed to page contents with huge amounts of text saved 

in single edit actions. This was one of the most frequently used strategies. Given their 

familiarity, frequency and comfort of use with Word, this is a logical strategy to 
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overcome the insecurities and uncertainties the students had and expressed in the second 

phase of the project which registered no wiki contributions  even though many small 

groups  indicated that  they were  working on their projects.   In some cases, this cut and 

paste activity was suspected to be plagiarism which some of the groups engaged in 

despite being told to cite sources and use their own words to develop themes and avoid 

plagiarism. The issue of plagiarism, not new in education, may actually be mitigated 

through the use of wikis which may help teachers detect its occurrence during the 

writing process as opposed to after it, when it is too late to be corrected.  Nonetheless, 

this indicates further need to inform and advise students on the perils of plagiarism in 

the Digital Age.   

Another discerned ad-hoc strategy included cutting and pasting contents from 

Spanish or Catalan websites and then translating directly into English within the wiki. 

In some cases, students even forgot to translate, leaving Spanish or Catalan text and 

hyperlinks in documents which took the reader back to the original source.   

 

8.1.4. Peer Revision Contributions and Wiki Assessment. 

Our study indicated hesitancy on the part of students to engage in peer revision. 

This may also have been influenced by the patterns of contribution discussed above 

which indicated that the students were operating, for the most part, in a distributed 

fashion. The few students (30%) who actually did engage in peer revision were often 

already established as the group leader in terms of number and initiation of the different 

areas of contributions such as page creation and textual content. This may have also 

been influenced by the fact that the teachers in our study did not focus on peer revision 

or dedicate class time to it. Nonetheless, these findings support those of previous studies 

such as Wheeler & Wheeler, (2009) and Woo (2010) who also revealed that students 
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hesitated to revise the work of others and that few students accounted for the majority of 

contributions. Nonetheless, in our study, the JT group recorded the highest incidence of 

revision in general and seemed to have less concern about revising the work of others, 

perhaps due to a greater sense of security with the language and perhaps even due to the 

use of electronic spell check features available to students both within wiki and through 

other document sources such as Word.  In the case of our study, this minimal focus on 

form could be due to a number of issues. First is the very nature of the course which 

was focused on Tourism as English for Specific Purposes (ESP) course as opposed to 

being a general FL course. General course objectives, contents, materials, tasks and 

assessment all served to develop knowledge related to the area of tourism relevant to 

working within the profession as opposed to developing academic and grammar-based 

skills and knowledge. Furthermore, as the individual students also had to complete six 

individual writing tasks included in their final assessment, more attention to form was 

given to these assignments by both teachers and students. In addition, the visual nature 

and instant exposure of work published in the wiki may also have influenced the 

amount of work and effort that students spent on contributing, revising and repairing the 

structural, visual and multimodal aspects of the project in addition to textual content 

meaning and form.  In general, our study also confirmed the studies of Kessler, 2009 

and Kessler and Bikowski (2010) who found that textual content revisions carried out 

by students were often surface edits which repaired spelling, word order and word 

choice. While no actual deeper revisions affecting meaning were detected there was 

indication of greater awareness of changes made to student contributions as evidenced 

in the example of two students in one group who engaged in an ongoing disagreement 

of spelling revision. 5 edit contributions between the two students were dedicated to the 

incorrect repair of a spelling error regarding the word weather. In the end both students 
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were wrong and the error continued in the project. Even though such revision activities 

may not contribute to text accuracy, they may serve to help both teachers and students 

recognize typical or potential difficulties regarding spelling, word order and even other 

aspects of the language.  

  

8.1.5. Use of the Wiki Comment Feature.  

As reported in Chapter 7, the communication function of the wiki was used by 

almost   75% of the students throughout the project.  While the teachers involved in the 

project had counted on its use to discuss pedagogical, linguistic and technical purposes, 

given that the project was carried out in a blended classroom situation, they did not 

expect it to be used as much for social reasons. The findings from this study indicated 

that the students used the comment feature primarily for social purposes, followed 

closely by pedagogical motives. Nonetheless, this is probably in keeping with the fact 

that students primarily use Web 2.0 tools for social purposes in their everyday life and 

this function of the tool did not require any appropriation or mastery. For many 

students, this feature provided the first contact that they had with the wiki interface.  Of 

particular interest however, is the minimal use of the comment feature for language 

purposes. With the exception of one student in the whole project, all students avoided or 

chose not to use this feature to express doubts or problems regarding language use. This 

may have been due to a reluctance to display a lack of knowledge regarding the 

language or simply a preference to deal with these questions directly with the teachers 

in person. Nonetheless, the students had no problem expressing their questions and 

doubts regarding the project or the wiki tool and when doing so they implemented a 

variety of language structures and functions indicating an awareness of audience which 

in turn also affected discourse register and genre which changed according to whether 
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they were pedagogical or technical and teacher-directed in general or socially directed 

to the other students and group members.   

The limited and specific use of this function is probably due to several factors 

such as the fact that while the students were encouraged to post comments, they were 

not explicitly told they had to, nor were their comments recognized as contributions to 

the CW project. Nonetheless, when the teachers left comments with questions or 

suggestions on the different wiki pages, the students did respond. While few studies 

have investigated the use of the wiki’s communication function or what Nami and 

Marandi (2013) called “thread mode” (p.1), these authors supported its pedagogical 

potential in addition to the use of wiki in document mode for collaboration.  Our 

findings regarding student use of this function and feature of the wiki also demonstrate 

the  additional opportunity for real life writing practice which this function affords 

students by allowing them to  engage in a variety of language structures, functions and 

register different from,  but complementary to,  the wiki project contents.  

The high number of social comments made throughout the project may indicate 

a desire among students to establish their social presence in order to help create a 

positive working atmosphere within their small groups and classes much the same as 

they might do in a face-to-face classroom. Nonetheless, there seemed to be little need 

for the students to develop their wiki user identity by uploading their personal photos or 

information. This may have been due to the fact that the students were studying their 

degree together and physically saw and worked together on a regular basis not only in 

English classes but in their other degree subjects as well. All three of the teachers had 

uploaded their photos which were included in their comment postings yet this example 

of wiki use was not followed by the students.  
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Despite the overall positive impact this function of the wiki had on our study, 

there were also potential challenges which had to be dealt with by teachers.  These 

included the use of the student’s native languages other than English, wiki etiquette for 

posting comments and the use of other communication means such as synchronous chat 

to replace the built-in wiki function which was evidenced in one comment posting 

where a group member requested another to leave the wiki communication function and 

go on synchronous chat. While the wiki itself also allows for the inclusion of 

synchronous chat in its interface, doing so eliminates the opportunities for students to 

read the postings and discussions between teachers and students from groups other than 

their own.  

Upon initiation of the project, some of the students posted comments in their 

native language. This stopped when the teachers insisted on the use of English within 

the wiki but still indicated a natural tendency among students to use their own language 

among each other.  Furthermore, although almost all of the comments were positive in 

nature, one instance of a negative comment expressing hostility to another student was 

posted. With the delete feature of this function, the teachers were able to eliminate the 

comment and reduce its negative impact.  

Thus, teachers must establish a code or etiquette of proper use among the 

students before they initiate wiki-mediated projects.  This was done orally in the initial 

presentation of our project; however, it was not put into writing and is something that 

should be considered for future projects and task design.  

 

8.1.6. The Effects of Task.    

Our study supported the previous studies of Mak and Coniam (2008) and Lee 

(2010) who indicated the importance of providing students with a meaningful task 
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affected both collaborative behaviour and learning outcomes. In the case of our project, 

as tourism was the main area of study for the students, a project concerned with varying 

aspects of tourism was particularly significant and useful. After going through an initial 

period of excitement and intrigue with the wiki-mediated Touripedia project followed 

by a period of minimum students actively engaged in development of the task which 

included the oral presentation of each group project to the rest of the students enrolled 

in the course. Levy and Stockard (2006) discussed the importance of reiterating tasks 

and even suggested that learners participate in task design. At the end of our project, we 

also contemplated repeating the project with the same students in the course to follow; 

however, all of the teachers were met with mixed reaction.  Some were excited and 

enthusiastic but others were very resistant and did not find repetition of the task and 

activity and tool motivating. This is something for teachers to consider, as the novelty 

of using a new tool is a two-edged sword, both motivating and challenging. Hence, 

there are further considerations of the tool and task for the teacher. Reiteration of the 

tool use implies careful reconsideration of task and may imply modifying or changing 

tasks and their design or even allowing learners to design the task so that tool 

affordances and limitations can be considered and discussed and the learning of how to 

use the tool can be developed to take advantage of learner skills and knowledge. The 

usefulness of the wiki in the tourism and business sectors  for co-constructing 

knowledge,  documents and tourism  products could  also be emphasized to encourage 

the use of this tool when students carry put other tasks and projects from other subjects 

of their studies or even the required final project which every student must complete in 

order to achieve their degree.   
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Chapter 9  

Conclusions 

 

This chapter summarizes this dissertation by providing conclusions regarding the 

benefits and challenges of using wikis in higher education as perceived and 

demonstrated in this study. In addition, the limitations of this study and directions for 

further research are then presented prior to the chapter’s  finalizing statements about the 

value of this and other CALL research and experience in the Digital Age.  

 

9.1. Answers to the Research Questions  

In summary of the study findings of Chapter 7 and the above discussion of 

relevant issues and factors which influenced student use and perceptions of the wiki tool 

and experience, this section continues the chapter by presenting the answers to the six 

main research questions which guided this study.    

 

9.1.1. Question 1. 

Q1. What functions and features of the wikis do learners use at various phases of the 

writing project?   

A clear difference in use of the wiki’s functions and features was evidenced 

throughout the three phases of the CW project. While almost all of the students (96%) 

used the wiki’s collaboration function for editing, not all of the students (60%) used its 

communication function. The collaboration function and edit feature was used 

minimally in the first phase of the project by some group members as the students 

became familiar with the tool and attempted to master it its use through appropriation.  

However, this was not achieved by most students and as a result, this function remained 
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underused until the third and final phase of the project when 90% of the contributions to 

the project were made,  most of which occurred within the last two weeks of the project.   

The opposite occurred with the communication function of the wiki which was 

used by 60% of the students throughout all three phases of the project. Findings 

indicated that the comment feature was used by students primarily for social reasons 

such as greeting their fellow students or posting more personal comments meant to 

engage others in social chit chat. Pedagogical use of this function indicated that the 

students had no difficulties posting their questions or queries regarding the project for 

the teachers or other students to respond to. Some students even used this function to 

request participation and interaction from their other group members. Those students 

who used this feature for technical purposes did so to express difficulties or problems 

using the tool and to request help from the teachers or other members of their groups.  

And, even though  all of the students were obliged to use the user profile settings 

upon registration in the wiki, very few actually took advantage of the features of this 

function to establish their user identity by uploading photos or providing additional 

personal information. While information regarding use of the wiki settings function is 

not transparent to users in the wiki, it is the first function that they come in contact with 

when they accept the administrator’s invitation to the Pbworks workspace and register 

themselves as workspace users.  However, as all users can change their settings at any 

point in time, no reliable conclusions can be made regarding when the few students who 

used this function did so. What is important to note however, is that the low percentage 

of use of this function which indicates the lack of a need for the students to establish an 

online identity as indicated by Garrison and Arbaugh’s (2007) theory of the Community 

of Inquiry which recognizes the need for group members to establish their social, 

cognitive and pedagogical presence. This is probably due to three main aspects which 
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are directly related to the sociocultural context of the study: first, the project was carried 

out in a face-to-face classroom where the students saw each other daily; secondly, the 

teachers did not request them to create a user profile and little attention was paid to this 

function and its features, and third, many of the students were already connected to each 

other through Facebook, instant messaging tools and other social networks.    

Students use of the wiki functions also differed according to project phase, class 

group and working group.  In the first phase of the project, when students were learning 

to use the wiki, several users engaged in playful use of the tool by posting comments 

mainly for social purposes or placing contributions in their wiki pages which were 

playful and lighthearted and did not refer to the project themes.  Nonetheless, as Phase I 

of the project continued, this use shifted towards a more pedagogical use of the tool to 

structure a project plan and table of contents or to express pedagogical doubts and 

questions regarding the project, acknowledge work done or pose technical questions 

regarding use of the wiki tool. Phase II of the project indicated another shift in how the 

students used the functions and features of the tool. Fewer comments were made in this 

phase and only minimal use of the wiki’s edit feature was recorded in what was 

considered to be the drafting stage of the writing process. Almost all of the students 

who used the collaboration function in Phase II were members of the RT class. Another 

shift in use was noted in the third phase of the project when only 2 comments were 

posted, by the same student on two different pages of a project in order to congratulate 

the other members of her group on their work. In contrast to this decline in use of the 

communication function of the wiki, the collaboration function drastically rose in use as 

almost all of the students engaged in contributing to the wiki with 90% of the total 

project contributions. This was much the same in all three class groups and all small 

working groups.   
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9.1.2. Question 2. 

Q2.What features of the wiki’s edit mode function do learners use to contribute 

to the CW project?  

Q2.1. When do they use them and why?    

Results from the study indicated that 96% of the students used most of the wiki 

edit features to contribute to the project development by adding and deleting text, 

adding and deleting images, adding and deleting videos, inserting table of contents 

(TOC) and inserting page links to both internal and external webpages. Further analysis 

of the edit feature indicated that these features were used for three main purposes related 

to the project development: 1) to develop textual content, 2) to develop multimodal 

content and 3) to format and embellish the overall contents.  

Although the distribution of use of these features was similar among the three 

groups throughout the three project phases, some differences were detected.  A total of 

2790 edit contributions consisting of one or multiple edit actions were made throughout 

the project. Within these contributions, a total of 3393 edit actions were detected, 

averaging 1158 edit actions per group and 54 per student.  In total, 90% of these edit 

actions occurred in the third and final phase of the CW project making it difficult to 

determine differences throughout the project. Nonetheless some differences were 

observed among the three group levels. The high level JT class made more edit action 

contributions in the first phase of the project, almost doubling the number of 

contributions made by the other groups. This changed in the final phase of the project 

when they registered less edit actions contributions than the other two groups.  As the 

first phase of the project was dedicated to brainstorming and project planning, this 

group showed a greater concern for these writing process stages and dedicated more edit 

actions to planning, organizing and structuring their topics. They also tended to carry 
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out a higher number of edit actions within a single edit contribution. In addition, this 

group also registered the greatest number of text related edits of the three groups, and 

inversely dedicated less contributions and actions to the multimodal and formatting 

aspects of the project, possibly indicating more concern for textual content.   

Both the RT group and the ST group focused in a more uniform way on all three 

aspects of the wiki project demonstrating a more equal distribution of edit actions 

dedicated to the text, multimodal and formatting aspects of the webpage. The ST group 

had the highest number of single edit action contributions which contributed to their 

having the highest number of contributions per student by the end of the project. With 

the exception of the RT group, none of the groups indicated use of the edit features in 

the second phase of the project. This may have been due to a number of reasons such as 

other subject workload and evaluation as well as the use of ad-hoc strategies related to 

working on project development offline in Word or other documents before cutting and 

pasting this work directly in the wiki page in the third and final phase of the project 

when 90% of the total edit actions occurred.   

 

9.1.3. Question 3. 

Q3. What patterns of contribution emerge among learners and groups throughout the 

project?  

Q3.1 To what extent does teacher intervention affect individual student and 

small group contributions to the wiki?  

This question and its sub-question are directly related to the answer of the 

previous question which reported on the frequency and motive of the edit contributions 

and actions of the three groups. As indicated in the results,  a total number of 2558 edit 

contributions were registered by the wiki’s tracking function representing an average of 
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42 contributions per student. While patterns of contribution differed among the small 

working groups, they were quite similar in the three class groups. The wiki registered 

minimal frequency of contributions made by students in the first phase of the project, 

although those working groups belonging to the JT group registered almost 50% more 

contributions than those made by both the RT group and the ST groups together in this 

phase of the project.  In the second phase of the project, this pattern changed when the 

RT group made far more contributions, accounting for 7% of the total contributions, in 

clear contrast to the other two groups who both made minimal contributions accounting 

for less than 1% of the total. This was probably due directly to the influence of the 

teacher who dedicated 15 minutes of informal oral class time every two weeks during 

the three phases to discuss the Touripedia project. This was not done by the other 

teachers.  

The third and final phase of the study registered the majority of contributions 

made to the wiki project by all three class groups. In the final phase, the ST group made 

more contributions in comparison to the other groups, almost 10% more than the JT 

group and 5% more than the RT group. The average number of contributions per group 

was almost 60 per student for the ST group compared to 30 per student for the JT group 

and 34 per student in the RT group. As timestamp analysis of the contributions revealed 

that most of the final phase contributions were made in the last two weeks of the project 

it was difficult to determine additional patterns of contribution. Nonetheless, the 

influence of the teachers on these contributions was also demonstrated via the wiki 

comments which indicated that both the ST and RT left comments to encourage and 

direct students more frequently than the JT and this may have had some influence on the 

number and quality of contributions. In addition, when the ST and RT teachers 



Chapter 9: Conclusions 

171 

 

requested students to do something or incorporate something in the project, student 

response usually implicated contributions to the wiki.   

 

9.1.4. Question 4.  

Q4. What patterns of interaction emerge among learners while using the wiki?  

Q4.1.What patterns of interaction emerge within the small working groups 

participating in the CW project?  

Q4.2.What patterns emerge among the larger class groups participating in the 

CW project?  

The study results found that while the patterns of interaction varied according to 

the project phase, they were quite similar in all three of the class groups as well as 

within most of the small working groups. In addition, they were fairly consistent with 

the patterns of contribution established in Question 3 of this study. For the most part, 

cooperative work was carried out with a group leader established fairly early on in the 

project. This leader contributed with the highest frequency of contributions and edit 

actions which included revising not only their own work but also the work of others in 

the group.  In general group interaction was evident in the first phase of the project 

when students used both the edit and comment features of the wiki to plan and structure 

their projects and create a positive working climate for their group, however, it was 

reduced to levels of minimum or even no interaction recorded in the wiki in the second 

phase of the project when all of the students and class groups seemed to resist using the 

wiki tool.  Interaction among the group members increased dramatically in the last part 

of the final project phase when the students were more motivated to contribute to their 

projects and seemed more able to use the wiki and its features with a much greater 

degree of comfort and mastery of the tool. Student hesitation to revise the work of 
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others reduced slightly in the third phase with more self and peer revisions also 

occurring within the project at this point. Nonetheless, most students were still quite 

hesitant to change or edit the work of others and when they did so, the revisions were 

often surface level revisions which did not affect the overall meaning of the text.  

In general, student interaction among the small groups was much more evident 

in the first and second phases of the projects when 60% of the students used the 

comment section to directly interact with the teachers and other members of their group 

for social, pedagogical and technical purposes.   

 

9.1.5. Question 5. 

 Q5. How does learner language proficiency influence student contributions to 

the wiki project?  

All of the results from the findings were presented according to the three 

different class levels participating in this study: the ST class A2 level, the JT class B2+ 

level and the RT class B1 level. While for the most part, similar experiences were noted 

among the three levels, some differences regarding use and perceptions were detected 

which indicated that the intermediate (RT) and  lower level (ST) students may have 

benefited more from the experience and perceived it in a more positive way than the 

advanced level (JT). In general the ST group was the most active in the wiki registering 

the highest averages of edit contributions and edit actions per student throughout the 

project. This group also recorded the highest number of page views per student.  

Furthermore, this group also seemed to value the experience of group work and writing 

with the wiki slightly more positively than the other groups and noted higher amounts 

of increased reflection revising and rereading in the final phase of the project.  
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While the JT B2+ level did not register as high as the ST or RT groups regarding 

overall perceptions of group work and the wiki tool, this group still indicated the  

experience to be positive. In general, this group demonstrated the most resistance 

throughout the project regarding group work and use of the wiki tool and did not seem 

to increase the learning actions and strategies they already engaged in as successful 

learners. The greatest amount of resistance to collaborative writing was also indicated 

by this group stated that they perceived writing to be an individual activity and 

preferred it that way as well.  

All three groups showed similar patterns of resistance and appropriation of the 

tool, with the majority of the contributions occurring in the final phase of the project 

and almost no contributions in the second phase.  Nonetheless, the use of ad hoc 

strategies for writing and contributing in the wiki were noted and may have been 

actively in use throughout the second phase of the project allowing the students work 

offline.  

 

9.1.6. Question 6.  

Q6. How do learners perceive the wiki tool before, during and after its use in a CW 

project?  

Results from the study indicate that learner perceptions of the wiki and its use 

modified according to the writing phases of the project and the class groups. For the 

most part, all of the groups indicated the wiki project to be an overall positive 

experience which contributed to their learning in a number of ways which included 

social, cognitive and linguistic aspects. While all three groups indicated this, the ST 

group, representing the lowest level of the three classes seemed to perceive the greatest 

use and most positive experience of the three classes. Nonetheless, all three groups 
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expressed shifts in their perception throughout the three phases of the project with a 

noticeable decline in interest and enthusiasm noted in the second phase of the project 

among all three classes. This shifted once again in the third phase when all of the class 

groups regained most of their enthusiasm and interest towards the wiki after completing 

the project. A deeper look at these shifts in perception indicate that the expectations of 

use of the wiki upon initiating the project with most students expressing that they 

believed it would primarily help to improve their language abilities regarding writing 

(74%), reading (70%), grammar and accuracy (68%). Furthermore, 60% of the students 

recognized the social aspect of the wiki stating that they expected it to improve their 

relationship with peers and recognized that it contributed cognitively by expanding their 

information and knowledge. In the second phase of the project, these perceptions 

changed drastically when just under 50% of the students indicated that they felt the wiki 

was contributing to improvements in their writing and grammar and no students 

indicated that they found it helped to improve their writing. Nonetheless, increases in 

positive perceptions of the wiki during this phase included recognition that it helped to 

expand  knowledge, which increased by 10% among the students,  as well as improving 

relationships with peers which also rose, albeit slightly.  

Upon completion of the project, student perceptions changed again when they 

expressed that the wiki had surpassed their original expectations in many ways such as 

expanding knowledge and information which rose by 25%  reaching 87%, and by 

almost 10% regarding  their relationship with peers which reached 60%. Nonetheless, 

original expectations regarding improvement in writing were not quite fulfilled with just 

under 70% of the students indicated improvement in this area and only 45% recognizing 

an improvement in grammar accuracy. Improvement in the skill of reading was 

recognized by 50% of the students.   
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For the most part, the JT group had the poorest perceptions of the wiki tool and 

experience, indicating that it did not make group work easier and were indifferent to its 

repeated use with less than 30% wanting to use the wiki again. This was probably due to 

their clear preference for writing as an individual activity which does not involve the 

issues and challenges of collaborative group work. This was not the case in for the other 

two classes which both indicated a preference and interest in repeating the experience.  

In light of the present state of language teaching, the overriding aim of this 

dissertation has been to explore the use of one particularly useful Web 2.0 tool, the 

wiki, for a CW project in English for Tourism classroom at the higher education level. 

Several types of data were collected and analyzed through a mixed methods research 

approach used to contrast and complement findings regarding how the students used 

and perceived the tool as they carried out a long term collaborative writing project. The 

subjects worked in small groups of three and four members belonging to three different 

classes determined by common levels of English proficiency and led by three different 

teachers, one of whom was the researcher of this study. The focus of the study was on 

how use of the wiki reflected and influenced learning and writing processes, patterns of 

use and interaction among the students and student perceptions of the experience 

throughout its duration.    

In summary, this study supports many of the previous research findings 

regarding the use of wikis and other Web 2.0 tools as generally motivating and useful to 

students when implemented in the language classroom context. For the most part, use of 

the wiki fulfilled initial expectations and perceptions of the students. Overall student 

perceptions of the experience were positive and use of the wiki was recognized as 

contributing to improving their relationships with other students, increasing information 

and expanding their knowledge of vocabulary and tourism-related content. Use of the 



Using Wikis in the English for Tourism Classroom  

 

176 

 

wiki was also seen to improve writing and reading skills. While, it did not completely 

meet initial expectations to improve writing as a skill, or knowledge of grammar, it did 

surpass these regarding the skills of reading and speaking. Many students also 

acknowledged that they learnt from other students. For the most part, the intermediate 

and lower levels seemed to value the wiki experience more than higher level. The role 

of the teacher was also seen to be instrumental. The task itself, including a pre-task 

stage and post task oral presentation, was also considered to be effective in engaging 

students and influencing patterns of contribution and work.   

Despite the numerous benefits established in this and previous studies, several 

challenges in using wikis for language learning have also been perceived and merit 

consideration.  Perhaps the biggest of these is the lack of experience most students have 

in realizing collaborative writing tasks. Students may need additional training and 

acculturation in collaboration prior to engaging in collaborative writing processes that 

go beyond the individual learning and writing processes that most students are 

accustomed to. This implies starting with the designing of teacher-controlled 

cooperative tasks much earlier in language education so that students have time to 

appropriate and master not only the collaborative learning approach but also the skills 

needed to efficiently engage in it.   

The timing and duration of a CW project may also be a challenge for teachers 

and students both as students may vary in the priority they give to other studies, projects 

and academic, professional and personal obligations. This can result in their leaving 

wiki contributions to the last few weeks or even days before project completion or 

resorting to ad-hoc strategies which help overcome the challenges presented by both the 

tool and patterns of group participation and collaboration. Thus, decisions regarding the 

duration and length of a project must take into account not only vacation or evaluation 
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periods but also the workload and requirements of other subjects or obligations  which 

may affect the frequency, quality and timing of student contributions to wiki-mediated 

CW projects. Providing class time to air and discuss difficulties and challenges 

encountered by students regarding the tool or project work may serve to minimize this 

challenge as demonstrated by the second phase contributions of the RT who did this as 

opposed to the other teachers who did not. Resistance will continue as long as it is left 

unattended and inversely, it can be reduced if it is accounted for and confronted early 

on.  

The role of the teacher may also be challenged as the implementation of wiki-

mediated tasks includes aspects of teaching which are not always accounted for in 

traditional language education such as the flexibility to readjust task design when 

perceived necessary and giving up control over how such tasks are realized. In addition 

to this, when implementing new tools, teachers must first help students perceive the 

benefits and purposes of these tools and model their use not only for learning and 

writing  but also for social, technical, cognitive and metacognitive purposes which 

engage students in learning processes in a much more active way. As a result of this, 

feedback and assessment may also need to be reconsidered in order to ensure 

recognition of group efforts to fully collaborate in addition to various aspects of 

collaborative construction of digital texts which include creative use and 

implementation of multimodal components. Issues such as plagiarism, source choice, 

citations and even the use of translation must be addressed to provide students with 

adequate guidelines to ensure academic standards. In addition to this, the way students 

engage with the wiki tool and their groups may also present challenges to teachers. By 

pre-establishing wiki etiquette and control of student comments, the negative impact 

that group behaviour can have not only on a working group but also on the class group 
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in general, can also be minimized. Levels of language proficiency may also affect 

student perceptions and practice regarding language learning and writing in general and 

affect patterns of group behaviour and individual contributions.  

Appropriation and mastery of the wiki tool may also limit the way that students 

engage with the tool as some may avoid, resist or put off use of the wiki tool by 

resorting to ad-hoc strategies and other tools to complete their work and affecting the 

different phases and writing stages of a wiki-mediated task. In addition to this, those 

students able to master the tool early on in may assume roles as leaders and high 

frequency contributors serving to discourage contributions from those students who are 

insecure about their knowledge of English or technology and ultimately affect the way 

collaboration and  work is carried out within a group.   

A final consideration of the challenges represented by using wikis is related to 

the process of writing itself which is already complex by nature. Those students with 

differing levels and skills of English proficiency may hesitate to reveal their own 

writing processes in a tool which instantly publishes work done. As wiki technology 

serves to make it more transparent, students may be hesitant to reveal their writing 

processes and resort to the use of other systems and technology to complete the project.  

As a conclusion to this section regarding the challenges of implementing wikis, 

it must be stated that even with careful deliberation, design and implementation of a 

wiki-mediated collaborative writing project, optimum use of the technology is not 

guaranteed and learners may not perceive or appreciate the affordances and potential of 

the wiki tool depending on their own appropriation of the tool and the nature of the 

collaborative writing experience. Despite the infiltration of Web 2.0 collaboration 

technology in the everyday lives of our students, neither mastery of the wiki tool nor 

full collaboration comes easy. Collaboration as an act is difficult to achieve and as a 
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philosophy it may be even harder to acquire. Both learners and teachers play an 

important role in the successful use of the wiki tool for collaborative writing activities. 

Indeed, as demonstrated in our study, learners may still have a preference for some 

activities such as writing to be carried out in an individual way. The pedagogical 

significance of this is that teachers must foster collaboration to ensure increased 

opportunities for learning in sociocultural contexts. Furthermore, students must also 

have time to come to terms with the tool at hand before they can be expected to fully 

interact with it and their group members in collective construction of a joint product. 

This implies that the training, time and practice needed to appropriate and master the 

tool may be different for each student and teachers may have to be more flexible in 

carrying out the task by addressing challenges and difficulties as they arise among the 

students. Moreover, until they are convinced of its utility and feel ease using the wiki, 

students may not engage in those stages of the writing process which require its use by 

resorting to other tools and strategies which contribute to resistance and negative 

perceptions of the tool and group work in general. This in turn, may lead to the students 

expressing neutrality, uncertainty and even negativity regarding the usefulness of such 

tools and tasks.   

 

9.2. Limitations of this Study and Indications for Further Study 

While this dissertation presents a case study of the use of a wiki to carry out a 

collaborative writing project and is useful for the teaching of any foreign language, its 

limitations must also be considered. First and foremost, is the consideration of context 

in which this study has been carried out: the English for Tourism Classroom at the 

higher education level. The students and the teachers participating in this study have 

shown to vary in both their behaviour and perceptions and this is something that will 
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undoubtedly differ in other studies as well. In addition to this, as indicated by the 18 

different working groups participating in this study, the way that students interact will 

have a direct effect on the way they choose to collaborate and must also be accounted 

for.   

Furthermore, as seen in the results and discussions of Chapter 8, the role of the 

teacher is instrumental and must also be taken into consideration as no two teachers will 

have the same effect on any given group.  In addition, this study has included the figure 

of the researcher teacher who was both teaching and researching in such a way which 

cannot be easily replicated. While great efforts were made to not dominate or 

predetermine the project which was carried out collaboratively among all three teachers, 

as Director of the center, the researcher may have influenced to a certain degree, some 

of the decisions and actions carried out by the other teachers involved in the study and 

must be taken into account.   

A final consideration of the limitations of this study is directly related to the 

amount of data collected regarding many aspects of the collaborative writing project and 

use of the wiki tool. The sheer size of the project itself has been an enormous challenge 

limited by the researcher’s resources of time and energy and research skills. As a result, 

some collected data has not been dealt with as much as might have been possible.  

In light of the findings, conclusions and limitations presented by this study, a 

number of indications for further research have been revealed. It has been demonstrated 

that the use of wiki or other Web 2.0 technology implies additional considerations by 

teachers to first include a process of acculturation regarding collaboration which serves 

to mitigate the individual and even competitive work and writing habits which students 

may have in order to improve group dynamics and help students overcome stages of 

resistance that may arise before actively engaging in such practice. Further investigation 
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into this aspect of collaboration is necessary in order to help determine the most 

efficient ways of achieving this.  

In addition, new dimensions and directions for teaching in the Digital Age must 

also be considered and taken into account regarding a number of pedagogical factors. 

Thus, further research regarding theoretical frameworks, tool selection, and task design, 

learning objectives, feedback and assessment is still necessary in order to contribute to 

best practice using wikis for CW tasks.   

As this study has shown through qualitative analysis of the use of the wiki’s 

comment feature, students readily took advantage of this function to communicate and 

engage in dialogues which provided additional opportunities to practice their writing 

skills and knowledge of register based on audience and context. More research 

investigating the use of this function can also help shed light on how it can contribute to 

and influence student writing skills and language use in general.    

Moreover, how wikis can contribute to the students’ metacognitive skills by 

encouraging more reflection and peer revision throughout the writing process is another 

area of research which can help reveal how use of such tools, in general, can influence 

student learning and quality of writing.  In our study, the students did not engage in 

many meaning-level changes of textual content, but they did increasingly engage in 

surface-related changes affecting spelling, vocabulary and word order. More 

understanding of this can help teachers to better guide students on what to focus on 

when participating in such tool-mediated CW tasks, both in and out of the classroom.  

As a more holistic consideration of the writing product was also perceived 

among students who equally distributed their efforts and contributions among the 

textual, multimodal and formatting aspects of the contents, this also merits further 

consideration and investigation. While no real differences in writing quality among the 
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three levels were perceived, the higher level group did tend to make fewer contributions 

consisting of multiple edit actions than the other groups. And, in addition to language 

proficiency level, the role of the teacher has also been seen to influence student 

contributions in the various phases of the project. Research considering these aspects 

will also contribute to understanding how the process of engaging in a wiki project can 

influence writing product amongst different learners, different levels and even students 

learning different languages other than English.  

Further studies could also consider how students interact with the wiki tool’s 

edit feature.  Our study  found that students  put text into the wiki and did little editing 

or revising although the page viewing numbers suggested that the students were reading 

and revising content even though they were not necessarily changing or correcting that 

content. Investigating the reasons for this behaviour could be beneficial to better 

understanding why students do and don’t do particular actions when participating in 

collaborative writing tasks.  

In summary, the implementation and incorporation of digital technology such as 

the computer, internet, Web 2.0 tools and other technology have greatly affected, 

influenced and ultimately modified, the ways we teach and learn in the Digital Age.  In 

particular, the area of language learning has been affected by these tools and the 

changes that they have implied (Blake, 2008; Egbert, 2005, Chapelle & Jamieson, 2008) 

and to a certain extent, imposed. Yet, after more than two decades of discussion and 

deliberation researchers continue to call for new digital learning experiences which 

develop 21st century skills and literacy (Redecker, 2009; Zhao, 2012; Warschauer, 

2010)  which include wikis, as part of  Web 2.0 technology are included in that suite of 

tools which offers several affordances to learners operating in a connected world.  
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As Warschauer (2010) noted, teaching and learning experiences must be 

reported, shared and replicated in order to assist teachers and educators in determining  

how the incorporation of technology may contribute to improved learning. Tool 

affordances and limitations must be identified and acknowledged in order to determine 

best practice which will increase effective use of the tools and the learning opportunities 

they offer our students. Heeding the words of Warschauer (2010), this dissertation 

serves to emphasize the claim that technology cannot be considered  “a magic bullet to 

solve educational problems, but rather as a powerful tool that can have both positive and 

negative impact  and that must be carefully exploited” (p. 6). In support of this 

statement, our study findings indicate that overall, when left to their own devices, 

students will only engage in the practice and use of those tools they are familiar with. 

Despite their ease and frequent use of technology in everyday lives, collaborative 

writing tools such as wikis still imply a process of appropriation and mastery which 

includes resistance and must be accounted for in task design. In the case of collaborative 

writing tasks, this process is made even more complicated as many students may view 

writing to be an individual task and in their  preference  to do it alone,  opt directly  for 

a cooperative way of work. Thus, CW tasks  incorporating the use of wikis must include 

time and space for students to cultivate both collaboration skills  and appropriation of 

the tool in the first phase of work in order to overcome resistance  ensure a more evenly 

distributed pattern of work and participation among the different stages and phases  of  

process writing and task completion. Teachers must recognize this, compensate for it 

and support students through the complexities and challenges presented by new learning 

opportunities which are unique in every context. Returning to Pannitz and Pannitz’s 

(1999) definition cited in Chapter 2 of this study, collaboration is much more than an 



Using Wikis in the English for Tourism Classroom  

 

184 

 

approach to learning, it is a philosophy, a way of life and that implies that it must be 

cultivated and cultured.   
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QUESTIONNAIRE 1 

T.1A   English 1 
Student ID: _____________________ 
Teacher: _____________________  
Your Age: _____________________ 
M/F: _____________________ 
No. of Years Studying English: _____________________ 

 

LEARNING ENGLISH AND USING WIKIS IN AN ENGLISH FOR 

TOURISM COURSE 

 

Thank you for answering the following questions about learning English 

and using WIKIS. This survey is meant to help the English Language Dept. 

of EUT CETA better understand student perceptions, preferences and 

experiences while studying English.  

 

We are only interested in your personal experience and opinion, so please 

answer the questions sincerely. There is no right or wrong answer. You 

have up to 30 minutes to finish the questionnaire.  

PLEASE ANSWER ALL THE QUESTIONS.  

AND PLEASE WRITE AS MUCH AS YOU CAN IN THE COMMENT QUESTIONS  

 

 

 

 

 THANK YOU….YOUR OPINION AND YOUR EXPERIENCE IS IMPORTANT TO US!  
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LEARNING ENGLISH  

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience.   

1 =  Strongly disagree  
2 =  Disagree  
3 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
4 =  Agree  
5 =  Strongly agree  

1. I enjoy learning English.      1  2  3  4  5  

2. The amount of English I learn depends on the work I put into it.  1  2  3  4  5     

3. The amount of English I learn depends on the teacher I have.       1  2  3  4  5  

4. The amount of English I learn depends on my classmates.          1  2  3  4  5   

5. Now tick√ the following actions that you think successful learners do (you can tick as 

many as you want):  

            □ spend a lot of time to studying English  

            □ read a lot  

            □ practice their English as much as possible  

            □ revise their work a lot   

            □ reflect on what they have learnt or done in class  

            □ other    

6. Please complete this statement. You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish. Write as 

much as you want.  

For me, a successful language learner is….  
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WORKING IN GROUPS  

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience.   

1 =  Strongly disagree  
2 =  Disagree  
3 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
4 =  Agree  
5 =  Strongly agree  

7. I enjoy working in groups.               1  2  3  4  5   

8. Working in groups makes learning English easier.           1  2  3  4  5  

9. I think that we can learn more when we work in groups           1  2  3  4  5  

10. I enjoy doing group projects in English.            1  2  3  4  5  

11. I think I work better when we work in groups in English.          1  2  3  4  5  

12. Now √the following actions that you think successful learners-do (you can tick as many 

as you want):  

 □ work well in groups 

 □ discuss and comment as much as possible 

 □ they ask for help as much as possible  

 □ revise their group’s work 

 □ reflect on what they have done as a group 

 □ other (please specify)______________________________ 

13. Please complete this statement. You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish. Write as 

many comments as you want. 

By working in groups, I expect to… 
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WRITING   

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience.   

1 =  Strongly disagree  
2 =  Disagree  
3 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
4 =  Agree  
5 =  Strongly agree  

14. I enjoy writing in English.      1   2  3  4  5 

15. Writing is an individual activity.                                                          1   2  3  4  5 

16. Working in groups makes writing more interesting.                       1   2  3  4  5 

17. I usually plan my writing assignments before writing them.           1   2  3  4  5                                                                                      

18. I usually revise my writing assignments before handing them in.   1   2  3  4  5  

19. I write several drafts before my final version.                               1   2  3  4  5 

20. I prefer using a computer to do my writing assignments.                1   2  3  4  5 

 

21. Now tick √ the following actions that you think successful learners do (you can tick as 

many as you want):  

            □  reread what they have written  

            □ think about the corrections /changes they have made 

            □ take note of my errors  

            □ edit and rewrite the assignment with corrections/changes  

            □ discuss their corrections, changes and errors with the class/teacher 

            □ other (please specify)___________________________ 

22. Please complete this statement. You can write in English, Catalan or 

Spanish. Write as many comments as you want. 

By writing in groups, I expect to… 
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USING TECHNOLOGY AND WIKIS 

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience.   

1 =  Strongly disagree  
2 =  Disagree  
3 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
4 =  Agree  
5 =  Strongly agree  

23. I use technology a lot in my spare time.                                               1  2  3  4  5 

24. I think using technology makes learning English more interesting.   1  2  3  4  5 

25. I would prefer to use less technology in English class.                        1  2  3  4  5 

26. I find using wikis difficult.                                                                     1  2  3  4  5 

27. Using wikis is motivating for me.                                                1  2  3  4  5 

28. I would like to have more practice using wikis in English class.        1  2  3  4  5 

29. Group work is easier to do with wikis.                                                 1  2  3  4  5 

30. Using wikis makes writing in English more interesting.                      1  2  3  4  5 

31. Now tick √ the following ways you think using wikis will contribute to your English: 

successful learners do (you can tick as many as you want):   

              □ improve my writing  

              □ improve my reading 

    □ improve my grammar and accuracy in English 

              □ expand my knowledge and information  

              □ improve my relationship with my group and classmates 

              □ other (please specify)____________________________ 

32. Please complete this statement. You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish. 

 Using wikis this semester in English class, I expect to…                    

 

 

 

 

 

 
 THANK YOU SO MUCH!!   
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2 

T.1.B   English 1 
Student ID: _____________________ (the same as on the first questionnaire)  
Age: ___________ 
Gender: ________ 
Number of years studying English: _________   

 

LEARNING ENGLISH AND USING WIKIS IN AN ENGLISH FOR 

TOURISM COURSE 

 

Thank you for answering the following questions about learning English 

and using WIKIS this semester. This survey is meant to help the English 

Language Dept. of EUT CETA better understand student perceptions, 

preferences and experiences while studying English.  

 

We are only interested in your personal experience and opinion, so please 

answer the questions sincerely. There is no right or wrong answer. You 

have up to 30 minutes to finish the questionnaire.  

PLEASE ANSWER ALL THE QUESTIONS.  

  

 

 

 

THANK YOU! YOUR OPINIONS AND EXPERIENCE ARE IMPORTANT TO US! 

 

 

 

CETA ENGLISH DEPARTMENT 
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LEARNING ENGLISH  

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience this semester.   

6 =  Strongly disagree  
7 =  Disagree  
8 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
9 =  Agree  
10 =  Strongly agree  

1. I am enjoying  learning English this semester.                     1  2  3  4  5  

2. I am improving my English this semester.                                    1  2  3  4  

5    

3. My teacher contributes to the amount of English I am learning this semester.        1  2  

3  4  5 

4. My classmates contribute to the amount of English I am learning this semester.       1  2  3  

4  5                                                             

5. Now tick√ the following actions that you think you are doing this semester in English (you 

can tick as many as you want):  

            □ I am spending a lot of time to studying English  

            □ I am reading a lot  

            □ I am practicing my English as much as possible  

            □ I am revising my work   

            □ I am reflecting on what I have learnt or done in class  

            □ other (identify/explain) __________________________   

6. Please write as many comments as you want on your experience 

(participation, work, etc.) learning English so far this semester.   

You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish.   
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WORKING IN GROUPS  

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience this semester.   

6 =  Strongly disagree  
7 =  Disagree  
8 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
9 =  Agree  
10 =  Strongly agree  

7. I am enjoying working in groups this semester.                               1  2  3  4  5   

8. Working in groups makes learning English easier.                            1  2  3  4  5          

9. I am learning more  because of the group work we are doing.        1  2  3  4  5  

10. I am enjoying doing group projects in English.                               1  2  3  4  5  

11. I think I work better when we work in groups in English.              1  2  3  4   5   

12. Now tick√ the following actions that are relevant for you regarding working in groups this  

semester in English  (you can tick as many as you want):  

            □ I work well  

            □ I discuss and comment as much as possible in my group  

            □ I ask others for help as much as necessary  

            □ I revise our group work    

            □ I am reflecting  on what we have done as a group   

            □ other (please specify) __________________________   

13. Please write as many comments as you want on your experience (participation, work, 

etc.) working in groups so far this semester.   

You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish.  
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WRITING   

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience this semester.   

6 =  Strongly disagree  
7 =  Disagree  
8 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
9 =  Agree  
10 =  Strongly agree 

14. I am enjoying writing in English this semester.                           1   2   3  4   5 

15. I prefer writing as an individual activity.                                       1   2   3  4   5 

16. Working in groups makes writing more interesting.                      1   2   3  4   5 

17. I plan my writing assignments before writing them.                      1   2   3   4   5                                                                                      

18. I usually revise my writing assignments before handing them in. 1   2   3  4   5  

19. I write several drafts before my final version.                                 1   2   3   4   5 

20. I prefer using a computer to do my writing assignments.               1   2   3   4   5 

21. Now tick √ the following actions that you think you are doing this semester (you can tick 

as many as you want):  

            □ I reread my writing after it is handed back/corrected by others 

            □ I think about the corrections made 

            □ I take note of my errors  

            □ I rewrite the assignment taking note of corrections  

            □ I discuss my errors with my class/teacher 

            □ other (identify/explain) ________________________________ 

 

22. Please write as many comments as you want on your experience (participation, work, 

etc.) writing in groups so far this semester.   

You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish.  
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USING TECHNOLOGY AND WIKIS 

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience this semester.   

6 =  Strongly disagree  
7 =  Disagree  
8 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
9 =  Agree  
10 =  Strongly agree  

23. I use technology a lot in my spare time.                                               1  2  3  4  5 

24.I think using technology makes learning English more interesting.    1  2  3  4  5 

25.I would prefer to use less technology in English class.                         1  2  3  4  5 

26. I find using wikis difficult.                                                                     1  2  3  4  5 

27. Using wikis is motivating for me.                                                          1  2  3  4  5 

28. I would like to have more practice using wikis in English class.         1  2  3  4  5 

29. Group work is easier to do with wikis.                                           1  2  3  4  5 

30. Using wikis makes writing in English more interesting.                    1  2  3  4  5 

31. Now tick √ the following ways you think using wikis are contributing to your English this 

semester.  (you can tick as many as you want):   

              □ improve my writing  

              □ improve my grammar and accuracy in English 

              □ expand my knowledge and information  

              □ improve my relationship with my group and classmates 

              □ other (please specify) ____________________________ 

32. Please write as many comments as you want on your experience (participation, work, 

etc.) using wikis in English class so far this semester.   

You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish.  
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33. Please indicate the wiki activities you have participated in:  

    □ MY BIOGRAPHY                                                              □ GOSSIP COLUMN  

    □ UNIT GLOSSARY AND VOCABULARY SUMMARIES               □ MY FAVOURITE MUSIC    

GROUP  

    □ THE EDGAR ALLAN POE WEBQUEST                                 □ BOOKCROSSING                                                      

    □ TOURIPEDIA                                                                  □ FINAL ORAL 

PRESENTATION  

34. Now tick √ the following features and functions  of the wiki that you have used and/or 

are familiar with:   

              1.  Edit mode:  

                        □ to edit my or other’s work  

                        □ to edit others’ work 

               2. Comments function: 

                        □ to write comments on others’ work/contributions  

                        □ to express doubts, ask questions 

               3.  Imbed function: 

                        □ to embed PowerPoints presentations  

                        □ to imbed photos 

                        □ to imbed videos    

              4.  The link function:  

                        □ to add links to other pages or documents on the internet 

                        □ to add links to other pages or documents on the internet 

               5.  The Help Function/Wiki Manual  

                        □ to learn more about wikis 

                        □ to learn how to do something specific in the wiki  

               6.  The wiki history feature  

                        □ to restore a lost page 

                        □ compare previous versions of the same page  

               7.  The Notifications feature 

                        □ to receive notifications on changes made in our wiki  

               8.  Other (identify/explain_________________________ 

 

Thank you so much! 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 3  

T.1.C   English 1 
Student ID: _____________________ (the same as on the first questionnaire)  
Age: ___________ 
Gender: ________ 
Number of years studying English: _________   
 

LEARNING ENGLISH AND USING WIKIS IN AN ENGLISH FOR 

TOURISM COURSE 

 

Thank you for answering this last questionnaire about learning English and 

using WIKIS this semester. This survey is meant to help the English 

Language Dept. of EUT CETA better understand student perceptions, 

preferences and experiences while studying English.  

 

We are only interested in your personal experience and opinion, so please 

answer the questions sincerely. There is no right or wrong answer. You 

have up to 30 minutes to finish the questionnaire.  

 

PLEASE ANSWER ALL THE QUESTIONS.  

THANK YOU! YOUR OPINIONS AND EXPERIENCE ARE IMPORTANT TO US! 

 

 

 

CETA ENGLISH DEPARTMENT 
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LEARNING ENGLISH  

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience.   

11 =  Strongly disagree  
12 =  Disagree  
13 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
14 =  Agree  
15 =  Strongly agree  

1. I enjoyed learning English this semester.                              1  2  3  4  5  

2. I think I have improved my English this semester.                       1  2  3  4  5     

3. I worked hard to improve my English this semester.                   1  2  3  4  5  

4. My classmates contributed to the amount of English  

I have learned this semester.                                                         1  2  3  4   5     

 

5. Now tick√ the following actions you think  helped  to improve your  English this semester.  

(you can tick as many as you want):  

            □ I have spent a lot of time to studying English  

            □ I have read a lot  

            □ I have practiced my English as much as possible  

            □ I have revised my work   

            □ I have reflected on what we learnt or did in class  

            □ other (identify/explain) __________________________   

6. Please write as many comments as you want on your experience (participation, work, etc.) 

learning English this semester.   

You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish.   
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WORKING IN GROUPS  

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience.   

11 =  Strongly disagree  
12 =  Disagree  
13 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
14 =  Agree  
15 =  Strongly agree  

7. I enjoyed working in groups.                                                               1  2  3  4  5   

8. Working in groups made learning English easier.                                1  2  3  4  5  

9. I learned more because of the group work we did.                             1  2  3  4  5  

10. I enjoyed doing group projects in English.                                         1  2  3  4  5  

11. I think I worked better when we worked in groups in English.      1  2  3  4  5  

12. Now tick√ the following actions you think helped to improve your English this semester.  

(you can tick as many as you want):  

            □ I worked well 

            □ I discussed and commented as much as possible in my group 

            □ I asked others for help as much as necessary   

            □ I revised my work   

            □ I reflected on what we did as a group   

            □ other (identify/explain) __________________________   

13. Please write as many comments as you want on your experience (participation, work, 

etc.) working in groups this semester.   

You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish.  
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WRITING   

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience.   

11 =  Strongly disagree  
12 =  Disagree  
13 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
14 =  Agree  
15 =  Strongly agree  

14. I enjoyed writing in English this semester.                                         1   2  3  4  5 

15. I prefer writing an individual activity.                                                 1   2  3  4  5 

16. Working in groups made writing more interesting.                                   1   2  3  4  5 

17. I planned my writing assignments before writing them.                        1   2  3  4  5                                                                                      

18. I usually revised my writing assignments before handing them in.        1   2  3  4  5  

19. I wrote several drafts before my final version.                                    1   2  3  4  5 

20. I prefer using a computer to do my writing assignments.                       1   2  3  4  5 

21. Now tick √ the following actions that you think you did this semester (you can tick as 

many as you want):  

            □ I reread my writing after it was handed back/corrected by others 

            □ I thought about the corrections made 

            □ I took note of my errors  

            □ I rewrote the assignment taking note of corrections  

            □ I discussed my errors with my class/teacher 

            □ other (identify/explain) ________________________________ 

22. Please write as many comments as you want on your experience (participation, work, 

etc.) writing in groups so far this semester.   

You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish.  
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USING TECHNOLOGY AND WIKIS 

Please rate the following statements by circling the number (from 1 to 5) which adequately 

reflects your personal experience this semester.   

11 =  Strongly disagree  
12 =  Disagree  
13 =  Neither agree nor disagree  
14 =  Agree  
15 =  Strongly agree  

23. I use technology a lot in my spare time.                                            1  2  3  4  5 

24.I think using technology makes learning English more interesting.  1  2  3  4  5 

25.I prefer to use less technology in English class.                                  1  2  3  4  5 

26. I found using wikis difficult.                                                                1  2  3  4  5 

27. Using wikis was motivating for me.                                                    1  2  3  4  5 

28. I would like to have more practice using wikis in English class.      1  2  3  4  5 

29. Group work was easier to do with wikis.                                            1  2  3  4  5 

30. Using wikis makes writing in English more interesting.                    1  2  3  4  5 

31. Now tick √ the following ways you think using wikis contributed to your English this 

semester.  (you can tick as many as you want):   

              □ improve my writing  

              □ improve my grammar and accuracy in English 

              □ expand my knowledge and information  

              □ improve my relationship with my group and classmates 

              □ other 

32. Please write as many comments as you want on your experience (participation, work, 

etc.) using wikis in English class this semester.   

You can write in English, Catalan or Spanish.  
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USING TECHNOLOGY AND WIKIS 

33. Please indicate the wiki activities you have participated in:  

 

    □ MY BIOGRAPHY                                                           □ GOSSIP COLUMN  

    □ UNIT GLOSSARY AND VOCABULARY SUMMARIES            □ MY FAVOURITE MUSIC 

GROUP  

    □ THE EDGAR ALLAN POE WEBQUEST                              □ BOOKCROSSING                                                       

    □ TOURIPEDIA                                                            □ FINAL ORAL PRESENTATION  

34. Now tick √ the following features and functions of the wiki that you have used and/or are 

familiar with:   

              1.  Edit mode:  

                        □ to edit my or other’s work  

                        □ to edit others’ work 

               2. Comments function: 

                        □ to write comments on others’ work/contributions  

                        □ to express doubts, ask questions 

               3.  Imbed function: 

                        □ to embed PowerPoints presentations  

                        □ to imbed photos 

                        □ to imbed videos    

              4.  The link function:  

                        □ to add links to other pages or documents on the internet 

               5.  The Help Function/Wiki Manual  

                        □ to learn more about wikis 

                        □ to learn how to do something specific in the wiki  

               6.  The wiki history feature  

                        □ to restore a lost page 

                        □ compare previous versions of the same page  

               7.  The Notifications feature 

                        □ to receive notifications on changes made in our wiki  

               8.  Other (identify/explain_________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU SO MUCH!!   
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Appendix B 

English for Tourism I Course  

● Pla d’Estudis – Grau en Turisme 

● Course Program 
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PLA D’ESTUDIS – GRAU EN TURISME 
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ENGLISH FOR TOURISM I COURSE PROGRAMME 

                    Escola Universitària de Turisme CETA                    

                 Centre Internacional d’ Estudis de Turisme i Gestió Hotelera. Adscrit a la Universitat de Girona.         

TOURISM DEGREE                                                  
 
FIRST YEAR ENGLISH    
       2009/2010 

 
OBJECTIVES 

 To consolidate the appropriate level of general English   

 To focus on English for Tourism as well as to develop technology skills through 
research and activities   

 To develop knowledge and skills of Web 2.0 technology while completing 
various individual  and collaborative tasks 

 To develop collaboration and teamwork skills  
 

COURSE DESCRIPTION (3 ECTS) 
This subject aims to consolidate an upper-intermediate B2 CEFR level of 
English a foreign language for first year students of the Tourism Degree in 
order to provide them with the necessary language skills, structures, 
vocabulary and terminology for the tourism industry. A focus on developing 
teamwork and technology skills will also be given in order to prepare 
students for the professional demands of the sector. 

 

COURSE CONTENTS 

The course focuses on the tourism products and services and will serve to introduce and develop 

students to the language, skills and  information necessary to understand and operate  

within the profession. The tourism topics to covered consist of the following:  

1) A Definition of Tourism    

2) World destinations 

3) Tour operators 

4)   Tourism motivations 

5)   Travel agencies  

6)   Transport in tourism 

7)   Accommodation  

8)   Marketing and promotion 

9)   The airline industry 

10) Holiday Types and Destinations 

11) Reservations and Sales 

12) Airports  
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EVALUATION 
Evaluation will consist of  the following: class participation and attendance (10%), 

individual and group work (40%) a mid year exam (25%) and a final exam (25%). 

 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 

Obligatory Textbook :  
 
Oxford English for Careers: Tourism 1 Student's Book 

 Robin Walker and Keith Harding, OUP, 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All students must achieve a  minimum 60% pass rate on the 
accumulated value of the following components 
 

MID YEAR 

EXAM (FEB) 

FINAL EXAM 

(JUNE) 

ACTIVITIES AND 

ASSIGNMENTS:  

i) 5 Individual 

class tasks and 

assignments 20% 

ii)Collaborative 

Writing Project 

20% 

CLASS 

ATTENDANCE 
TOTAL 

Written 

70 % 

Oral 

30 

% 

Written 

70 % 

Oral 

30 

% 

25 % 25 % 40 % 10 % 100 % 

https://elt.oup.com/bios/elt/w/walker_r?cc=global&selLanguage=en&mode=hub
https://elt.oup.com/bios/elt/h/harding_k?cc=global&selLanguage=en&mode=hub
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Appendix C 

Data Collection and Results 

● Lists 

● Tables 

● Figures 

● Graphs 

● Questionnaires Results 
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LIST OF GROUPS  

List A1 

Senior Teacher(ST) 

 

STG1  Low Cost 

 ST1 

 ST2  

 ST3  

 

STG2 Culturalia 

 ST1 

 ST2 

 ST3  

 

STG3 Hotels 

 ST1 

 ST2 

 ST3 

 ST4  

 

 

STG4 Travel Agencies 

 ST1  

 ST2  

 ST3  

 

STG5 Airports 

 ST1 

 ST2 

 ST3 

            ST4  

 

 

Junior Teacher(JT) 
 

JTG1 Oasis of the Seas 

 ST1 

 ST2  

ST3  

 

JTG2 Luxury Hotels 

around the World 

 ST1  

 ST2  

 ST3  

JTG3 Germany’s main 

Tourist Attractions  

 ST1  

 ST2  

 ST3  

 ST4  

 

JTG4 Resorts 

 ST1 

 ST2  

ST3  

 

JTG5 Andale Mexico 

 ST1 

 ST2  

 ST3 

 ST4  

 

JTG6 An Alternative 

tour of Catalonia 

 ST1  

ST2  

ST3  

 

JTG7 The 7 wonders of 

the world 

 ST1 

 ST2  

 ST3  

Researcher Teacher (RT)  
 

RTG1 Aquatic Parks 

 ST1 

 ST2  

ST3  

 ST4  

 

RTG2 Touristic Attractions 

 ST1 

 ST2 

 ST3 

 ST4  

 

RTG3 Theme Parks  

 ST1 

 ST2 

 ST3 

 ST4  

 

RTG4 Rural Tourism in 

Catalonia 

 ST1  

 ST2 

 ST3 

 ST4  

RTG5 Luxury 

Accommodation 

 ST1  

 ST2 

 ST3 

 ST4  

 

RTG6 Youth Hostels  

 ST1 

             ST2 

             ST3  
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CODE FILTERS: ALL 

List B1 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

UH: WikiProjectPHD121108 

File:  [C:\Users\Anne\Documents\WikiProjectPHD121108.hpr7] 

Edited by: Super 

Date/Time: 2014-04-13 15:05:52 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Acknowledgement of work done Ss 

Acknowledgement of work done Ts 

Code switch 

Comment about Wiki content 

Encouragement Ss 

Encouragement Ts 

Explanation of Wiki use Ss 

Explanation of Wiki use Ts 

Explanation of work done Ss 

Explanation of work done Ts 

Expression of difficulty 

Expression of emotion 

Expression of reassurance Ss 

Greeting 

In class Wiki tutorial 

Inclusion of link 

Instructions Ss 

Instructions Ts 

Offer to help 

Other use of the comment section 

Presentation of Ss 

Presentation of topic 

Question about wiki content Ts 

Request for help 

Request for participation Ss 

Request for participation Ts 

Request for reflection 

Request for synchronous chat 

Request for teacher approval 

Response to student(s) comment(s) 

Response to teacher(s) comment(s) 

Self-correction of meaning 

Sign-off 

Social interaction 

Statement of expectation 

Statement of intention 

Suggestion given 

Thank you 
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COMMENT CODE FREQUENCY 

List C1 
CODES-PRIMARY-DOCUMENTS-TABLE (CELL=Q-FREQ) 

Report created by Super - 12/09/2012 00:02:42 

"HU:  [C:\Users\Anne\Documents\WikiProjectPHD120911_v2.hpr7]" 

 

Code-Filter: All [35] 

PD-Filter: All [3] 

Quotation-Filter: All [311] 

 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

                                           PRIMARY DOCS 

CODES                        P3:JT      P4: RT     P5:ST  Totals 

--------------------------------------------------------------- 

Acknowledgement  of work      22          10          11     43 

Code switch                    1           0           1      2 

Comment about Wiki             0           1           2      3 

Correction of meaning          0           1           0      1 

Embedded media                 1           0           0      1 

Encouragement                  8           4           7     19 

exclamation                    0           0           0      0 

Explanation of "how            0           1           0      1 

Explanation of Wiki            0           1           2      3 

Explanation of work            0          12           3     15 

Expression of diffic           0           3           1      4 

Expression of emotio          26           3           8     37 

Expression of expect           0           2           6      8 

Expression of intent           0           4           4      8 

Expression of reassu           0           2           0      2 

Greeting                      10          31          16     57 

In class Wiki tutori           1           0           0      1 

Instruction given             15          12          11     38 

Introduction                   3           0           1      4 

Offer to help                  5           3           1      9 

Question asked about           6           2           0      8 

Request for action             0           1           0      1 

Request for collabor           0           2           2      4 

Request for help               0           1           1      2 

Request for particip           2           4           0      6 

Request for reflecti           0           2           1      3 

Request for synchron           0           1           1      2 

Request for teacher            0           4           0      4 

Response to student(           2          10           6     18 

Response to teacher(           2           4           0      6 

Sign-off                       5          12          11     28 

Social interaction            20           1           2     23 

Suggestion given               0           1           2      3 

Teacher perception o           6           0           0      6 

Thank you                      0           2           4      6 

--------------------------------------------------------------- 

Totals                       135         137         104    376 
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MEMO-FILTER: ALL  

List D1 
List of all memos 

Memo-Filter: All [13] 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 
HU: WikiProjectPHD121007 

File:  [C:\Users\Anne\Documents\WikiProjectPHD121007.hpr7] 

Edited by: Super 

Date/Time: 2013-11-20 18:04:35 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

MEMO: Germany's Main Tourist Attractions- 30/09/2012 (0 Quotations) (Super, 

2012-09-30 17:04:24) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

this project starts on Dec. 3rd with play in the wiki!!!! Hello everyone & 

Personal comment  

She does self editing and corrects grammar and word choice.  

 

Silvia is an example of superficial editing...... only corrects 1 word and 

leaves unfinished ideas. 

 

This group works with a linear structure and develops content as they go 

along: adding in sections during process instead of planning in the 

beginning: result lack of thought in plan and development at the beg. of the 

project. 

 

Laura shows how first there is a copy, paste and then change to your own 

words. 

Laura does a formatting change in title on may 7th at 4.24 whici is correct 

but she makes an error. 

Anna on May 8th makes a change by deleting a comment which is not cohesive 

with the rest of the text (it is too commercial/marketing in nature: come 

along, etc. 

 

 

Sergi makes content development with and without It is error (copy and paste 

is correct and his own words are not). 

Laura takes over and corrects Sergi's errors and improves the text. 8some 

erros are made ie. turist spelling.  

Laura deletes all text and then 25 minutes later replaces it. May 9th: check 

to see if she changed or corrected text: ie in a word and then replaced. (5x) 

indicates tech difficulty or use of word. We suspect that she is cutting and 

pasting into a word doc and then editing there and then pasting it back 

in!!!! But this has to be checked with her text the five times she delets, 

the addition of text when the text is pasted back in, indicates that she was 

working with a word doc.... instead of directly in the wiki.  

 

laura seems to use the word to do spell and grammar check...... this needs 

careful scrutiny and consideration for work habits. !!!!!!!!!! 

 

Sergi puts image intro but no image?????? 

 

MEMO: Luxury Hotels Around the World- 30/09/12 (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-

09-30 13:35:58) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

this project starts on Dec. 3rd in the big group session of all three grps 
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together and they do what is asked: plan their topic and write a text 

explanation of the plan (not a point form plan)  

But work comes late..... 

 

 

Observation: Aleix starts playing with the word Hello!! and changes format to 

experiment and then irene comes in and gets down to business.  

 

 

Mar. 3rd: Anne Intervention:  

Anne goes to the group contribution and makes editing changes: adds preps, 

punctuation and spelling.  

THIS IS IMPORTANT 

Aleix uses placeholder to indicate his contibution of the hotel.  

He then searches on internet and an hour later cuts and pastes. Late in 

project date.  

Irene reads and edits text of others - she is the editor but changes only for 

consistancy not fto correct errors.  

Aleix places an image and writes an explanation in his own words:  

observation: sts cut and paste big chunks of info but use their own words to 

describe images, videos, etc. included.  

 

Aleix learns about the wiki on Apr. 20th when he puts a link to an image and 

then when he cant find it, puts it in correctly. This is evidemce of  tech 

skill development. 

Aleix functions as editor too on Irene's work. 

  

Project structure is changed at the beg.. of May with nonlinear webpage 

structure and TOC!!!!!!! Important!!!  

 

The Table of contents in general and not specific: you must go into a section 

to see subsections. Ie.. Hotel Arts and Casa imperial Sevilla  

TOC of subsections is not consistant sometimes there is an intro Ie. hotels 

spain, hotels europe (3 hotels) , hotels around the world doesn't have any 

and only 2 examples.   

 

There is a clear division of work between the 3 and roles: evidence that they 

read each others work.  

 

Eli: makes a contribution of embedded map 

 

Eli makes a final revision on May 25th to eliminate spanish ver mapa but does 

not do this in other pages: inconsistency in document  observation is that 

wiki's website structure often means that sts only revise one page at a time 

and don't go back to other parts of the doc. as they would in a traditional 

document with linear structure. 

 

Important note of this project:  

 

Look at the roles: at the participation: lack of development despite high 

level: choice of topic and how they covered it. 

 

 

MEMO: ME-7 Wonders of the world (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-10-07 15:41:31) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

Participants: Marta Patri Georgina 

 

Georgina started on Dec. 3rd with a Greeting and expression of emotion:  and 

formatting play  

 

The project name is not the same as their page name with members!!!  

Patri then deletes the fun play and places serious plan development for the 

project.  

 

Then no work in wiki until April 15th!!! 
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Georgina demonstrates order of contents doubt on the page of 7 wonders May 

6th! 

she creates all the pages and links them into the homepage but without 

content. 

 

Marta does the cut and paste of content additions  

 

Investigate TAjmajal2 page: why is it 2???? was the page the second time 

linked.....  

Make sure you get a list of all pages from this wiki to confirm they were 

linked in.....what happened to the pages that were not included in the 

wiki??? 

 

 

 

 

 

List example of editing of correct info: ie.. georgina does to marta with 

date 1630 BC for TM and eliminates the BC.. 

Note inconsistancy of page name and title of page Petra ptttt and cthere are 

the abbreviations used to name pages whereas other groups used the full 

names...... IMP!!! 

Georgina clearly has a way of doing pages first with no content.... and full 

names  

 

There is no sources page and it is poor and incomplete!!!! 

 

 

MEMO: ME - 08/09/2012 (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-08 00:25:43) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

consider coding the use of CAPS for emphasis 

 

 

MEMO: ME - 08/09/2012 [3] (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-08 00:30:45) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

instruction from student to student 

 

 

MEMO: ME - 08/09/2012 [4] (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-08 00:51:48) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

note that TS used the term girls when a student in the group is male 

 

 

MEMO: ME - 16/09/2012 (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-16 16:49:56) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

 Note the exagerated use of exclamation marks and what they represent 

 Check use against codes 

 

 

MEMO: ME - 16/09/2012 [1] (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-16 17:02:38) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 
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Comment analysis objectives 

1. Determine conversational segments to achieve no.1 

2. How many comments generated responses? 

3. Determining with exclamation marks, etc. emphasis, emotion, etc.. 

4. Analyze the negative comments (Anna, shut the fuck up) 

 

 

MEMO: ME - Resorts (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-10-07 14:11:12) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: I 

 

Project started Dec. 3rd.placing group intro and topic! done by Anna  (this 

is what was asked but it is very brief.. 

Neus plays around with emoticons on same day! 

Ivette intervenes and deletes informal emoticons and places serious plan for 

project. 

NO INTERVENTION THEN UNTIL APRIL 8th!!! 

 

 

Cut and paste is indicated by quick edit times between contents.... 

 

Ivette changes structure order of contents then rethinks and changes back a 

day later May 9th. 

 

 Note the difference in titles of pages and contents very important for 

inconsistancy and the problem of editing others work...after a page title has 

been created.....LOOOK FOR EXAMPLES. of all inclusive around the world and 

worldwide!!!! See the wiki page for this.... done May 5th. 

 

Group participation pattern: Ivette is the writer 7editor  she is a good 

example of editing process: ie. self edits for content, wording, grammar, 

etc. 

Neus: tech aspects/formatting     Anna structure and organization????? 

 

This project has a good example of tourism vocab development through the 

explanation of an acronymn (EFTPOS) 

Anna 

 

Ivette's use of a table for resort features is not consistant it is only once 

and indicates that there is a cut and paste from websites going on........ 

 

Anna's role is for structure and subtitles, etc.  

 

MEMO: Ocean of the Seas - 28/09/2012 (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-28 

16:58:36) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

Aleksandra's group:  Sara Marcos and Cristina 

 

Home page of project has a huge foto: Table of Contents with 9 points=links 

 

4 comments only A and Aleks on the homepage and sources included  

This wiki was only initiated on Jan 14 and by the teacher JT as she saw the 

grp had not opened their wiki yet. She gives them a simple lesson on how to 

contribute and delete text (hhh) . this is an important trend to note that 

when teachers see the sts have not initiated work, they (the ts) 

intervene.....Note how many times this actually happens, this is something 

they could not do in a face-to-face out of class project without a 

collaborative work space where work is available at all stages. 

 

Wiki Participation Observations:  

Sara's first contributions were formatting and table of contents additions 

but she only contributed very late in the project.  

 

There is no wiki activity between Jan. 18th (table of contents only) and 
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April 18th when the next series of contributions occurs. 

 

Marcos makes the 1st cont´n. of text on the 18/04 and places it below the 

table of contents on the home page. marcos makes a lot of additions in text 

only and on the project  homepage. he self-corrects and puts in a missing 

verb.  

 

There is a lot of cutting and pasting and formatting changes 

 

 

Marcos assumes tech role with his addition of Back putting it in at the 

beginning and then the end and deleting...... 

 

Cristina is main text contributer and cuts and pastes and then changes 

wording and word order to avoid plagerism problems. there is a clear example 

of this.... and it is worth detecting: how do sts. write.???  

 

Consider how Internet and information access affect the way we write. as opp. 

to traditional way of reading, notes and developing of ideas and plans.  

 

  

Consideration: how sts. delete and add text often deleting, reposition and 

then simply rewriting 

 

Sts. use wiki as if they are writing in a word document because it is what 

they are used to and how they usually write to produce text on the computer. 

Only the advanced users do more things.  

Use tara for explanation of word doc use and HTML knowhow differences. 

 

Consideration: Formatting changes indicate a desire to impro 

 

 

 

 

MEMO: Ocean of the Seas - 28/09/2012 (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-28 

16:58:36) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

Aleksandra's group:  Sara Marcos and Cristina 

Home page of project has a huge foto: Table of Contents with 9 points=links 

 

4 comments only A and Aleks on the homepage and sources included  

This wiki was only initiated on Jan 14 and by the teacher JT as she saw the 

grp had not opened their wiki yet. She gives them a simple lesson on how to 

contribute and delete text (hhh) . this is an important trend to note that 

when teachers see the sts have not initiated work, they (the ts) 

intervene.....Note how many times this actually happens. 

 

Sara's first contributions were formatting and table of contents additions 

but she only contributed very late in the project.  

There is no wiki activity between Jan. 18th (table of contents only) and 

April 18th when the next series of contributions occurs. 

 

Marcos makes the 1st cont´n. of text on the 18/04 and places it below the 

table of contents on the home page. marcos makes a lot of additions in text 

only and on the project  homepage. he self-corrects and puts in a missing 

verb.  

He also edited other sts. sources and removed them from the page and put them 

into the source page. 
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there is a lot of cutting and pasting and formatting changes 

 

Marcos assumes tech role with his addition of Back and his addition of 

images, etc.  

 

Cristina is main text contributer and cuts and pastes and then changes 

wording and word order to avoid plagerism problems.  

  

Consideration: how sts. delete and add text often deleting, reposition and 

then simply rewriting( 

Sts. use wiki as if they are writing in a word document because it is what 

they are used to and how they usually write to produce text on the computer.  

Use tara for explanation of word doc use and HTML knowhow differences. 

 

Consideration: Formatting changes indicate a desire to improve appearance of 

the doc. ..... 

Often sts do this right after contributing text or when they  are revising 

what has been put in.  

 

One st. puts in wrong word in table of contents and no one changes it: 

destinies 

 

ve appearance of the doc. ..... 

Often sts do this right after contributing text or when they  are revising 

what has been put in. 

 

 

This is not true..... we originally misidentified the function of the word  

here:   it was a subtitle: But consider if the following is true in other 

projects: Another observation is when they (Marcos) place the word "text" in 

the page to show that they plan to place text here as part of page content 

and design and then goes back and does this and elimantes the word text:  

Evidence of repetition of the planning stage.... conclusion using wiki, the 

repetition of different stages of the process writing is more frequent and 

constant as opposed to linear move from on stage to another.  (see process 

writing stages and articles) this can be observed for not occurring  

 

This grp's page: they did not put the project name like others 

 

 

 

MEMO: SubQ1 - 27/09/2012 (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-27 18:58:08) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

Working with the completed tables of Student Usage:  

 we changed original column of group summary page stats from edits to 

revisions =>to note that some revisions did not include any edits or 

actions. 

 we must include page views 

 We need the list of wiki features and what they can do.....in order to 

consider what and why sts do what they do: ie. log-in and page view 

without modification indicates reading and going thru content. 

 Look for distinctions in individual sts and groups and grp vs. grp. 

 include use of starred page feature as some sts have done this.  

 Content Contribution: sometimes contributions will not be visible because 

they are discussed and  
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then acted on. A distinction needs to be made here to say that we note 

only  visible contributions. 

 Question the comments received column. what is it? Do we need it???? 

 Comment feature: consider the no. of comments made, on grp or other page, 

# comments received, etc.  

 

 

 

Observations: sts. enter the page and view without doing anything. this could 

be because discussion and changes occur afterwards in groups and not 

individually.  

There is a general hesitation to act individually in the wiki.... the sts. 

look for some type of validation before making changes and they almost never 

edit the work of others. 

 

No students used " the describe your changes feature2 because they were not 

told to....and the teachers didn't either. which is a shame.  

 

 

MEMO: SubQ5-30/09/12 (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-30 14:24:32) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS ( TOC) should be at the beg. of process and often is only 

developed later and then we see a difference: some grps do a minimal TOC with 

general points and then within pages subcontents while other grps did a 

complete toc that shows you all sections and subsections in contents. 

 

 

MEMO: Wiki Tech Considerations - 28/09/2012 (0 Quotations) (Super, 2012-09-28 

16:52:02) 

No codes 

No memos 

Type: Memo 

 

Things to keep in mind when choosing a wiki:  

What features do you want your sts to use? What features do you want your ts 

to use?  

Further investigation: wiki tech features and abilities are very imp in order 

to track usage and must be in place before starting the investigation.  

Tara's encounter with tech obstacles:  ie. light window access 

       data retrieval ease  

But this would not be an obstacle for someone who isnt an advanced user. 

 

Observation of Pattern of intervention/participation in the wiki project: 

When sts enter the wiki page to revise, if there is nothing to revise in 

terms of content, writing, they tend to make formatting changes as if to make 

doc better, more beautiful and at least do something when they enter to 

revise.  

Instead of writing first and then doing formatting after.  

 

The tech features and limitations of the wiki chosen ie.. pbworks way of 

operating affects the sts. use of the wiki ex. edit and save meant sts 

frequently saving and then entering again to continue. PB works in reognition 

of this,in a later edition added the 3rd option of save and continue so that 

sts didn t have to enter edit mode again.   wikispaces autosave eliminates 

the need for sts to worry about saving...... our sts. may have had exp. of 

adding 

 

Observation: acc to TARA. sts will delete and rewrite whole words instead of 

only the letters they want to change and add etc. this is because they click 

on the whole word, then  type over it or they delete it and retype it... this 

is beacuase of the way programs work. In traditional erasing. 
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Use of images, links and embeds: Tara obs.: 1. embedded image internally ie. 

pbworks uploaded or linked image from pbworks or the web (external link) 

 

 

WEBSITE STRUCTURE DUE TO WIKI USE  

Eli makes a final revision on May 25th to eliminate spanish ver mapa but does 

not do this in other pages: inconsistency in document  observation is that 

wiki's website structure often means that sts only revise one page at a time 

and don't go back to other parts of the doc. as they would in a traditional 

document with linear structure.Sts revise a page frequently but do not revise 

the whole doc completely..... or do they??? check st. times and pages to see 

this.  
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ST GROUPS WIKI COLLABORATION STUDENT CONTRIBUTION: PHASES 

AND DAYS 

Table A1 

 

STG1  

      
PHASE DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 

DAILY SUB 
TOTAL 

PHASE 
TOTAL  

PHASE 1 
3 days 

03-dic 2 0 0 2 
5= 

2 % 
11-jan 2 0 0 2 

12-jan 1 0 0 1 

PHASE 2 
1 day 

15-mar* 0 0 0 0 7= 
3 % 31-mar 7 0 0 7 

PHASE 3 
15 days  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total 
days: 19  

19 apr 0 0 1 1 

219= 
95 % 

20 apr 7 1 0 8 

22 apr 6 0 0 6 

27 apr 13 0 0 13 

28 apr 4 8 20 32 

29 apr 0 0 1 1 

01-may 0 0 3 3 

02-may 0 0 7 7 

03-may 18 0 2 20 

05-may 6 10 0 16 

06-may 10 19 0 29 

07-may 0 0 5 5 

08-may 0 0 24 24 

09-may 17 15 12 44 

10-may 17 1 0 10 

TOTAL 110 54 75 239 239 
 

 

TOTAL % 47 % 22 % 31 % 100 % 

*Teacher made a comment 
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STG 2 

PHASE DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 
DAILY SUB 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL  

PHASE 1 
3 days 

17-dic* 0 0 0   

3= 
1 % 

05-ene 0 1 0 1 

06-ene 1 0 0 1 

12-ene 1 0 0 1 

PHASE 3 
17 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total days: 
20 

17-abr* 0 0 0   

350= 
99 % 

20-abr 9 0 0 9 

21-abr 7 0 0 7 

22-abr 25 0 0 25 

23-abr 6 0 0 6 

24-abr 0 3 0 3 

25-abr 4 0 0 4 

26-abr 1 0 0 1 

28-abr 7 5 0 12 

29-abr 8 0 0 8 

03-may 14 0 0 14 

04-may 4 11 0 15 

05-may 34 11 0 45 

06-may 3 0 25 28 

07-may 24 0 0 24 

08-may 14 7 49 70 

09-may 18 0 58 76 

10-may 3 0 0 3 

  
TOTAL 183 38 132 353 353 

TOTAL % 51,8 % 10,8 % 37,4 % 100%  

*Teacher made a comment 
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STG 3 

PHASE DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 
DAILY SUB 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL  

PHASE 1 
3 days 

03-dic 2 0 0 0 2 
5= 

5 % 
12-ene 0 0 0 1 1 

18-ene 2 0 0 0 2 

PHASE 3 
8 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Total 
days: 11 

20-abr 10 4 0 2 16 

94= 
95 % 

28-abr 4 0 0 6 10 

29-abr 0 0 1 0 1 

05-may 27 0 4 15 46 

06-may 4 2 5 0 11 

08-may 0 1 0 0 1 

09-may 0 3 1 0 4 

10-may 0 0 0 5 5 

TOTAL  49 10 11 29 99 99 

 TOTAL % 50 % 10 % 11 % 29 % 100%   

 

STG 4 

PHASE DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL  

PHASE 1 
2 days 

03-dic 1 3 0 4 5= 
5 % 11-jan 1 0 0 1 

PHASE 3 
5 days  

 
 
 

Total days: 
7 

20-abr 7 6 0 13 

80= 
95 % 

05-may 0 0 2 2 

06-may 1 0 3 4 

09-may 2 18 40 60 

10-may 1 0 0 1 

TOTAL  13 27 45 85 85 

TOTAL % 15 % 32 % 53 % 100% 
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STG 5 

PHASES  DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL  

PHASE 1 
2 DAYS 

03-dic 0 1 0 0 1 2= 
1,5 % 07-ene 1 0 0 0 1 

PHASE 2 
1 day 

09-mar 1 0 0 0 1 
1= 

0,6 % 

PHASE 3 
15 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total 
days: 18 

20-abr 4 0 0 0 4 

141= 
97,9 % 

22-abr 3 0 0 0 3 

23-abr 12 0 0 0 12 

24-abr 1 0 0 0 1 

25-abr 4 0 0 0 4 

26-abr 3 0 0 0 3 

27-abr 2 0 0 0 2 

28-abr 6 0 0 0 6 

02-may 0 2 0 0 2 

03-may 18 9 0 3 30 

06-may 27 0 0 0 27 

07-may 0 3 20 0 23 

08-may 9 0 0 0 9 

09-may 0 3 3 0 6 

10-may 1 3 5 0 9 

TOTAL  92 21 28 3 144 144 

 TOTAL % 64 % 14 % 20 % 2 % 100 %  
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JT GROUPS WIKI COLLABORATION STUDENT CONTRIBUTION: PHASES 

AND DAYS 

Tables A2 

JTG 1 
 

      
PHASE  DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 

DAILY PHASE 
TOTAL  

PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
2 days 

14-jan*  0 0 0 0 3= 
2,7 % 18-jan 0 3 0 3 

PHASE 3 
4 days 

 
 

Total days: 
6 

18-apr 8 0 0 8 

108= 
97,3% 

08-may 0 8 13 21 

09-may 43 3 7 53 

10-may 21 3 2 26 

TOTAL  72 17 22 111 111 

 TOTAL % 64,8 % 15, 4% 19,8 % 100%  

*Teacher made a comment 

 

JTG 2 

PHASES DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
1 day 

03-dec 2 0 0 2 
2= 

3 % 

PHASE 2 
1 days 

04-mar 0 1 0 1 1= 
1,5 % 15-mar* 0 0 0 0 

PHASE 3 
10 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total days: 
12 

18-apr 3 2 0 5 

62= 
95, 5% 

19-apr 0 1 0 1 

20-apr 5 0 0 5 

05-may 0 17 0 17 

06-may 0 3 0 3 

10-may 0 1 0 1 

12-may 0 1 0 1 

17-may 4 5 15 24 

24-may 0 0 1 1 

25-may 3 0 1 4 

TOTAL 17 31 17 65 65 

 TOTAL % 26% 48 % 26 % 100%  

*Teacher made a comment 
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JTG 3 

PHASES DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
2 days 

03-dec 3 0 0 0 3 4= 
4 % 09-jan 0 0 1 0 1 

PHASE 2 
1 day 

19-mar 0 0 8 0 8 
8= 

8 % 

PHASE 3 
9 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total days: 
12 

15-apr 0 0 2 1 3 

91= 
88 % 

16-apr 0 0 0 7 7 

18-apr  2 1 0 0 3 

05-may 0 0 0 8 8 

06-may 0 0 1 10 11 

07-may 10 4 0 4 18 

08-may 0 0 3 1 4 

09-may 19 10 0 0 29 

10-may 8 0 0 0 8 

TOTAL 42 15 15 31 103 103 

 TOTAL % 41 % 14,5 % 14,5  % 30 % 100%  

 

JTG 4 

PHASES DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
2 days 

03-dec 0 3 1 4 5= 
4,5 % 07-jan 1 0 0 1 

PHASE 3 
11 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total days: 
13 

08-apr 1 0 0 1 

105= 
95,5 % 

18 apr 0 0 1 1 

19-apr 6 0 5 11 

29-apr 0 6 0 6 

01-may 3 0 0 3 

02-may 2 0 0 2 

05-may 9 5 0 14 

06-may 0 4 0 4 

08-may 11 0 0 11 

09-may 11 26 14 51 

10-may 1 0 0 1 

TOTAL  45 44 21 110 110 

 TOTAL % 41% 40% 19 % 100 %  
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JTG 5 

PHASES DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
5 days 

03-dec 0 0 0 2 2 

9 
5 % 

09-dec 0 0 2 0 2 

07-jan 0 0 0 1 1 

11-jan 2 0 1 0 3 

12-jan 0 0 0 1 1 

PHASE 2 
4 days 

04-mar 0 0 0 2 2 

5 
3 % 

07-mar 0 0 1 0 1 

08-mar 0 0 0 1 1 

09-mar 0 0 0 1 1 

PHASE 3 
20 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total days: 
29 

05-apr 0 0 0 2 2 

171 
92 % 

09-apr 0 3 0 0 3 

13-apr 0 0 7 5 12 

14-apr 0 0 0 4 4 

19-apr 0 0 0 2 2 

21-apr 0 0 17 0 17 

22-apr 0 0 0 1 1 

26-apr 0 0 0 3 3 

28-apr 0 0 9 0 9 

30-apr 0 0 4 0 4 

01-may 0 0 5 0 5 

02-may 0 0 8 8 16 

03-may 0 0 0 1 1 

05-may 5 0 0 0 5 

07-may 0 0 1 5 6 

08-may 1 0 4 0 5 

09-may 9 13 49 0 71 

10-may 0 0 1 0 1 

25-may 2 0 0 0 2 

28-may 0 0 2 0 2 

TOTAL  19 16 111 39 185 185 

 TOTAL % 10 % 9 % 60 % 21 % 100%  
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JTG 6 

PHASES DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
3 days 

03-dec 2 1 0 3 
5= 

5 % 
02-jan 0 1 0 1 

03-jan 1 0 0 1 

PHASE 2 
2 days 

08-mar 1 0 0 1 3= 
3 % 15-mar 1 1 0 2 

PHASE 3 
7 days 

 
 
 
 
 

Total 
days: 12 

18-apr 0 3 2 5 

85= 
92 % 

19-apr 3 1 0 4 

25-apr 14 3 1 18 

06-may 3 0 0 3 

07-may 0 1 0 1 

08-may 0 3 0 3 

09-may 29 21 1 51 

TOTAL 54 35 4 93 93 

 TOTAL % 58 % 37, 6% 4,4 % 100 % 

 

JTG 7 

PHASES DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
2 days 

03-dec 2 0 0 2 4= 
10 % 29-dec 0 2 0 2 

PHASE 3 
4 days 

 
 

Total 
days: 6 

15-apr 1 0 0 1 

34= 
90 % 

19-apr 1 0 1 2 

06-may 16 8 6 30 

08-may 1 0 0 1 

TOTAL  21 10 7 38 38 

 TOTAL % 55 % 26 % 17 % 100 % 
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RT GROUPS WIKI COLLABORATION STUDENT CONTRIBUTION: 

PHASES AND DAYS 

Tables A3 

RTG 1 
 

       
PHASES DATE  ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 

DAILY PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
1 day 

24-dec 0 2 0 0 2 
2= 

2 % 

PHASE 2 
7 days  

09-mar 3 47 0 0 50 

121= 
33 % 

16-mar 10 11 0 0 21 

22-mar 0 1 0 0 1 

23-mar 4 3 0 0 7 

29-mar 9 0 0 0 9 

30-mar 11 0 0 0 11 

31-mar 22 0 0 0 22 

PHASE 3 
14 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total days: 
22 

26-apr 0 3 0 0 3 

233= 
65 % 

28-apr 0 0 0 3 3 

29-apr 0 1 0 5 6 

30-apr 0 16 0 0 16 

01-may 0 21 0 0 21 

02-may 0 0 2 0 2 

03-may 0 1 10 0 11 

07-may 0 0 3 0 3 

08-may 0 1 0 1 2 

09-may 28 16 7 8 59 

10-may 0 12 2 0 14 

15-may 0 0 13 0 13 

16-may 77 2 0 0 79 

17-may 0 1 0 0 1 

TOTAL  164 138 37 17 356 356 

 TOTAL % 46 % 39 % 10 % 5% 100 %  
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RTG 2 

PHASES  DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
3 days 

01-dec 1 0 0 0 1 
7= 

2 % 
07-jan 3 0 0 0 3 

28-jan 3 0 0 0 3 

PHASE 2 
4 days 

09-mar 4 0 0 0 4 

14= 
4 % 

11-mar 1 0 0 0 1 

16-mar 0 3 3 0 6 

17-mar 0 3 0 0 3 

PHASE 3 
14 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total days: 
21 

12-apr 63 0 0 0 63 

287= 
93 % 

13-apr 31 1 0 0 32 

15-apr 5 13 0 0 18 

16-apr 0 16 0 0 16 

18-apr 34 0 0 0 34 

19-apr 6 0 0 0 6 

21-apr 25 24 0 0 49 

22-apr 6 0 0 0 6 

04-may 0 0 0 3 3 

05-may 16 2 0 21 39 

06-may 0 0 0 14 14 

07-may 3 1 0 0 4 

09-may 0 0 1 0 1 

10-may 2 0 0 0 2 

TOTAL 203 63 4 38 308 308 

 TOTAL % 66 % 20 % 2 % 12 % 100 %  
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RTG 3 

PHASES DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
3 days 

01-dec 1 0 0 0 1 
3= 

5 % 
20-dec 0 1 0 0 1 

11-jan 0 1 0 0 1 

PHASE 2 
5 days 

17-feb 0 2 0 0 2 

10= 
15 % 

12-mar 0 1 0 0 1 

16-mar 0 0 3 0 3 

17-mar 0 1 0 0 1 

21-mar 3 0 0 0 3 

PHASE 3 
10 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total 
days: 18 

06-apr 0 0 0 1 1 

53= 
80 % 

14-apr 0 0 0 6 6 

16-apr 0 0 0 4 4 

30-apr 0 2 0 0 2 

02-may 7 0 0 12 19 

03-may 0 1 0 0 1 

04-may 0 4 0 0 4 

08-may 4 0 0 0 4 

09-may 2 0 2 6 10 

10-may 0 0 0 2 2 

TOTAL 17 13 5 31 66 66 

 TOTAL % 25 % 19 % 7 % 49 % 100 % 
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RTG 4  

PHASES DATE  ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
2 days 

01-dec 1 0 0 0 1 3= 
2 % 11-jan 0 2 0 0 2 

PHASE 2 
2 days 

16-mar 3 0 0 0 3 5= 
5 % 17-mar 0 0 2 0 2 

PHASE 3 
11 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total days: 
15 

15-apr 1 0 0 0 1 

115= 
93 % 

21-apr 0 1 0 0 1 

22-apr 0 1 1 0 2 

26-apr 1 2 0 0 3 

03-may 0 0 0 1 1 

06-may 0 0 0 6 6 

07-may 16 1 1 0 18 

08-may 8 12 5 0 25 

09-may 19 32 3 0 54 

10-may 0 0 1 0 1 

16-may 0 3 0 0 3 

TOTAL  49 54 13 7 123 123 

 TOTAL % 39 % 44 % 112 % 6% 100 % 
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RTG 5  

PHASE DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
2 days 

01-dec 1 0 0 0 1 2= 
2 % 11-jan 1 0 0 0 1 

PHASE 2 
2 days 

16-mar 1 0 0 0 1 6= 
7 % 23-mar 0 4 1 0 5 

PHASE 3 
11 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total 
days: 15 

19-apr 0 2 0 0 2 

80= 
91 % 

20-apr 0 3 0 0 3 

25-apr 0 0 2 0 2 

27-apr 0 2 0 0 2 

30-apr 1 0 0 0 1 

03-may 0 3 0 3 6 

05-may 0 0 2 0 2 

06-may 8 4 3 8 23 

07-may 0 2 12 0 14 

08-may 0 11 0 0 11 

09-may 3 9 1 1 14 

TOTAL 15 40 21 12 88 88 

 TOTAL % 17 % 45 % 24 % 14 % 100 % 

RTG 6 

PHASE DATE ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 
DAILY PHASE 

TOTAL 
PHASE 
TOTAL 

PHASE 1 
2 days 

01-dec 1 0 0 1 3= 
6% 01-jan 2 0 0 2 

PHASE 2 
1 day 

28-feb 1 0 0 1 
1= 
2% 

PHASE 3 
7 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Total 
days: 12 

18-apr 4 0 0 4 

49= 
92% 

03-may 10 0 0 10 

04-may 1 0 0 1 

06-may 3 0 0 3 

07-may 19 0 0 19 

09-may 10 0 0 10 

10-may 2 0 0 2 

TOTAL 53 0 0 53 53 

 TOTAL % 100% 0% 0% 100% 
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TASK PHASES AND DATES TOURIPEDIA PROJECT 

Table B1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

First phase  

November-

January 

(9 Weeks) 

17/11 24/11 1/12 15/12 12/1 19/1 

 

Pre task stage 

Questionnaire 1 

Wiki & CW 

Project 

Presentation  

 

Pre Task  stage 

 

Wiki Tutorial 

1: using wikis 

and pbworks 

Last week 

before 

Christmas  

First Week 

after Christmas 

Holidays  

Last Week of 

Classes before 

Evaluation 

Period  

Second phase  

February- 

March 

(8 weeks)   

15/2 22/2 1/3 8/3 15/3 22/3 

New Semester 

Classes Start  

 

 
Wiki Tutorial 

II 

 

  

Mid Project  

Questionnaire 

2
  

Third phase  

April-June 

(5 Weeks)  

12/4 19/4 26/4 3/5 10/5 17/5 

First week of 

classes after the 

Easter Break  

   
Wiki 

Presentations 

 

Wiki 

Presentations 

24/05 31/05 7/6 14/6  

 

Wiki  

Presentations 

 

 

 

Final Exam 

 

Last Class 

Questionaire 3 

Post Project  
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STG EDIT ACTION TABLES 
Tables C1 
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JTG EDIT ACTION TABLES 

Tables C2 
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JTG6 
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RTG EDIT ACTION TABLES 

Tables C3 
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WIKI CONTENT ANALYSIS 

Table D1 

Wiki Group Assessment Individual Student Asessment 

Final 

assessment 

G
ro

u
p

 

 

C
o

n
te

n
t 

O
rg

a
n

iz
a

ti
o

n
 

A
tt

r
a

c
ti

v
e
n

e
ss

 

A
c
c
u

ra
cy

 

Comments Group Work 

N
a

m
e 

C
o

n
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
 t

o
 

th
e
 G

ro
u

p
 

Comments Individual Work 

STG1 – “Low 

Cost” 
3 3 2 1 

-Clear organization 
-Good content 

-Inconsistant font & size 

-Difficulty reading 
-Several grammatical errors 

Laia 3 
-Good contributions to the 
development of the wiki 6 

Marina 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 5.5 

Maribel 2 
-Moderate contributions   

5.5 

STG2 – 

“Culturalia” 
3 3 3 1 

-Clear organization 

-Good content 
-Good use of colours and fonts 

-Several grammatical errors 

Joy 4 

-Contributes greatly 

-Great organization, content 
development and revision 

7 

Carleni 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 6 

Vaneza 3 
-Good contributions to the 

development of the wiki 6.5 

STG3 – 

“Hotels” 
2 2 2 1 

-Ok organization 

-Ok contents 
-Overuse of colours, fonts and size changes 

-Several grammatical errors 

Deiby 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
4.5 

Alba 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
4.5 

Gisela 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
4 

Meritxell 3 
-Good contributions 

- Group  leader 
5 

STG4 – 

“Travel 
2 3 3 2 

-Clear organization 

-Good content 
-Font too big 

-Few grammatical errors 

Albert 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
6 

Daniel 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 
development of the wiki 

5.5 
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Agencies” 

David 3 

-Good contributions 

- Group  leader  
-Good organization, content 

development and revision 

6.5 

STG5 – 

“Airports” 
2 2 2 2 

-Clear organization 

-Overuse of colours 
-Few grammatical errors 

Nuria 3 
-Good contributions 

- Group  leader  
5.5 

Uvalina 2 
-Moderate contributions   
 

5 

Anna 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
4.5 

Elena 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
4.5 

JTG1 –  

“Oceans of the 

sea” 

3 3 2 2 

-Clear organization 
-Good content 

-Overuse of colours, fonts and size changes 

-Few grammatical and spelling errors 

Marcos 3 
-Good contributions 
- Group  leader 6.5 

Cristina 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 
development of the wiki 5.5 

Sara 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 
development of the wiki 5.5 

JTG2 –  

“Luxury hotels 

around the 

world” 

3 4 3 2 

-Well-organized content 
-Good content 

-Good use of fonts and colours 

-Few grammatical errors 

Irene 3 
-Good contributions 
- Group  leader 

7.5 

Eli 3 
-Good contributions 
- Group  leader 

7.5 

Aleix 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
7 

JTG3 –  

“Germany’s 

main tourist 

attractions” 

3 3 3 2 

-Good contents 

-All the information is in the homepage 
-Good use of colours and fonts 

-Few grammatical errors 

Sergi 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
6 

Anna 3 
-Good contributions 
- Group  leader 

7 

Silvia 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
6 

Laura 3 
-Good contributions 

- Group  leader 
7 

JTG4 –  

“Resorts” 
3 2 3 1 

-Clear organization 
-Good contents 

-Several grammatical errors 

Neus 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 
development of the wiki 

5 

Anna 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
5.5 

Ivette 3 
-Good contributions 

- Group  leader 
6 

JTG5 – 

“Andale 

Mexico! 

3 3 2 2 

-Clear organization 
-Good contents 

-Lack use of colours and effects 

-Few grammatical and spelling errors 

Chiara 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 
development of the wiki 

5.5 

Mariana 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
5.5 
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Andale 

Mexico” Marcos 4 

-Contributes greatly 

-Great organization, content 
development and revision 

7 

Sebas 3 
-Good contributions to the 

development of the wiki 
6.5 

JTG6 –  “An 

alternative 

tour of 

Catalonia” 

2 2 2 1 

-Ok organization 

-Ok content 
-Bad use of font and size 

-Several grammatical errors 

Sandra 3 

-Good contributions to the 

development of the wiki 
-Good organization and content 

development 

5 

Ester 4 

-Contributes greatly 

-Great organization, content 

development and revision 

5.5 

Esther 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
4 

JTG7 –  “The 7 

wonders of the 

world” 

2 2 1 2 

-Ok organization 

-Lack of content 
-No pictures, no colours 

-Few grammatical errors 

Marta 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
4 

Patri 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 
development of the wiki 

4 

Georgina 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
4.5 

RTG1  –  

“Aquatic parks 

around the 

world and 

summer 

events” 

3 2 2 1 

-Good content 

-Ok organization 
-Overuse of colours, fonts and sizes.  

-Several grammatical errors 

Cristina 3 

-Good contributions to the 

development of the wiki 
-Good organization and content 

development 

5.5 

Carol 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
5 

Pili 4 

-Contributes greatly 

-Great organization, content 
development and revision 

6 

Leidy 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
4.5 

RTG2 –  

“Tourist 

attractions” 

3 3 2 1 

-Clear organization 

-Good content 

-Some information are “copy and paste” 
-Several grammatical errors 

Ana 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
5 

Marta 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
5.5 

Raisa 2 
-Moderate contributions   
 

5.5 

Alba 4 

-Contributes greatly 

-Great organization, content 

development and revision 

6.5 

RTG3 –  

“Theme parks” 
2 2 2 1 

-Ok organization 
-Ok content 

-All the information is in the homepage 

Cristopher 2 
-Moderate contributions   
 

4.5 

Georgina 1 -Contributes minimally to the 4 
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-Small fonts and sizes 

-Several grammatical errors 

development of the wiki 

Sandra 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 
development of the wiki 

4 

Gemma 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
4.5 

RTG4 –  

“Rural tourism 

in Catalonia” 

3 3 2 2 

-Clear organization 
-Good content 

-No use of fonts and colours 

-Few grammatical errors 

Ana 3 
-Good contributions 
- Group  leader 

6.5 

Agata 3 
-Good contributions 

- Group  leader 
6.5 

Alex 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
5.5 

Maria 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 
development of the wiki 

5.5 

RTG5 –  

“Luxury 

accommodatio

n” 

3 2 2 1 

-Good content 

-Ok organization 

-All the information is in the homepage 
-Overuse of colours and fonts 

-Several grammatical errors 

Silvia 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
5 

Alejandro 2 
-Moderate contributions   

 
5 

Ariadna 2 
-Moderate contributions   
 

5 

Javier 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
4.5 

RTG6 –  

“Youth 

hostels” 

3 2 3 1 

-Good content 

-Ok organization 

-Good use of colours and fonts 

-Several grammatical and misspellings 

error 

Dani 4 

-Contributes greatly 

-Great organization, content 

development and revision 

6.5 

Raquel 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
5 

Laia 1 
-Contributes minimally to the 

development of the wiki 
5 
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WIKI ASSESSMENT RUBRIC 

Table D2 

CATEGORY 4 3 2 1 

Content Covers topic in-depth with 

details and examples. Subject 

knowledge is excellent.  

Includes essential knowledge 

about the topic. Subject 

knowledge appears to be 

good.  

Includes essential 

information about the topic 

but there are 1-2 factual 

errors.  

Content is minimal, OR there 

are several factual errors.  

Organization Content is well organized, 

using headings (those given 

in the research guide) or 

bulleted lists to group related 

material.  

Content uses headings or 

bulleted lists to organize, but 

the overall organization of 

topics appears flawed.  

Content is logically 

organized for the most part.  

There was no clear or logical 

organizational structure, just 

lots of facts.  

Attractiveness Makes excellent use of font, 

color, graphics, effects, etc. 

to enhance the presentation.  

Makes good use of font, 

color, graphics, effects, etc. 

to enhance to presentation.  

Makes use of the font, color, 

graphics, effects, etc. but 

occasionally these detract 

from the presentation 

content.  

Makes use of font, color, 

graphics, effects, etc. but 

these often distract from the 

presentation content.  

Contribution to the Group Contributes greatly with the 

development of the class 

wiki. 

Contributes adequately to the 

development of the class 

wiki.  

Contributes moderately to 

the development of the class 

wiki. 

Contributes minimally to the 

development of the class 

wiki. 

Accuracy No misspellings or 

grammatical errors. No 

HTML errors in wiki (e.g., 

broken links, missing 

images). 

Three or fewer misspellings 

and/or mechanical errors. No 

more than two HTML errors 

in the student’s contribution 

to the wiki. 

Four misspellings and/or 

grammatical errors. No more 

than four HTML errors in the 

student’s contribution to the 

wiki. 

More than four errors in 

spelling or grammar. Five or 

more HTML errors in the 

student’s contribution to the 

wiki.  

Source. ReadWriteThink (http://www.readwritethink.org/files/resources/lesson_images/lesson979/WikiRubric.pdf) 

http://www.readwritethink.org/files/resources/lesson_images/lesson979/WikiRubric.pdf
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THREAD MODE COMMENT ANALYSIS 

Table E1 

 

Teacher Group 

Teachers’ & 

Students’ 

comments 

Teachers’ 

Comments 

Group 

Members’ 

Comments 

Other 

Students’ 

Comments 

Total 

Students’ 

Comments* 

 Comment Categories 

Social Technical Pedagogical Linguistic 

ST 

Isabel’s Homepage 8 0 2 6 8 7 0 1 0 

“Low Cost” 7 5 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 

“Hotels” 7 5 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 

“Travel Agencies” 13 6 7 0 7 2 0 5 0 

“Airports” 10 5 2 3 5 2 1 2 0 

“Culturalia” 13 4 8 1 9 3 0 6 0 

TOTAL ST 58 25 23 10 33 14 3 16 0 

JT 

Alekasandra’s 

Homepage 
6 0 6 0 6 4 0 2 0 

“Oceans of the sea” 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

“Luxury hotels around 

the world” 
6 3 2 1 3 2 1 0 0 

“Germany’s main 9 4 2 3 5 4 1 0 0 
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tourist attractions” 

“Resorts” 10 2 6 2 8 8 0 0 0 

“Andale Mexico! 

Andale Mexico” 
13 2 6 5 11 7 1 3 0 

 

“An alternative tour of 

Catalonia” 
8 3 2 3 5 3 0 1 1 

“The 7 wonders of the 

world” 
5 3 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 

TOTAL JT 61 21 24 16 40 30 3 6 1 

RT 

Anne’s Homepage 16 3 9 4 13 13 0 0 0 

“Aquatic parks around 

the world and summer 

events” 

2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

“Tourist attractions” 10 4 5 1 6 0 0 6 0 

“Theme parks” 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

“Rural tourism in 

Catalonia” 
14 3 11 0 11 0 2 9 0 

“Luxury 

accommodation” 
5 3 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 

“Youth hostels” 4 3 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 



Appendix 

 

313 
 

TOTAL RT 54 21 27 6 33 13 3 17 0 

ST&JT&RT Wiki FrontPage 2 0 2 0 2 1 0 1 0 

TOTAL ST+JT+RT+WikiFrontPage 175 67 76 32 108 58 9 40 1 

*Total of students both in and out of the group indicating reading of others work. 
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TOTAL GROUP COMMENT SUMMARY 

Table E2 

GROUP STUDENT COMMENT LOCATION 

PHASES 
COMMENT 

CATEGORIES 

LANGUAGE FUNCTIONS 

 

P
h

a
se

 1
 

P
h

a
se

 2
 

P
h

a
se

 3
 

S
o

c
ia

l 

T
e
c
h

n
ic

a
l 

P
e
d

a
g
o

g
ic

a
l 

L
in

g
u

is
ti

c
  

STG1 

ST-1 

“When do we have to start our work?” PB Works FrontPage X     X  -Question asked about wiki content 

“We can’t change our page name because we aren’t the administrator. We 

need to change it to “LOW COST” if someone of you can do it, we 
would be grateful for it. Thank you.” 

STG1 HomePage  

  X  X   

-Comment about Wiki content 

-Expression of difficulty 
-Request for help 

-Thank you 

ST-2 

“mari, he encontrado esta table a ver que te parece, un besito wapa!!” STG1 – What 

companies are Low 
Cost 

  X   X  

-Code switch 

-Explanation of work done 
-Request for action 

ST-3 
          

STG2 

ST-1 

“MERRY CHRISTMAS FOR ALL” ST HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

“Hello girls!!” the photo is impressionant!!!” STG5 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Greeting 

-Expression of emotion 

“MERRY CHRISTMAS FOR ALL” STG2 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

“JEJE YOU DON’T UNDERSTAND NOTHING!! :p :p I LOVE YOU 

SEWWTHEART!!!” 

STG2 HomePage 
X   X    

-Social interaction  

“LITTLE LEFT FOR YOUR BIRTHDAY!! I DON’T FORGET!! STG2 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

“Thanks Anne!! If I need any thing I tell you” STG2 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Thank you 
-Response to teacher comment 

“Hola Vane!!!... No te olvides de poner la bibliografia tambien…besos” STG2 – China 
  X   X  

-Code switch 

-Instruction given 

ST-2 

“Hello! Uff! I don’t understand the program Isabel” STG2 HomePage 

X     X  

-Greeting 

-Expression of difficulty 
-Request for help 

“OOOh!! Jejeje now I understand a little, well, the pla is good”  STG2 HomePage X     X  -Comment about Wiki content 

ST-3 
“OK….” STG2 – China   X   X  -Expression of reassurance  

STG3 ST-1 
“IN THIS PLACEEE! I’m here!!” STG3 HomePage X    X   -Greeting 
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-Explanation of  Wiki use 

“I feel happy! So girls are going to give body to this” STG3 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Expression of emotion 

-Comment about Wiki content 

ST-2 
          

ST-3 
          

ST-4 
          

ST-1 

ST-1 

“k pasaaa gente” PB Works FrontPage 
X   X    

-Code switch 
-Social interaction 

“k pasa nen” ST HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 

-Social interaction 

“jajajaja” STG4 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

“5873” JTG2 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction  

ST-2 

“thanks Isabel, i hope we can work in it very much” STG4 HomePage 
X     X  

-Thank you 

-Expression of expectation 

“ok david!!!!” thanks guy!!!” STG4 HomePage 
  X X    

-Thank you 

-Expression of reassurance  

ST-3 

“Hello! I go to do the second point. Albert and Dani, If you continue to 
do this work start in the point number 3 plis, I start the second point. 

Thank youu!!” 

STG4 HomePage 

  X   X  

-Greeting 
-Expression of intention 

-Request for participation 

-Thank you 

“OK Dani, Than you” STG4 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Expression of reassurance 
-Thank you 

“Dani and Albert, I will change the introduction because this contents are 

in our information an I think that is better to explain other introduction 

opinion. If it’s OK I end the introduction “a good introduction” and the 
retailer and tour operators the point number 2 and conclusion. To speak 

about this, tell me anything in the facebook or in the messenger” 

STG4 HomePage 

  X   X  

-Expression of intention 

-Comment about Wiki content 

-Request for synchronous chat 
-Instruction given 

“Solo keda terminar, Albert: punto 4 y haz unas miniconclusiones, David 

punto: 3 y de lo de la intro y en la expo podremos hacer, Dani expone la 
introduccion y el punto 1, yo el punto 2 y 3, y Albert, el 4 y las 

conclusiones. Que os parece??” 

STG4 HomePpage 

  X   X  

-Expression of intention 

-Request for action 
-Request for participation 

-Suggestion given 

-Question asked about Wiki content  
-Instruction given 

STG5 

ST-1 
          

ST-2 

“we don’t know” STG5 HomePage 
X   X    

-Social interaction 
-Response to student comment 

“The take-off runways are very essential…” STG5 HomePage   X  X   -Comment about Wiki content  

“I love the videos, I think that these are very fantastic and interesting” STG2 – Mexico 
  X   X  

-Expression of emotion 
-Embedded  media  



Appendix 

 

316 
 

ST-3 

“i like that greeting” ST HomePage X     X  -Expression of emotion 

“hello! We are Anne and David” ST HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

“k pasa neeeeeeeeeeen” ST HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 
-Social interaction 

“don’t worry be happy” ST HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

“Feliz fiestas” ST HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 

-Social interaction 

ST-4 
“hihihihihihi))))))))))))))” ST HomePage X   X    -Greeting  

JTG1 

ST-1 
“(8) I Want Your Love And I Want Your Revenge You and Me Could 

Write a Bad Romance(8)” 

JT HomePage 
X   X    

-Social interaction 

ST-2 
          

ST-3 
          

JTG2 

ST-1 
“ por fin =)” JTG2 HomePage 

 X  X    
-Code switch 
-Social interaction  

ST-2 
“Anne, now I can finally enter to the wiki, but I haven’t receive your 

invitation. I have make it by my own way” 

JTG2 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Response to teacher comment 

-Explanation of work done  

ST-3 
“lady gaga es hermafroditaaaa!” JT HomePage X   X    -Social interaction  

JTG3 

ST-1 

“wiki-wikiii! JT HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

“marianaaaaaa!” JTG5 HomePage 
X   X    

-Greeting 

-Social interaction  

ST-2 
“ :p “ JT3 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

ST-3 
          

ST-4 

“hahaha, I think we finally will find this wiki cool TT” JT3 HomePage X    X   -Expression of emotion 

“Andale andaleee amigo” JTG5 HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 

-Social interaction 

“bLaaabLaaa! I’m so hungry U_u’” JTG6 HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 

-Social interaction  

JTG4 

ST-1 

“Xddddddd” JTG4 HomePage 
X   X    

-Response to student comment   

-Social interaction  

“Deleted Commentp! anybody asked your opinion!”  JTG4 HomePage 
X   X    

-Insult 

-Social interaction  

!Deleted Comment’ JTG6 HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 

-Social interaction  

ST-2 

“Oh my God :O” JTG4 HomePage 
X   X    

-Response to student comment  

-Social interaction  

“I’m hungry….” JTG4 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction  



Appendix 

 

317 
 

“ :p “ JTG4 HomePage X   X     -Social interaction  

“neuus write in englishhhhhh! JTG6 HomePage 
X      X 

-Correction of meaning 

-Suggestion given  

 
ST-3 

“hellooooooo” JTG7 HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

ST-4 

“I’m so hungry too =(” JTG3 HomePage 
X   X    

-Social interaction 

-Response to student comment  

 

“LOL” JTG4 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction  

“Cool! I like it! =)” JTG5 HomePage X     X  -Expression of emotion 

JTG5 

ST-1 

“where is Raquel?” STG5 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

“I love this song!! but it doesn’t fit with Mexico,, isn’t it? hahaha” JTG5 HomePage 
X     X  

-Comment about Wiki content 

-Suggestion given  

ST-2 

“hey””” perdon que no pude ir! pero no se preocupen nuestra wiki va a 
ser la major… a y sabes tengo tequila en casa cuando pa cuando quieran 

jeje,..”   

JTG5 HomePage 
X    X   

-Code switch 
-Social interaction 

-Expression of emotion  

“Tengo hambre!!!!” JTG5 HomePage 
  X X    

-Code switch 

-Social interaction 

ST-3 
          

ST-4 

“Hello for anybody there” JT HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

“Well, I have part in MARIANA’S TEAM: we are Chiara, Mariana 

(obviously), Marcos & me (Sebas). Our topic will be “Tourism 

attractions in Mexico D.F.”.  

JT HomePage 

X     X  

-Introduction 

“QUE CORRA EL TEQUILA!!” JTG5 HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 
-Social interaction 

“Ok, tomo nota my Dear.” JTG5 HomePage 

X   X    

-Code switch 

-Social interaction 

-Response to student comment  

Thank u so much Anne, we will do it!!” JTG5 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Response to teacher comment 
-Thank you 

JTG6 

ST-1 
“helloo” JTG7 HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

ST-2 

“Hello! I’m Ester and I’m in “Sandra’s Team”. We’re 3: Sandra Esther 
and me, Ester n. I hate that kind of “pages”, so I think you will not see me 

very often. Regards!”.  

JT HomePage 

X     X  

-Greeting 
-Introduction 

-Expression of emotion 

-Sign-off  

“I wish it too. T.T” JTG3 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

“Hi Neus, Anna and Ivette :D I can see you if I turn myself, but… uff 

xD” 

JTG4 HomePage 
X   X    

-Greeting  

-Social interaction  

“Neus, you scare me…O.o” JTG4 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction  
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“Neuslc said at 6:00 am on Dec 3, 2009 arg! Deleted comment !! U_u’ 

LOOOL” 

JTG6 HomePage 
X   X    

-Response to student comment 

-Social interaction 

“BERGA and LA PATUM: TO BE CONTINUED” JTG6 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Expression of intention 
-Comment about wiki content  

ST-3 
          

JTG7 

ST-1 
          

ST-2 

“Hi girls!! Wowwww… you are working very hard! Kisess! RTG2 HomePage 
 X    X  

-Greeting 

-Acknowledgement of work done 

“HI HI HI! =) We also have a wiki page!  RTG6 HomePage 
X    X   

-Greeting 

-Explanation of Wiki use  

“WANTED!” JTG5 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

“oooh my god! party in Mariana’ home!” JTG5 HomePage 
X   X    

-Response to student comment  

-Social interaction 

ST-3 
“hahahaha! us too, we are hungry” JT3 HomePage X   X    -Social interaction 

RTG1 

ST-1 
          

ST-2 
“WHAT’S YOUR TOPIC?” STG5 HomePage X     X  -Question asked about Wiki content 

ST-3 
          

ST-4 
          

RTG2 

ST-1 
“I LOVE WIKITOURISM” RT HomePage X   X    -Expression of emotion 

ST-2 

“hii” RT HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

“heyheyhye” RT HomePage   X X    -Social interaction 

ST-3 

“Hi Anne, we have made a video with pictures of tourist attractions in the 

presentation. We hope that you agree…” 

RTG2 HomePage 

 X    X  

-Greeting 

-Embedded media 
-Explanation of work done 

-Request for teacher approval  

“jajajaj thank youuuu!” RTG2 HomePage 
 X    X  

-Thank you 

-Response to student comment  

ST-4 

“Hi Anne! I hope that you agree with our changes! When we finish the 
exams, we going to work more in the wiki” 

RTG2 HomePage 
X     X  

-Greeting 
-Expression of expectation 

-Expression of intention 

“Anne, I put the list of tourist attractions that we want to work, we will 

fill every tourist attraction with its information, but this way you see the 
whole scheme of work. We have chosen a list of the most important 

attractions to work only with them. You agree? =)” 

RTG2 HomePage 

 X    X  

-Comment about Wiki content 

-Expression of intention 
-Explanation of work done  

-Question asked about wiki content  

“Another thing! We have a little problem with the name of the attractions, 

because it is difficult to translate some names, now we have put some 
original names or some names in Spanish because we have doubts, but 

RTG2 HomePage 

 X    X  

-Expression of difficulty  

-Request for help  
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when we talk with you we talk about this, ok?” 

RTG3 

ST-1 
          

ST-2 
“wnas genteeee :D” RT HomePage 

X   X    
-Code switch 

-Greeting 

ST-3 
          

ST-4 “hiiii” RT HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

RTG4 

ST-1 

“Helloooo!” RT HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

“Activities to do is a point of my part :S I haven’t written anything yet 
because I’m doing the text in Word and then I will upload it!! So you 

don’t have to put anything in this part;)” 

RTG4 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Explanation of work done  
-Instruction given  

“Don’t worry, I have a lot of information about it, offers, etc. Agata, can 

you put a link in each section so we can go back to the front page, if you 
are good in links? :D You could write “Back” or “Front Page”, I don’t 

know, what you want”  

RTG4 HomePage 

  X   X  

-Response to student comment 

-Request for action 
-Request for participation  

-Instruction given  

“If you can!” RTG4 HomePage   X   X  -Request for action 

ST-2 

“all links added, I hope you like it” RTG4 HomePage   X   X  -Expression of expectation 

“nonononon, I did the point 5, im looking for it, I lose it xDDD I find it, 
don’t worry” 

RTG4 HomePage 
  X   X  

-Explanation of Wiki use 
-Response to student comment 

 

“I’ve found it: when you open point 1, up on “create pag” appears “did 

you mean 5-activities to do…”, then you must to click there, that is the 
correct pag” 

RTG4 HomePage 

  X  X   

-Explanation of “how to” 

-Explanation of Wiki use  
-Instruction given  

“I wanted to say point 5******+” RTG4 HomePage   X   X  -Correction of meaning  

“okokko… I only put 10 pictures more or less, and names of some 

activities, if you want we can explain together” 

RTG4 HomePage 

  X   X  

-Response to student comment 

-Explanation of work done 

-Suggestion given 

“ana connect in msn please” RTG4 HomePage   X   X  -Request for synchronous chat 

ST-3 
“Hello! Wiki-wiki! RT HomePage X   X    -Greeting 

ST-4 

“holaaaaa!” RT HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 

-Greeting 

“I added the information that I explain last day in the class” RTG4 HomePage 
 X    X  

-Explanation of work done 

-Comment about Wiki content  

“agata in activities to do (point 5) there isn’t any information, so I put a 
link in the general page that explain different activities people can do in 

rural tourism in Valencia … I don’t know how I can introduce this 

information in point 5, please help! 

RTG4 HomePage 

  X  X   

-Comment about wiki content 
-Explanation of work done 

-Expression of difficulty 

-Request for help  
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RTG5 

ST-1 

“hello!! We have decided to add a section with different pictures of really 

exclusive hotels, and when we will talk about the services we could 

prepare a video” 

RTG5 HomePage 

X     X  

-Greeting 

-Comment about Wiki content 

-Expression of intention  
-Explanation of work done  

ST-2 

“buenaaas!” RT HomePage 
X   X    

-Code switch 

-Greeting 

“Hi! Our topic is: LUXURY ACCOMODATION” We will explain the 

most exclusive type of accommodation so we made a plan for show the 

contents that we will present.  
1st – Explanation about services that grand hotels offer 

2nd – We….” 

RTG5 HomePage 

X     X  

-Greeting 

-Introduction 

-Comment about Wiki content 
-Expression of intention  

ST-3 
“helloooo helloooooo :D” RT HomePage X   X    -Greeting  

ST-4 
          

RTG6 

ST-1 
“hi people!” RT HomePage X   X    -Greeting  

ST-2 
“Hello everyone” RT HomePage X   X    -Greeting  

ST-3 “hiii people! ” RT HomePage X   X    -Greeting  
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TOTAL OF TEACHERS’ COMMENTS SUMMARY 
 

Table E3 

 

TEACHER 

# 

COMMENTS 

TOTAL 

COMMENT 

CATEGORIES 

TOTAL 

P
h

a
se

 I
 

P
h

a
se

 I
I 

P
h

a
se

 I
II

 

S
o

ci
a

l 

T
ec

h
n

ic
a

l 

P
ed

a
g
o

g
ic

a
l 

L
in

g
u

is
ti

c 

ST 10 0 5 15 5 2 8 0 15 

JT 2 0 7 9 0 2 7 0 9 

RT 14 17 12 43 6 16 21 0 43 

TOTAL 26 17 24 67 11 20 36 0 67 
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USER PROFILE SETTINGS 

Table F1 
 

Teacher Group  Student 

Setting Function: Profile Views 

Personal  

Info 
Photo Location First Last 

Page Views Counts 

Per Student 

Total Page 

Views Counts 

per Group 

Total Page 

Views 

Counts 

per Teacher 

Groups 

Total Page 

Views Counts 

all Teacher 

Groups 

ST  

17 sts 

“Low Cost” 

Laia No BW No 23-11-09 04-04-11 497 

946 

4506 

11857 

Marina No No No 23-11-09 09-05-10 131 

Maribel No  No No 23-11-09 09-05-10 318 

“Aldemegi's” 

Deiby No  No No 03-12-09 10-05-10 111 

1095 
Alba No No No  01-12-09 07-05-10 710 

Gisela No No No 23-11-09 09-05-10 32 

Meritxell No No No  23-11-09 30-03-11 242 

“Travel Agencies” 

Albert No  No No  23-11-09 10-05-10 299 

547 Daniel No  No No  23-11-09 27-04-11 63 

David No No No  23-11-09 09-05-10 185 

“Airports” 

Nuria  No No No  23-11-09 10-05-10 268 

806 
Ana F.   No Yes C 23-11-09 10-05-10 316 

Elena  No No No 19-10-08 05-03-10 20 

Uvalina  No No No  23-11-09 10-05-10 202 

“Culturalia” 

Joy No Yes C 23-11-09 07-04-11 711 

1112 Carleni No No C 23-11-09 10-05-10 150 

Vanessa No No No  23-11-09 12-04-11 251 

JT 

23 sts 

“Oasis of the seas” 

Marcos No No C 25-11-09 10-05-10 344 

682 

4002 

Cristina No No No  25-11-09 09-05-10 120 

Sara * No No C 03-12-09 12-05-10 218 

“Luxury hotels around the 

World” 

Irene No No C 25-11-09 21-11-10 189 

395 Eli No No No  25-11-09 25-05-10 112 

Aleix No No No  25-11-09 26-05-10 94 

“Germany's main tourist 

attractions” 

Sergi No Yes C 01-12-09 09-05-10 12 

342 
Anna No No C 25-11-09 09-05-10 109 

Silvia No  No No  25-11-09 08-05-10 86 

Laura No No C 25´11-09 11-04-11 135 

“Resorts” 

Neus No Sil No 25-11-09 09-05-10 101 
870 

Anna No No No 25-11-09 09-05-10 322 

Ivette No No C 25-11-09 29-04-11 447  

  
“Andale mexico!!andale Mexico!!” 

Chiara No No No  25-11-09 29-04-11 322 

888 Mariana No Yes No  25-11-09 09-05-10 43 

Marcos No No C 25-11-09 06-05-12 359 
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Sebas No No No  25-11-09 09-05-10 164 

“An alternative tour of Catalonia” 

Sandra No No No  17-11-09 09-05-10 9 

382 Ester No Avatar B 17-11-09 10-05-10 352 

Esther No No No  25-11-09 08-05-10 21 

“The 7 wonders of the world” 

Marta No No C  25-11-09 06-05-10 128 

443 Patri No No C  25-11-09 08-05-10 54 

Georgina No Yes C 01-12-09 01-07-10 261 

RT 

23 sts 

“Aquatic parks around the world 

and summer events” 

Cristina No No No  17-11-09 06-04-11 266 

928 

3349 

Carol No No No  01-12-09 15-05-10 176 

Pili No No No  17-11-09 27-04-11 378 

Leidy No No No  17-11-09 13-04-11 108 

“Tourist attractions” 

Ana  No No No  16-03-10 09-05-10 40 

773 
Marta No No No  01-12-09 07-05-10 246 

Raisa No No No  17-11-09 09-05-10 464 

Alba No No No  23-11-09 28-04-11 23 

“Theme Parks” Chistopher No No No  19-01-10 09-05-10 117 

470 
Georgina No No No  17-11-09 04-05-10 34 

Sandra No No No  25-11-09 09-05-10 286 

Gemma No Yes C   17-11-09 09-05-10 33 

“Rural Tourism in Catalonia” 

Ana No Sil C 17-11-09 10-05-10 241 

624 
Agata No No No  17-11-09 09-05-10 269 

Alex No Yes C 19-01-10 30-03-11 55 

Maria No No No  01-12-09 09-05-10 59 

“Luxury accommodation 

 

Silvia No No No  17-11-09 08-05-10 170 

301 
Alejandro No No C  17-11-09 06-05-10 20 

Ariadna No No No  07-01-10 31-03-11 51 

Javier No No No  17-11-09 16-05-10 60 

“Youth Hostels” 

Dany No No C  17-11-09 10-05-10 245 

253 Raquel No No No  01-12-09 27-04-11 4 

Laia  No No No  17-11-09 01-12-09 4 
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ST GROUPS PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

Tables G1 

STG1 Summary 

Students 

# Contributions #Days Writing Process Comments 

Assessment Page Views Comments 

P
h

a
se

 I
 

P
h

a
se

 I
I 

P
h

a
se

 I
II

 

P
h

a
se

 I
 

P
h

a
se

 I
I 

P
h

a
se

 I
II
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in
g
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R
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n
 

S
o

ci
a

l 

T
ec

h
n
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a

l 

P
ed

a
g

o
g
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a

l 

ST 1 5 7 98 3 1 9 9 1 100 0 1 1 6 497 

-More contributions in Phase III. 

-More revision in the writing process. 

-Person who made more comments in her group. 
-Person who had the higher mark in her group. 

-Person who had the higher number of page 

views in her group.  

ST 2 0 0 54 0 0 6 4 0 50 0 0 1 5.5 131 

-Only contributes in Phase III. 

-No content development. 

-One pedagogical comment only. 
-She passes the project.  

-Person who had the lowest number of page 

views in her group.  

ST 3 0 0 75 0 0 10 3 2 49 0 0 0 5.5 318 

-Only contributes in Phase III.  

-More revision in the writing process. 

-No comments. 
-She passes the project.  

-Good number of page views.  

Subtotals 5 7 227 3 1 25 16 3 199 0 1 2 17 946 

Totals 239 29 218 3 17 946 
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STG2 Summary 

Students 

# Contributions #Days Writing Process Comments 

Assessment Page Views Comments 

P
h

a
se

 I
 

P
h

a
se

 I
I 

P
h

a
se

 I
II

 

P
h
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se
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P
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I 

P
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o
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P
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a
g

o
g
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a
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ST 1 2 0 181 2 0 16 12 6 165 4 0 3 7 711 

-More contributions in Phase III.  

-Good actions in content and planning but more 
action in revision in the writing process. 

-Member of his group who made more comments. 

-Leader of the group. 
-Member who had a higher number of page views.  

ST 2 1 0 37 1 0 5 4 3 31 0 0 2 6 150 

-More contributions in Phase III.  

-More revision actions.  

-Good pedagogical comments.  
-Member with the lowest mark in her group.  

-Member with less page views.  

ST 3 0 0 132 0 0 3 3 3 126 0 0 1 6.5 250 

-Only contributes in Phase III.  

-Only contributes in three days.  

-More revision actions.  

-Good mark 
-Good number of page views.  

Subtotals 3 0 350 3 0 25 19 12 322 4 0 6 19.5 1112 

Totals 353 28 353 10 19.5 1112 
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STG3 Summary 

Students 

# Contributions #Days Writing Process Comments 

Assessment Page Views Comments 

P
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a
se

 I
 

P
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P
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P
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P
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a
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ST 1 4 0 45 2 0 4 18 24 7 0 0 0 5 242 

-More contributions in Phase III.  

-A lot of actions related to content development. 
-No comments.  

-She passes the project.  

-Good number of page views. 

ST 2 0 0 10 0 0 4 7 17 5 0 1 1 4.5 111 

-Only contributes in Phase III and in 4 days.  
-A lot of actions related to content development.  

-Only member of the group who made comments. 

-She failed the project.  
-Low number of page views.  

ST 3 0 0 11 0 0 4 4 3 3 0 0 0 4.5 710 

-Only contributes in Phase III and in 4 days. 

-Fewer contributions and actions.  

-No comments.  

-She failed the project.  

-High number of page views.  

ST 4 1 0 28 1 0 4 1 7 3 0 0 0 4 32 

-More contributions in Phase III.  

-Fewer contributions and actions. 

-No comments.  
-She failed the subject.  

-Low number of page views.  

Subtotals 5 0 94 3 0 16 30 51 18 0 1 1 18 1095 

Totals 99 19 99 2 18 1095 
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STG4 Summary 

Students 

# Contributions #Days Writing Process Comments 

Assessment Page Views Comments 

P
h

a
se

 I
 

P
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P
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P
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ST 1 2 0 11 2 0 4 2 4 7 1 0 1 5.5 63 

-Few contributions and actions. 

-More revision actions.  
-Good comments  

-He passes the project. 

-Low number of page views. 

ST 2 3 0 24 1 0 2 4 16 7 4 0 0 6 299 

-More contributions in Phase III.  
-Only 3 contribution days.  

-More content development actions.  

-Good mark 
-Good number of page views. 

-Good number of comments 

ST 3 0 0 45 0 0 3 4 19 22 0 0 4 6.5 185 

-Only contributes in Phase III but high number of 

contributions.  

-Only 3 contribution days.  

-A lot of content development and revision actions. 
-Good mark. 

-Good number of page views.  

Subtotals 5 0 80 3 0 9 10 39 36 5 0 5 17.5 547 

Totals 85 12 85 10 17.5 547 
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STG5 Summary 

Students 

# Contributions #Days Writing Process Comments 

Assessment Page Views Comments 
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ST 1 1 1 90 1 1 12 9 5 78 0 0 0 5.5 268 

-A lot of contributions in Phase III. 

-A lot of contribution days.  
-A lot of revision actions.  

-No comments.  

-She passes the project.  
-Good number of page views.  

ST 2 1 0 20 1 0 5 3 2 16 1 1 1 5 202 

-More contributions in Phase III.  

-Few contribution days.  

-More revision actions.  
-Good number of comments. 

-She passes the subject.  

-Good number of page views.  

ST 3 0 0 28 0 0 3 4 0 24 1 0 0 4.5 316 

-Only contributes in Phase III.  

-Only 3 days of contribution.  

-No content development actions.  
-One comment only.  

-She failed the project.  

-Good number of page views.  

ST 4 0 0 3 0 0 1 2 0 1 4 0 1 4.5 20 

-Only 3 contributions.  

-Only one day of contributions.  

-Few actions.  
-A lot of comments (but social comments the 

majority of them).  

-She failed the subject.  
-Few number of page views.  

Subtotals 2 1 141 2 1 21 18 7 119 6 1 2 19.5 806 

Totals 144 24 144 9 19.5 806 
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VISUAL MAPS 

Figures A1 
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Figures A2 
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Figures A3 
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PARTICIPATION OF EACH GROUP MEMBER 
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Graphs A1 
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Graphs A2 
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Graphs A3 
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TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS PER PARTICPANT PER DAY & PER PAGE 

Graphs B1 

 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 

Chronology: Total group contributions 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 

Chronology: Total group contributions 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 

Chronology: Total group contributions 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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Chronology: Total group contributions 

Chronology: Total contributions – each participant 
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QUESTIONNAIRES RESULTS 

 

Questionnaire 1 results 

 
Total TEACHER 

   

 

% Verticales 
 

Junior 
 

Teacher 

Teacher 
 

Researcher 

Senior 
 

Teacher 
 

 

Total 53 17 22 14 
 

 

T1A. Age 
     

 

26 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 
 

 

24 1,9 0 4,8 0 
 

 

22 1,9 0 4,8 0 
 

 

21 9,6 11,8 9,5 7,1 
 

 

20 1,9 0 4,8 0 
 

 

19 15,4 0 19 28,6 
 

 

18 59,6 70,6 57,1 50 
 

 

17 5,8 11,8 0 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 18,92 18,71 19,05 19 
 

 

Deviation 1,96 2,17 1,66 2,22 
 

 

      

 

 
T1A. Gender 

     

 

Female 77,4 82,4 77,3 71,4 
 

 

Male 22,6 17,6 22,7 28,6 
 

 

      

 

T1A. Years studying English 
     

 

15 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

14 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

13 7,5 11,8 4,5 7,1 
 

 

12 20,8 23,5 13,6 28,6 
 

 

11 15,1 11,8 13,6 21,4 
 

 

10 24,5 29,4 27,3 14,3 
 

 

8 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 
 

 

7 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

6 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

4 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 11,04 11,67 11 10,38 
 

 

Deviation 2,22 1,59 2,62 2,14 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.1. I enjoy learning 
English 

     

 

Strongly agree 35,8 47,1 45,5 7,1 
 

 

 
 41,5 52,9 27,3 50 
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Agree 

Neither agree nor disagree 15,1 0 9,1 42,9 
 

 

Disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 77,4 100 72,7 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

 
Mean 4,22 4,47 4,44 3,64 

 

 

Deviation 0,71 0,51 0,7 0,63 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.2. The amount of 
English I learn depends on 
the work I put into it 

     

 

Strongly agree 22,6 17,6 31,8 14,3 
 

 

Agree 49,1 58,8 31,8 64,3 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 17 17,6 13,6 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 71,7 76,5 63,6 78,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,98 3,88 4,11 3,93 
 

 

Deviation 0,78 0,78 0,9 0,62 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.3. The amount of 
English I learn depends on 
the teacher I have 

     

 

Strongly agree 20,8 11,8 27,3 21,4 
 

 

Agree 62,3 82,4 50 57,1 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 7,5 0 4,5 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 83 94,1 77,3 78,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 4,1 4 4,28 4 
 

 

Deviation 0,62 0,61 0,57 0,68 
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T1A. P.4. The amount of 
English I learn depends on my 
classmates 

Strongly agree 15,1 11,8 27,3 0 
 

 

Agree 20,8 5,9 13,6 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 32,1 47,1 22,7 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 15,1 23,5 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 35,8 17,6 40,9 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 24,5 35,3 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,18 2,82 3,5 3,21 
 

 

Deviation 1,2 1,13 1,38 0,97 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.5. Actions that 
successful learners do 

     

 

Practice their English as 
much as possible 86,8 100 81,8 78,6 

 

 

Read a lot 67,9 82,4 59,1 64,3 
 

 

Revise their work a lot 39,6 29,4 40,9 50 
 

 

Reflect on what they have 
learnt or done in class 34 47,1 22,7 35,7 

 

 

Spend a lot of time to 
studing English 15,1 11,8 13,6 21,4 

 

 

Other 22,6 29,4 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.6. A succesful 
language learner is someone 
who... 

     

 

ATTITUDE (INCLUDE:) 50,9 70,6 40,9 42,9 
 

 

Wants to learn 7,5 5,9 13,6 0 
 

 

Mekes an effort/works hard 11,3 11,8 18,2 0 
 

 

Is motivated 22,6 41,2 9,1 21,4 
 

 

Enjoys/ likes learning 11,3 17,6 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Is constant 9,4 11,8 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Participates actively/a lot 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Wants to know about other 
countries/cultures/people 11,3 23,5 4,5 7,1 

 

 

Has an open mind 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

ACTIONS (INCLUDE:) 45,3 41,2 36,4 64,3 
 

 

Studies a lot 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

Practices as much as possible 35,8 35,3 31,8 42,9 
 

 

 
 1,9 0 0 7,1 
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Does all types of 
work/activities 

Dedicates a lot of time to 
learning 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Also learns outside the class 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 
 

 

Practices speaking 18,9 17,6 4,5 42,9 
 

 

Practices writing 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Practices reading 13,2 5,9 4,5 35,7 
 

 

Practices listening 3,8 0 0 14,3 
 

 

Practices using new 
vocabulary and grammar 
structures 5,7 0 0 21,4 

 

 

Watches movies/TV in English 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

Listens to music in English 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 
 

 

ABILITIES/SKILLS (INCLUDE:) 35,8 41,2 27,3 42,9 
 

 

Thinks in the language 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Can express themselves 
fluently easily 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 

 

 

Learns with ease 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Is secure and confident 
speaking the language 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

Is capable of understanding 
correctly 11,3 23,5 4,5 7,1 

 

 

Knows the grammar 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Has a wide vocabulary 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Has a solid base of the 
language 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 

 

 

Writes correctly 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Has a good teacher 9,4 0 9,1 21,4 
 

 

Learns for future goals 5,7 0 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Nc/Nr 7,5 0 18,2 0 
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T1A. P.7. I enjoy working in 
groups 

Strongly agree 17 11,8 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Agree 37,7 29,4 27,3 64,3 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 24,5 41,2 22,7 7,1 
 

 

Disagree 13,2 17,6 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 54,7 41,2 45,5 85,7 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 13,2 17,6 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,63 3,35 3,61 4 
 

 

Deviation 0,95 0,93 1,04 0,78 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.8. Working in groups 
makes learning English easier 

     

 

Strongly agree 15,1 5,9 9,1 35,7 
 

 

Agree 22,6 11,8 18,2 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 43,4 64,7 45,5 14,3 
 

 

Disagree 11,3 17,6 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 37,7 17,6 27,3 78,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 11,3 17,6 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,45 3,06 3,33 4,07 
 

 

Deviation 0,91 0,75 0,84 0,92 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.9. I think that we can 
learn more when we work in 
groups 

     

 

Strongly agree 15,1 5,9 0 50 
 

 

Agree 20,8 23,5 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 47,2 58,8 50 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 35,8 29,4 18,2 71,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 9,4 11,8 13,6 0 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,43 3,24 3 4,21 
 

 

Deviation 0,94 0,75 0,77 0,89 
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T1A. P.10. I enjoy doing 
group projects in English 

Strongly agree 7,5 5,9 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Agree 49,1 41,2 50 57,1 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 22,6 29,4 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 13,2 23,5 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 56,6 47,1 54,5 71,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 13,2 23,5 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,55 3,29 3,61 3,79 
 

 

Deviation 0,84 0,92 0,78 0,8 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.11. I think I work 
better when we work in groups 
in English 

     

 

Strongly agree 13,2 11,8 4,5 28,6 
 

 

Agree 26,4 5,9 31,8 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 52,9 31,8 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 11,3 23,5 9,1 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 39,6 17,6 36,4 71,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 15,1 29,4 13,6 0 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,37 2,94 3,28 4 
 

 

Deviation 1,01 1,03 0,96 0,78 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.12. Actions that 
successful learners do 

     

 

Discuss and comment as much 
as possible with their group 81,1 88,2 72,7 85,7 

 

 

They ask for help from others 
as much as necessary 60,4 58,8 59,1 64,3 

 

 

Work well in groups 49,1 58,8 31,8 64,3 
 

 

Revise their group's work 43,4 58,8 31,8 42,9 
 

 

Reflect on what they have 
done as a group 39,6 41,2 36,4 42,9 

 

 

Other 9,4 5,9 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
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T1A. P.13. By working in 
groups, I expect to... 

ATTITUDE (INCLUDE:) 15,1 17,6 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Have interesting classes 7,5 0 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Have more dynamic classes 3,8 0 9,1 0 
 

 

Be exposed to a new way of 
learning 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 

 

 

Like/Enjoy it 7,5 11,8 4,5 7,1 
 

 

ACCIONES (INCLUDE:) 37,7 47,1 40,9 21,4 
 

 

Practice the language 17 29,4 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Practice speaking 3,8 0 9,1 0 
 

 

Practice listening 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Exchange/share learning 
experiencies 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 

 

 

Exchange/share ideas, opinions 20,8 23,5 27,3 7,1 
 

 

ABILITIES/SKILLS (INCLUDE:) 69,8 82,4 50 85,7 
 

 

Learn to work as a team 
/cooperate 24,5 35,3 0 50 

 

 

Learn the language 3,8 0 9,1 0 
 

 

Learn from my companions 13,2 11,8 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Learn new words and vocabulary 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Improve my relationship with 
my companions 20,8 17,6 22,7 21,4 

 

 

Acquire fluency 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Improve my English 5,7 0 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Identify my errors with the 
help of my group 15,1 17,6 9,1 21,4 

 

 

Improve my communication 
skills 9,4 17,6 9,1 0 

 

 

NEGATIVO (INCLUDE:) 24,5 23,5 27,3 21,4 
 

 

Not enjoy it 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Experience tension 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Not have the work shared 
equally 5,7 0 4,5 14,3 

 

 

Have difficulties due the 
different levels of sts in 
the group 5,7 5,9 4,5 7,1 

 

 

Work/participate less 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Prefer to work individually 11,3 11,8 18,2 0 
 

 

Nc/Nr 7,5 0 18,2 0 
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T1A. P.14. I enjoy writing in 
English 

Strongly agree 13,5 17,6 14,3 7,1 
 

 

Agree 19,2 17,6 23,8 14,3 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 36,5 52,9 23,8 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 21,2 11,8 19 35,7 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 32,7 35,3 38,1 21,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 21,2 11,8 19 35,7 
 

 

Without response 9,6 0 19 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,28 3,41 3,41 2,92 
 

 

Deviation 0,99 0,94 1,06 0,95 
 

 

      

 

 
T1A. P.15. Writing is an 
individual activity 

     

 

Strongly agree 35,8 35,3 36,4 35,7 
 

 

Agree 24,5 23,5 27,3 21,4 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 18,9 23,5 9,1 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 11,3 17,6 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 60,4 58,8 63,6 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 11,3 17,6 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 18,2 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,94 3,76 4,11 3,92 
 

 

Deviation 1,06 1,15 1,02 1,04 
 

 

      

 

 
T1A. P.16. Working in groups 
makes writing more interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 5,7 0 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Agree 26,4 23,5 18,2 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 35,8 47,1 40,9 14,3 
 

 

Disagree 20,8 23,5 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 32,1 23,5 22,7 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 22,6 29,4 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 18,2 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,15 2,88 3,11 3,54 
 

 

Deviation 0,92 0,86 0,83 1,05 
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T1A. P.17. I usually plan my 
writing assignments before 
writing them 

Strongly agree 13,2 11,8 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Agree 43,4 58,8 36,4 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 30,2 17,6 27,3 50 
 

 

Disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 56,6 70,6 54,5 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 18,2 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,69 3,59 3,89 3,54 
 

 

Deviation 0,88 1,12 0,76 0,66 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.18. I usually revise 
my writing assignments before 
handing them in 

     

 

Strongly agree 20,8 35,3 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Agree 52,8 52,9 45,5 64,3 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Disagree 7,5 0 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 73,6 88,2 63,6 71,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 7,5 0 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 18,2 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,96 4,24 3,89 3,69 
 

 

Deviation 0,82 0,66 0,9 0,85 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.19. I write several 
drafts before my final version 

     

 

Strongly agree 11,3 11,8 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Agree 26,4 23,5 31,8 21,4 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 28,3 35,3 9,1 50 
 

 

Disagree 17 17,6 22,7 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 37,7 35,3 45,5 28,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 22,6 29,4 27,3 7,1 
 

 

Without response 11,3 0 18,2 14,3 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,23 3,06 3,33 3,33 
 

 

Deviation 1,11 1,2 1,24 0,78 
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T1A. P.20. I prefer using a 
computer to do my writing 
assignments 

     

 

Strongly agree 20,8 23,5 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Agree 22,6 23,5 18,2 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 47,1 31,8 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 5,7 0 13,6 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 43,4 47,1 36,4 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 9,4 5,9 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 18,2 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,56 3,59 3,5 3,62 
 

 

Deviation 1,05 1,06 1,04 1,12 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.21. Actions that 
successful learners do 

     

 

Reread what they have written 73,6 100 72,7 42,9 
 

 

Think about the 
corrections/changes they have 
made 71,7 82,4 63,6 71,4 

 

 

Discuss their corrections, 
changes and errors with the 
class/teacher 62,3 64,7 59,1 64,3 

 

 

Take note of any errors 60,4 52,9 50 85,7 
 

 

Edit and rewrite the 
assignment with 
corrections/changes 54,7 76,5 45,5 42,9 

 

 

Other 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 18,2 7,1 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.22. By writing in 
groups, I expect to... 

     

 

ATTITUDE (INCLUDE:) 5,7 5,9 0 14,3 
 

 

Like/enjoy it 5,7 5,9 0 14,3 
 

 

ACCIONES (INCLUDE:) 45,3 64,7 40,9 28,6 
 

 

Work more 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Practice speaking 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Practice writing 7,5 17,6 4,5 0 
 

 

Exchange/share learning 
experiences and knowledge 3,8 0 9,1 0 

 

 

Exchange/share ideas, opinions 26,4 41,2 22,7 14,3 
 

 

Produce better work: more 
organised, complete 13,2 5,9 18,2 14,3 

 

 

 
 58,5 76,5 50 50 
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ABILITIES/SKILLS (INCLUDE:) 

Learn to work as a team 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 
 

 

Learn the language 5,7 5,9 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Learn from my companions 13,2 23,5 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Learn new words and vocabulary 11,3 11,8 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Learn about my errors with 
help from the group 13,2 11,8 22,7 0 

 

 

Learn from the errors of my 
group 13,2 23,5 9,1 7,1 

 

 

Improve my relationship with 
my companions 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Improve my writing 15,1 17,6 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Improve my ability to share 
knowledge 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

Improve my knowledge of 
English/learn more 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

Learn new grammar 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Make writing/working easier 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

NEGATIVO (INCLUDE:) 7,5 5,9 13,6 0 
 

 

Not like/enjoy it 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Prefer not to do it/prefer to 
write individually 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Have difficulty 
agreeing/working 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Not have the work shared 
equally 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Have difficulty organising 
our work 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

Nc/Nr 15,1 0 18,2 28,6 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.23. I use technology a 
lot in my spare time 

     

 

Strongly agree 35,8 41,2 27,3 42,9 
 

 

Agree 35,8 29,4 31,8 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 13,2 23,5 13,6 0 
 

 

Disagree 7,5 5,9 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 71,7 70,6 59,1 92,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 7,5 5,9 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 4,08 4,06 3,94 4,29 
 

 

Deviation 0,93 0,97 1 0,83 
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T1A. P.24. I think using 
technology makes learning 
English more interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 24,5 35,3 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Agree 37,7 35,3 36,4 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 24,5 23,5 18,2 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 62,3 70,6 54,5 64,3 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,88 4 3,78 3,86 
 

 

Deviation 0,88 0,94 0,94 0,77 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.25. I would prefer to 
use more technology in 
English class 

     

 

Strongly agree 11,3 11,8 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Agree 30,2 23,5 31,8 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 41,2 31,8 42,9 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 17,6 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 41,5 35,3 40,9 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 13,2 23,5 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 0 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,39 3,18 3,44 3,57 
 

 

Deviation 0,98 1,07 0,98 0,85 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.26. I think I will 
find using wikis difficult 

     

 

Strongly agree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Agree 18,9 17,6 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 34 17,6 27,3 64,3 
 

 

Disagree 24,5 41,2 22,7 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 13,2 23,5 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 18,9 17,6 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 37,7 64,7 31,8 14,3 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 22,7 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 2,65 2,29 2,71 3 
 

 

Deviation 0,98 1,05 0,99 0,78 
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T1A. P.27. I think I will 
find using wikis motivating 

Strongly agree 5,7 0 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Agree 32,1 52,9 13,6 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 35,8 17,6 50 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 13,2 17,6 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 37,7 52,9 18,2 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 17 29,4 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 22,7 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,25 3,12 3,18 3,5 
 

 

Deviation 0,93 1,11 0,73 0,94 
 

 

      

 

 
T1A. P.28. I would like to 
have practice using wikis in 
English class 

     

 

Strongly agree 13,2 5,9 18,2 14,3 
 

 

Agree 34 52,9 13,6 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 28,3 23,5 31,8 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 5,9 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 47,2 58,8 31,8 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 15,1 17,6 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Without response 9,4 0 22,7 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,44 3,35 3,41 3,57 
 

 

Deviation 1,07 1,11 1,18 0,94 
 

 

      

 

 
T1A. P.29. Group work will be 
easier to do with wikis 

     

 

Strongly agree 15,1 17,6 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Agree 32,1 58,8 22,7 14,3 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 34 23,5 27,3 57,1 
 

 

Disagree 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 47,2 76,5 40,9 21,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 13,2 0 22,7 14,3 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,65 3,94 3,65 3,25 
 

 

Deviation 0,85 0,66 1 0,75 
 

 

      

 



Appendix 

 

396 
 

T1A. P.30. Using wikis will 
make writing in English more 
interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 7,5 5,9 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Agree 39,6 41,2 40,9 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 30,2 29,4 22,7 42,9 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 23,5 0 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 47,2 47,1 50 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 11,3 23,5 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Without response 11,3 0 22,7 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,47 3,29 3,65 3,46 
 

 

Deviation 0,88 0,92 0,93 0,78 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.31. Ways using wikis 
will contribute to improving 
English 

     

 

Improve my writing 73,6 76,5 63,6 85,7 
 

 

Improve my reading 69,8 76,5 59,1 78,6 
 

 

Improve my grammar and 
accuracy in English 67,9 70,6 63,6 71,4 

 

 

Improve my relationship with 
my group and classmates 60,4 70,6 59,1 50 

 

 

Expand my knowledge and 
information 58,5 82,4 54,5 35,7 

 

 

Other 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Without response 11,3 0 22,7 7,1 
 

 

      

 

T1A. P.32. Using wikis this 
semester in English class, I 
expect to... 

     

 

ATTITUDE (INCLUDE:) 28,3 35,3 18,2 35,7 
 

 

Have fun / be interested 5,7 0 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Be motivated to participate 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Try new methods of learning 24,5 35,3 13,6 28,6 
 

 

ACCIONES (INCLUDE:) 35,8 29,4 45,5 28,6 
 

 

To practice writing 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 
 

 

To practice reading 3,8 0 9,1 0 
 

 

To learn more about technology 20,8 23,5 27,3 7,1 
 

 

To learn new words and 
vocabulary 13,2 5,9 13,6 21,4 

 

 

ABILITIES/SKILLS (INCLUDE:) 64,2 64,7 59,1 

 
 
 

71,4 
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To improve my 
relationship/knowledge of my 
companions 15,1 17,6 13,6 14,3 

 

 

To improve my level of English 13,2 0 9,1 35,7 
 

 

To improve my 
grammar/knowledge of grammar 11,3 11,8 9,1 14,3 

 

 

To communicate more with my 
companions/spend more time 
communicating 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

To improve my writing 20,8 11,8 27,3 21,4 
 

 

To learn how to use wikis 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 
 

 

To learn how to organise our 
work 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 

 

 

To see the work of our 
companions 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

To improve/expand my knowledge 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

To improve spelling 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Work faster 3,8 0 9,1 0 
 

 

Write more 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Get over my fear of technology 9,4 17,6 4,5 7,1 
 

 

NEGATIVO (INCLUDE:) 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Not like it 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Not find it effective as a 
way of learning 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Nc/Nr 13,2 0 27,3 7,1 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.1. I am enjoying 
learning English this semester 

     

 

Strongly agree 17 17,6 18,2 14,3 
 

 

Agree 47,2 47,1 45,5 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 24,5 17,6 22,7 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 64,2 64,7 63,6 64,3 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,78 3,69 3,85 3,79 
 

 

Deviation 0,86 1,08 0,81 0,7 
 

 

      

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
T1B. P.2. I am improving my 

     

 

Questionnaire 2 results 
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English this semester 

Strongly agree 13,2 11,8 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Agree 41,5 58,8 36,4 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 30,2 17,6 27,3 50 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 5,9 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 54,7 70,6 54,5 35,7 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 9,4 5,9 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,62 3,81 3,7 3,29 
 

 

Deviation 0,85 0,75 0,92 0,83 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.3. My teacher is 
contributing to the amount of 
English I am learning this 
semester 

     

 

Strongly agree 30,2 29,4 18,2 50 
 

 

Agree 52,8 47,1 59,1 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 9,4 11,8 13,6 0 
 

 

Disagree 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 83 76,5 77,3 100 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 4,18 4,06 4,05 4,5 
 

 

Deviation 0,69 0,85 0,6 0,52 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.4. My classmates are 
contributing to the amount of 
English I am learning this 
semester 

     

 

Strongly agree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Agree 18,9 11,8 13,6 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 60,4 64,7 54,5 64,3 
 

 

Disagree 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 20,8 11,8 18,2 35,7 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 13,2 17,6 18,2 0 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

 

     
 

Mean 3,04 2,88 2,95 3,36 
 

 

Deviation 0,78 0,72 0,94 0,5 
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T1B. P.5. Actions you are 
doing this semester 

     

 

I am practicing my English as 
much as possible 69,8 58,8 68,2 85,7 

 

 

I am revising my work 50,9 47,1 45,5 64,3 
 

 

I am reflecting on what I 
have learnt or done in class 45,3 52,9 31,8 57,1 

 

 

I am reading a lot 17 5,9 22,7 21,4 
 

 

I am spending a lot of time 
to studing English 15,1 5,9 13,6 28,6 

 

 

Other 11,3 5,9 9,1 21,4 
 

 

Without response 11,3 11,8 18,2 0 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.6. My experience 
(participation, work, etc) 
learning English so far this 
semester 

     

 

POSITIVE (INCLUDE:) 71,7 82,4 54,5 85,7 
 

 

I like/ am enjoying it/the 
classes are good 22,6 23,5 13,6 35,7 

 

 

I like the focus on oral 
activities 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

I like my teacher/my teacher 
is helping me/my teacher is 
very good 11,3 23,5 4,5 7,1 

 

 

I especially like the 
(tourism) vocabulary we are 
acquiring 18,9 17,6 18,2 21,4 

 

 

I want to learn as much as 
possible 7,5 5,9 9,1 7,1 

 

 

I want to practice as much as 
possible 13,2 17,6 4,5 21,4 

 

 

The classes are dynamic and 
interactive/I like the group 
work we are doing 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

We are practicing the oral 
part a lot 15,1 11,8 9,1 28,6 

 

 

I am working a lot to improve 
my level 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

I am improving my level of 
Englisch a lot 17 23,5 9,1 21,4 

 

 

I am improving in my fluency 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

NEGATIVE (INCLUDE:) 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 
 

 

It is boring/not motivating 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

We are going too slow 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

NEUTRAL (INCLUDE:) 26,4 11,8 45,5 14,3 
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We need more participation 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 
 

 

We need to work more at 
dominating the language 11,3 0 27,3 0 

 

 

The class times/timetable is 
not good for attendence 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 

 

 

We need more grammar 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

I am not attending class 
regularly 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Nothing to highlight 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Nc/Nr 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

 
 
T1B. P.7. I am enjoying 
working in groups this 
semester 

     

 

Strongly agree 13,2 5,9 22,7 7,1 
 

 

Agree 30,2 17,6 27,3 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 34 41,2 27,3 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 11,3 11,8 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 43,4 23,5 50 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 15,1 23,5 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,41 2,93 3,65 3,57 
 

 

Deviation 1,02 1,1 1,04 0,76 
 

 

      

 

 
 
T1B. P.8. Working in groups 
makes learning English easier 

     

 

Strongly agree 5,7 0 13,6 0 
 

 

Agree 32,1 23,5 31,8 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 35,3 31,8 50 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 11,8 13,6 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 7,5 17,6 0 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 37,7 23,5 45,5 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 17 29,4 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,2 2,73 3,5 3,29 
 

 

Deviation 1 1,1 0,95 0,83 
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T1B. P.9. I am learning more 
because of the group work we 
are doing 

Strongly agree 9,4 0 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Agree 22,6 5,9 31,8 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 35,8 35,3 27,3 50 
 

 

Disagree 13,2 17,6 18,2 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 11,3 29,4 0 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 32,1 5,9 45,5 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 24,5 47,1 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,06 2,2 3,45 3,43 
 

 

Deviation 1,14 1,01 1 1,02 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.10. I am enjoying 
doing group work in English 

     

 

Strongly agree 7,5 0 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Agree 34 17,6 36,4 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 32,1 41,2 31,8 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 17 23,5 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 41,5 17,6 45,5 64,3 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 18,9 29,4 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Without response 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,31 2,8 3,45 3,64 
 

 

Deviation 0,94 0,86 0,89 0,93 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.11. I think I work 
better when we work in groups 
in English 

     

 

Strongly agree 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Agree 20,8 0 22,7 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 35,8 47,1 27,3 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 22,6 23,5 31,8 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 9,4 17,6 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 24,5 0 27,3 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 32,1 41,2 36,4 14,3 
 

 

Without response 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 2,86 2,33 2,9 3,36 
 

 

Deviation 1,02 0,82 1,02 1,01 
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T1B. P.12. Actions that are 
relevant for you regarding 
working in groups this 
semester 

     

 

I ask others for help as much 
as necessary 62,3 52,9 59,1 78,6 

 

 

I discuss and comment as much 
as possible in my group 50,9 58,8 50 42,9 

 

 

I work well 45,3 29,4 45,5 64,3 
 

 

I revise our group work 39,6 11,8 59,1 42,9 
 

 

I am reflect on what we have 
done as a group 24,5 11,8 22,7 42,9 

 

 

Without response 9,4 11,8 13,6 0 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.13. My experience 
(participation, work, etc) 
working in groups so far this 
semester 

     

 

POSITIVE (INCLUDE:) 49,1 29,4 59,1 57,1 
 

 

It is more interesting 
(classes, learning, etc) 5,7 0 4,5 14,3 

 

 

It is more dynamic (classes, 
activities) 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

It is motivating to work more 9,4 0 13,6 14,3 
 

 

I like/am enjoying it/it is a 
positive experience 17 11,8 18,2 21,4 

 

 

It is positive for 
discussions/communication/deve- 
loping speaking/working skills 11,3 11,8 9,1 14,3 

 

 

It is positive for practicing 
the language 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

It is positive for learning 
/improving my language 9,4 0 13,6 14,3 

 

 

Working in groups makes 
learning easier 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 

 

 

I am acquiring new vocabulary 
from my companions 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 

 

 

I am improving my 
relationship with other 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

NEGATIVE (INCLUDE:) 30,2 41,2 31,8 14,3 
 

 

I don't like working in groups 7,5 11,8 4,5 7,1 
 

 

I prefer individual work 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

It is embarassing for me 1,9 5,9 0 0 
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It is difficult for me to 
work in groups 

 
         5,7 

 
11,8 

 
4,5 

 
0 

It is difficult to agree/work 
in groups 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 

 

 

It is difficult to do out of 
class 5,7 5,9 4,5 7,1 

 

 

Not everyone works equally 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 
 

 

NEUTRAL (INCLUDE:) 15,1 11,8 9,1 28,6 
 

 

I haven't attended class 
enough to be able to evaluate 
it 9,4 5,9 4,5 21,4 

 

 

Depends on the group (level, 
personalities, attendence, 
/depends on the activity, etc) 5,7 5,9 4,5 7,1 

 

 

Nc/Nr 11,3 17,6 13,6 0 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.14. I am enjoying 
writing in English this 
semester 

     

 

Strongly agree 11,3 5,9 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Agree 32,1 29,4 36,4 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 41,2 27,3 50 
 

 

Disagree 13,2 17,6 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 43,4 35,3 54,5 35,7 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 13,2 17,6 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,44 3,25 3,7 3,29 
 

 

Deviation 0,88 0,86 0,92 0,83 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.15. I prefer writing 
as an individual activity 

     

 

Strongly agree 30,2 35,3 31,8 21,4 
 

 

Agree 30,2 23,5 22,7 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 17 11,8 27,3 7,1 
 

 

Disagree 15,1 23,5 4,5 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 60,4 58,8 54,5 71,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 17 23,5 9,1 21,4 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,76 3,75 3,8 3,71 
 

 

Deviation 1,13 1,24 1,15 1,07 
 

 

      

 



Appendix 

 

404 
 

T1B. P.16. Working in groups 
makes writing more interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 9,4 0 4,5 28,6 
 

 

Agree 28,3 11,8 45,5 21,4 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 26,4 41,2 22,7 14,3 
 

 

Disagree 26,4 29,4 18,2 35,7 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 37,7 11,8 50 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 30,2 41,2 18,2 35,7 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,14 2,56 3,4 3,43 
 

 

Deviation 1,07 0,89 0,88 1,28 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.17. I plan my writing 
assignments before writing 
them 

     

 

Strongly agree 20,8 11,8 27,3 21,4 
 

 

Agree 32,1 29,4 36,4 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 52,9 22,7 42,9 
 

 

Disagree 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 52,8 41,2 63,6 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Without response 7,5 5,9 13,6 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,78 3,56 4,05 3,64 
 

 

Deviation 0,82 0,73 0,78 0,93 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.18. I revise my 
writing assignments before 
handing them in 

     

 

Strongly agree 35,8 29,4 45,5 28,6 
 

 

Agree 35,8 52,9 27,3 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 15,1 11,8 4,5 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 7,5 0 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 71,7 82,4 72,7 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 7,5 0 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 4,06 4,19 4,15 3,79 
 

 

Deviation 0,93 0,66 1,09 0,97 
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T1B. P.19. I write several 
drafts before my final version 

Strongly agree 11,3 5,9 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Agree 22,6 17,6 22,7 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 43,4 23,5 50 57,1 
 

 

Disagree 17 47,1 4,5 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 34 23,5 36,4 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 17 47,1 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,3 2,81 3,5 3,57 
 

 

Deviation 0,91 0,98 0,83 0,76 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.20. I prefer using a 
computer to do my writing 
assignments 

     

 

Strongly agree 28,3 23,5 27,3 35,7 
 

 

Agree 20,8 17,6 22,7 21,4 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 26,4 35,3 18,2 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 11,3 11,8 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 7,5 5,9 13,6 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 49,1 41,2 50 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 18,9 17,6 22,7 14,3 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,54 3,44 3,45 3,79 
 

 

Deviation 1,27 1,21 1,43 1,12 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.21. Actions that you 
are doing this semester 

     

 

I reread my writing after it 
is handed back/corrected by 
others 75,5 94,1 68,2 64,3 

 

 

I think about the corrections 
made 75,5 82,4 68,2 78,6 

 

 

I take note of my errors 49,1 23,5 45,5 85,7 
 

 

I rewrite the assignment 
taking note of corrections 37,7 11,8 36,4 71,4 

 

 

I discuss my error with my 
class/teacher 32,1 35,3 27,3 35,7 

 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
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T1B. P.22. My experience 
(participation, work, etc) 
writing in groups so far this 
semester 

     

 

POSITIVE (INCLUDE:) 50,9 41,2 45,5 71,4 
 

 

It is interesting 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 
 

 

It is my favourite activity/I 
really like it 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 

 

 

It is enriching (exchange of 
knowledge and ideas) 3,8 0 0 14,3 

 

 

I am enjoying it 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 
 

 

It is creative and fun 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

It is positive for 
learning/improving English 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 

 

 

We have done a lot of work 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

It is good for identifying 
our written errors 20,8 5,9 22,7 35,7 

 

 

It is good for learning 
more/acquiring more knowledge 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 

 

 

I have received support from 
my companions and teacher 7,5 5,9 4,5 14,3 

 

 

NEGATIVE (INCLUDE:) 17 29,4 18,2 0 
 

 

I prefer writing individually 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

It is difficult to write in 
groups 3,8 0 9,1 0 

 

 

I learn more writing 
individually/it is better to 
write individually 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

I don't like writing in 
general I prefer other 
activities 3,8 11,8 0 0 

 

 

NEUTRAL (INCLUDE:) 15,1 11,8 13,6 21,4 
 

 

We don't practice enough/we 
need more practice 9,4 5,9 9,1 14,3 

 

 

I would like to practice more 
difficult writing 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

I like group writing when the 
group works well 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Our writing assignments have 
required a lot of 
thinking/planning before 
writing 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

Ns/Nr 20,8 17,6 31,8 7,1 
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T1B. P.23. I use technology a 
lot in my spare time 

Strongly agree 41,5 47,1 45,5 28,6 
 

 

Agree 30,2 23,5 31,8 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 15,1 11,8 9,1 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 7,5 11,8 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 71,7 70,6 77,3 64,3 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 7,5 11,8 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 4,12 4,13 4,3 3,86 
 

 

Deviation 0,96 1,09 0,86 0,95 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.24. I think using 
technology makes learning 
English more interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 26,4 23,5 27,3 28,6 
 

 

Agree 32,1 23,5 31,8 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 26,4 23,5 27,3 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 7,5 17,6 4,5 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 58,5 47,1 59,1 71,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 9,4 23,5 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,78 3,44 3,9 4 
 

 

Deviation 1,02 1,26 0,91 0,78 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.25. I would prefer to 
use less technology in 
English class 

     

 

Strongly agree 3,8 0 0 14,3 
 

 

Agree 22,6 17,6 13,6 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 22,6 17,6 31,8 14,3 
 

 

Disagree 20,8 35,3 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 24,5 23,5 31,8 14,3 
 

 

Top 2 Box 26,4 17,6 13,6 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 45,3 58,8 45,5 28,6 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 2,58 2,31 2,3 3,29 
 

 

Deviation 1,23 1,08 1,13 1,33 
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T1B. P.26. I find using wikis 
difficult 

Strongly agree 11,3 5,9 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Agree 20,8 17,6 13,6 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 52,9 31,8 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 17 11,8 22,7 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 7,5 5,9 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Top 2 Box 32,1 23,5 31,8 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 24,5 17,6 27,3 28,6 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,12 3,06 3,2 3,07 
 

 

Deviation 1,1 0,93 1,2 1,21 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.27. Using wikis is 
motivating for me 

     

 

Strongly agree 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 
 

 

Agree 7,5 5,9 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 41,5 35,3 54,5 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 26,4 17,6 18,2 50 
 

 

Strongly disagree 13,2 29,4 9,1 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 11,3 11,8 4,5 21,4 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 39,6 47,1 27,3 50 
 

 

Without response 7,5 5,9 13,6 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 2,59 2,38 2,63 2,79 
 

 

Deviation 0,98 1,2 0,76 0,97 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.28. I would like to 
have more practice using 
wikis in English class 

     

 

Strongly agree 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

Agree 24,5 17,6 27,3 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 23,5 31,8 64,3 
 

 

Disagree 17 17,6 22,7 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 9,4 29,4 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 30,2 23,5 36,4 28,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 26,4 47,1 22,7 7,1 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3 2,5 3,25 3,21 
 

 

Deviation 1,05 1,32 0,97 0,58 
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T1B. P.29. Group work is 
easier to do with wikis 

Strongly agree 13,2 5,9 22,7 7,1 
 

 

Agree 32,1 35,3 18,2 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 34 41,2 36,4 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 11,3 5,9 9,1 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 45,3 41,2 40,9 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 15,1 11,8 13,6 21,4 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,42 3,31 3,5 3,43 
 

 

Deviation 1,01 0,95 1,15 0,94 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.30. Using wikis makes 
writing in English more 
interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Agree 24,5 11,8 22,7 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 49,1 47,1 45,5 57,1 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 11,8 13,6 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 7,5 17,6 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 28,3 17,6 27,3 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 17 29,4 18,2 0 
 

 

Without response 5,7 5,9 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,08 2,75 3,1 3,43 
 

 

Deviation 0,92 1,13 0,91 0,51 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.31. Ways using wikis 
are contributing to your 
English this semester 

     

 

Expand my knowledge and 
information 67,9 70,6 68,2 64,3 

 

 

Improve my relationship with 
my group and classmates 62,3 47,1 68,2 71,4 

 

 

Improve my grammar and 
accuracy in English 49,1 35,3 59,1 50 

 

 

Improve my writing 47,2 35,3 50 57,1 
 

 

Other 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 11,3 17,6 9,1 7,1 
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T1B. P.32. My experience 
(participation, work, etc) 
using Wikis so far this 
semester 

POSITIVE (INCLUDE:) 28,3 5,9 45,5 28,6 
 

 

It is interesting /fun 7,5 5,9 4,5 14,3 
 

 

I like using wikis/I am 
enjoying it 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

I like using technology in 
English class 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 

 

 

Wikis are useful/ a good tool 
for learning 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 

 

 

Wikis are a good 
communication tool 3,8 0 9,1 0 

 

 

Wikis help to improve writing 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Wikis help to organise and 
plan 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Wikis have help me work in 
groups better 3,8 0 9,1 0 

 

 

Wikis have improve my 
relationship with my 
companions 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 

 

 

NEGATIVE (INCLUDE:) 26,4 35,3 22,7 21,4 
 

 

I don't like/hate using wikis 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

Wikis make us waste a lot of 
time 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 

 

 

Wikis are difficult to use/I 
don't understand how to use 
them 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

I prefer to work in class 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

The wiki activities are 
boring/not interesting 7,5 11,8 4,5 7,1 

 

 

The wiki is not different to 
other technologies/techniques 5,7 5,9 4,5 7,1 

 

 

I prefer individual writing 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Using wikis doesn't improve 
our English 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

I don't like the wiki feature 
of edit notifications 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

NEUTRAL (INCLUEDE:) 37,7 41,2 27,3 50 
 

 

We need more practice/we 
haven't used it often 28,3 35,3 27,3 21,4 

 

 

We have only used wikis 
occasionally 11,3 5,9 0 35,7 
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I haven't used the wiki much 
because I haven't attended 
class 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

Nc/Nr 17 23,5 22,7 0 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.33. Wiki activities 
has participated in 

     

 

Touripedia 83 82,4 86,4 78,6 
 

 

Unit glossary and vocabulary 
summaries 17 5,9 13,6 35,7 

 

 

My favourite music group 3,8 0 0 14,3 
 

 

My biography 3,8 0 0 14,3 
 

 

Gossip column 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Without response 13,2 11,8 13,6 14,3 
 

 

      

 

T1B. P.34. Features and 
functions of the wiki that 
has used/or is familiar with 

     

 

To edit my or other's work 73,6 76,5 63,6 85,7 
 

 

To edit other's work 9,4 5,9 4,5 21,4 
 

 

To write comments on other's 
work/contributions 54,7 64,7 59,1 35,7 

 

 

To express doubts, ask 
questions 22,6 11,8 18,2 42,9 

 

 

To embed Powerpoint 
presentations 11,3 5,9 4,5 28,6 

 

 

To imbed photos 22,6 17,6 18,2 35,7 
 

 

To imbed videos 30,2 23,5 22,7 50 
 

 

To imbed widgets or other 
items 17 5,9 18,2 28,6 

 

 

To add links to other pages 
or documents on the internet 35,8 35,3 27,3 50 

 

 

To add links to other pages 
or documents in the wiki 30,2 47,1 18,2 28,6 

 

 

To learn more about wikis 26,4 23,5 27,3 28,6 
 

 

To learn how to do something 
specific in the wiki 30,2 23,5 31,8 35,7 

 

 

To restore a lost page 15,1 11,8 4,5 35,7 
 

 

Compare previous versions of 
the same page 30,2 35,3 27,3 28,6 

 

 

To receive notifications on 
changes made in our wiki 47,2 52,9 45,5 42,9 

 

 

Other 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

Without response 13,2 11,8 18,2 7,1 
 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

Questionnaire 3 results 
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Questionnaire 3 results                                                    
 
T1C. P.1. I have enjoyed 
learning English this year 

     

 

Strongly agree 28,3 23,5 36,4 21,4 
 

 

Agree 50,9 58,8 36,4 64,3 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 18,9 17,6 22,7 14,3 
 

 

Disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 79,2 82,4 72,7 85,7 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 4,04 4,06 4 4,07 
 

 

Deviation 0,81 0,66 1,02 0,62 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.2. I have improved my 
English this year 

     

 

Strongly agree 20,8 23,5 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Agree 54,7 58,8 50 57,1 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 18,9 17,6 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 3,8 0 9,1 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 75,5 82,4 68,2 78,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 5,7 0 13,6 0 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,89 4,06 3,68 4 
 

 

Deviation 0,85 0,66 1,04 0,68 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.3. My teacher has 
contributed to the amount of 
English I am learning this 
year 

     

 

Strongly agree 32,1 29,4 27,3 42,9 
 

 

Agree 58,5 52,9 63,6 57,1 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 7,5 17,6 4,5 0 
 

 

Disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 90,6 82,4 90,9 100 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 4,19 4,12 4,09 4,43 
 

 

Deviation 0,74 0,7 0,87 0,51 
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T1C. P.4. My classmates have 
contributed to the amount of 
English I am learning this 
year 

     

 

Strongly agree 9,4 5,9 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Agree 28,3 11,8 27,3 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 41,5 64,7 40,9 14,3 
 

 

Disagree 15,1 5,9 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 37,7 17,6 36,4 64,3 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 20,8 17,6 22,7 21,4 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,21 2,94 3,18 3,57 
 

 

Deviation 1,01 0,97 1,01 1,02 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.5. Actions you are 
doing this semester 

     

 

I have practiced my English 
as much as possible 69,8 70,6 68,2 71,4 

 

 

I have revised my work 58,5 52,9 63,6 57,1 
 

 

I have reflected on what I 
have learnt or done in class 50,9 52,9 50 50 

 

 

I have read a lot 24,5 17,6 27,3 28,6 
 

 

I have spent a lot of time to 
studing English 11,3 5,9 13,6 14,3 

 

 

Other 9,4 11,8 4,5 14,3 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.6. My experience 
(participation, work, etc) 
learning English so far this 
semester 

     

 

POSITIVE (INCLUDE:) 86,8 82,4 95,5 78,6 
 

 

I have enjoyed/liked it/I 
like the work we did 22,6 23,5 27,3 14,3 

 

 

It has been a (very) positive 
experience 18,9 5,9 27,3 21,4 

 

 

The classes were 
interesting/motivating 13,2 5,9 18,2 14,3 

 

 

My teacher was motivating/good 11,3 11,8 13,6 7,1 
 

 

We had good participation in 
class/classmates participation 7,5 5,9 13,6 0 

 

 

My level of English has 
improved 24,5 29,4 13,6 35,7 

 

 

My vocabulary has improved 7,5 23,5 0 0 
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We learned a lot of new 
tourism vocabulary 5,7 0 13,6 0 

 

 

We have worked a 
lot/hard/more this semester 13,2 11,8 9,1 21,4 

 

 

I have worked a lot/ more/ 
sufficiently this semester 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

We have worked a lot in groups 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

We have practiced 
speaking/oral activities a lot 15,1 11,8 18,2 14,3 

 

 

The debate/oral activities 
were good for developing 
fluency 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 

 

 

I watched a lot of 
movies/listened to music/ in 
English/practiced English out 
of class 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

NEGATIVE (INCLUDE:) 11,3 17,6 4,5 14,3 
 

 

We did not practice speaking 
enough/oral group work in 
class 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 

 

 

It was too much 
work/homework/not enough time 7,5 17,6 0 7,1 

 

 

NEUTRAL (INCLUDE:) 5,7 5,9 0 14,3 
 

 

I did not work enough because 
of my other classes/subjects 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

I think I must go abroad to 
improve my English more 3,8 0 0 14,3 

 

 

      

 

T1C. P.7. I enjoyed working 
in groups 

     

 

Strongly agree 17 5,9 27,3 14,3 
 

 

Agree 41,5 35,3 50 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 30,2 41,2 13,6 42,9 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 58,5 41,2 77,3 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 11,3 17,6 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,62 3,24 3,95 3,57 
 

 

Deviation 0,95 0,97 0,9 0,85 
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T1C. P.8. Working in groups 
made learning English easier 

Strongly agree 11,3 5,9 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Agree 43,4 35,3 45,5 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 24,5 23,5 31,8 14,3 
 

 

Disagree 13,2 17,6 4,5 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 7,5 17,6 0 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 54,7 41,2 63,6 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 20,8 35,3 4,5 28,6 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,38 2,94 3,77 3,29 
 

 

Deviation 1,1 1,25 0,81 1,14 
 

 

      

 

 
T1C. P.9. I think I learned 
more because of the group 
work we did 

     

 

Strongly agree 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

Agree 39,6 17,6 54,5 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 37,7 35,3 40,9 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 13,2 17,6 4,5 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 5,7 17,6 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 43,4 29,4 54,5 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 18,9 35,3 4,5 21,4 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,23 2,88 3,5 3,21 
 

 

Deviation 0,93 1,27 0,6 0,8 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.10. I doing group work 
in English 

     

 

Strongly agree 13,2 0 27,3 7,1 
 

 

Agree 34 35,3 31,8 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 41,5 47,1 31,8 50 
 

 

Disagree 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 47,2 35,3 59,1 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,48 3,13 3,77 3,43 
 

 

Deviation 0,94 0,96 0,97 0,76 
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T1C. P.11. I think I work 
better when we work in groups 
in English 

     

 

Strongly agree 7,5 5,9 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Agree 26,4 5,9 40,9 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 35,8 41,2 40,9 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 20,8 23,5 9,1 35,7 
 

 

Strongly disagree 9,4 23,5 0 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 34 11,8 50 35,7 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 30,2 47,1 9,1 42,9 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,02 2,47 3,5 2,93 
 

 

Deviation 1,08 1,12 0,8 1,14 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.12. Actions that are 
relevant for you regarding 
working in groups this year 

     

 

I worked well 73,6 70,6 86,4 57,1 
 

 

I discussed and commented as 
much as possible in my group 67,9 70,6 68,2 64,3 

 

 

I revised our group work 66 64,7 63,6 71,4 
 

 

I asked others for help as 
much as necessary 49,1 58,8 36,4 57,1 

 

 

I am reflected on what we did 
as a group 32,1 23,5 45,5 21,4 

 

 

Other 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.13. My experience 
(participation, work, etc) 
working in groups so far this 
semester 

     

 

POSITIVE (INCLUDE:) 69,8 47,1 81,8 78,6 
 

 

I liked/enjoyed it/ I like 
working in groups 41,5 29,4 45,5 50 

 

 

It was a positive experience 17 11,8 27,3 7,1 
 

 

It was fun, interesting, 
motivating 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 

 

 

group work is 
useful/necessary for the 
future 3,8 0 9,1 0 

 

 

It helped improve my level of 
English 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 
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I have learned from my 
companions 

9,4 17,6 9,1 0 

It made exchangin ideas, 
opinios, knowledge, etc more 
possible 17 11,8 13,6 28,6 

 

 

It was positive for 
developing 
organization/communication 
skills 5,7 5,9 0 14,3 

 

 

It is good for oral practice 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 
 

 

 
NEGATIVE (INCLUDE:) 15,1 41,2 4,5 0 

 

 

I did not like it 3,8 11,8 0 0 
 

 

I did not like writing in 
groups 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

I prefer individual work 7,5 17,6 4,5 0 
 

 

I prefer to work in pairs 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

I had difficulties working in 
groups/ my group didn't work 
well together 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

 
NEUTRAL (INCLUDE:) 32,1 41,2 18,2 42,9 

 

 

We should have worked more on 
the oral group work in class 5,7 5,9 0 14,3 

 

 

We did not work in groups 
enough 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

It depends on the activitiy 5,7 17,6 0 0 
 

 

It depends on the group 13,2 5,9 13,6 21,4 
 

 

I couldn't dedicate enough 
time 7,5 11,8 4,5 7,1 

 

 

      

 

T1C. P.14. I enjoyed writing 
in English 

     

 

Strongly agree 15,1 11,8 13,6 21,4 
 

 

Agree 28,3 35,3 36,4 7,1 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 41,5 35,3 36,4 57,1 
 

 

Disagree 15,1 17,6 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 43,4 47,1 50 28,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 15,1 17,6 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,43 3,41 3,5 3,36 
 

 

Deviation 0,93 0,94 0,91 1,01 
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T1C. P.15. I prefer writing 
as an individual activity 

     

 

Strongly agree 34 41,2 31,8 28,6 
 

 

Agree 32,1 17,6 45,5 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 30,2 35,3 22,7 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 66 58,8 77,3 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,96 3,94 4,09 3,79 
 

 

Deviation 0,9 1,03 0,75 0,97 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.16. Working in groups 
made writing more interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 15,1 17,6 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Agree 22,6 0 27,3 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 32,1 29,4 36,4 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 22,6 35,3 13,6 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 7,5 17,6 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 37,7 17,6 45,5 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 30,2 52,9 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,15 2,65 3,41 3,36 
 

 

Deviation 1,17 1,32 1,1 0,93 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.17. I planned my 
writing assignments before 
writing them 

     

 

Strongly agree 15,1 5,9 27,3 7,1 
 

 

Agree 30,2 23,5 40,9 21,4 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 32,1 41,2 22,7 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 17 17,6 9,1 28,6 
 

 

Strongly disagree 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 45,3 29,4 68,2 28,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 22,6 29,4 9,1 35,7 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,32 2,94 3,86 2,93 
 

 

Deviation 1,11 1,09 0,94 1,07 
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T1C. P.18. I revised my 
writing assignments before 
handing them in 

Strongly agree 30,2 41,2 36,4 7,1 
 

 

Agree 45,3 52,9 36,4 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 15,1 0 18,2 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 5,7 5,9 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 75,5 94,1 72,7 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 7,5 5,9 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,98 4,29 3,95 3,62 
 

 

Deviation 0,94 0,77 1,09 0,77 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.19. I wrote several 
drafts before my final version 

     

 

Strongly agree 7,5 5,9 13,6 0 
 

 

Agree 28,3 29,4 18,2 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 43,4 29,4 50 50 
 

 

Disagree 15,1 23,5 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 35,8 35,3 31,8 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 20,8 35,3 18,2 7,1 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,17 2,94 3,23 3,36 
 

 

Deviation 0,98 1,14 1,02 0,63 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.20. I prefer using a 
computer to do my writing 
assignments 

     

 

Strongly agree 24,5 29,4 18,2 28,6 
 

 

Agree 18,9 0 31,8 21,4 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 39,6 58,8 27,3 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 5,9 9,1 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 7,5 5,9 13,6 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 43,4 29,4 50 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 17 11,8 22,7 14,3 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,43 3,41 3,32 3,64 
 

 

Deviation 1,18 1,18 1,29 1,08 
 

 

      

 

 
 

     

 



Appendix 

 

420 
 

T1C. P.21. Actions that you 
did this year 

I reread my writing after it 
was handed back/corrected by 
others 75,5 88,2 68,2 71,4 

 

 

I thought about the 
corrections/changes made 66 76,5 72,7 42,9 

 

 

I took note of any errors 50,9 35,3 54,5 64,3 
 

 

I rewrote the assignment with 
corrections/changes 47,2 17,6 63,6 57,1 

 

 

I discussed my corrections, 
changes and errors with the 
class/teacher 30,2 17,6 31,8 42,9 

 

 

Without response 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

      

 

 
T1C. P.22. My experience 
(participation, work, etc) 
writing in groups so far this 
semester 

     

 

 
POSITIVE (INCLUDE:) 54,7 52,9 54,5 57,1 

 

 

I liked/enjoyed it 9,4 5,9 13,6 7,1 
 

 

It was a positive/good 
experience 9,4 0 13,6 14,3 

 

 

It is useful for learning 
English 7,5 11,8 4,5 7,1 

 

 

It makes working more 
interesting 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

It helps improve our 
vocabulary 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

It allows us to exchange 
ideas, knowledge and opinions 18,9 11,8 31,8 7,1 

 

 

It has made me more 
conscientious of my writing 11,3 0 18,2 14,3 

 

 

I have improved in my writing 18,9 29,4 9,1 21,4 
 

 

I like writing with the 
computer/technology 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

 
NEGATIVE (INCLUDE:) 15,1 23,5 4,5 21,4 

 

 

I prefer individual work 9,4 17,6 0 14,3 
 

 

We work more when writings 
are individual 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

I had difficulties to work as 
a group/team on writing 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 
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NEUTRAL (INCLUDE:) 28,3 11,8 40,9 28,6 

We need more motivation to 
write 7,5 5,9 4,5 14,3 

 

 

It depends on the group 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

We could have worked more on 
the writing 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 

 

 

I like doing both group and 
individual writing 5,7 0 9,1 7,1 

 

 

Writing in groups is slower 
while individual writing is 
faster 3,8 0 9,1 0 

 

 

We need to do more writing 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

We could have worked more on 
grammar 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

Ns/Nr 7,5 11,8 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.23. I use technology a 
lot in my spare time 

     

 

Strongly agree 39,6 41,2 50 21,4 
 

 

Agree 41,5 47,1 36,4 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 13,2 5,9 13,6 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 5,7 5,9 0 14,3 
 

 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 81,1 88,2 86,4 64,3 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 5,7 5,9 0 14,3 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 4,15 4,24 4,36 3,71 
 

 

Deviation 0,86 0,83 0,73 0,99 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.24. I think using 
technology makes learning 
English more interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 26,4 23,5 31,8 21,4 
 

 

Agree 41,5 35,3 45,5 42,9 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 22,6 29,4 22,7 14,3 
 

 

Disagree 7,5 5,9 0 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 67,9 58,8 77,3 64,3 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 9,4 11,8 0 21,4 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,83 3,65 4,09 3,64 
 

 

Deviation 0,98 1,11 0,75 1,08 
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T1C. P.25. I would prefer to 
use more technology in 
English class 

     

 

Strongly agree 17 11,8 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Agree 32,1 5,9 50 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 30,2 47,1 18,2 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 11,3 23,5 4,5 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 49,1 17,6 68,2 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 20,8 35,3 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,36 2,82 3,64 3,57 
 

 

Deviation 1,18 1,13 1,14 1,16 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.26. I found using 
wikis difficult 

     

 

Strongly agree 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

Agree 22,6 35,3 9,1 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 32,1 29,4 40,9 21,4 
 

 

Disagree 26,4 17,6 22,7 42,9 
 

 

Strongly disagree 17 17,6 22,7 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 24,5 35,3 13,6 28,6 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 43,4 35,3 45,5 50 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 2,66 2,82 2,5 2,71 
 

 

Deviation 1,07 1,13 1,1 0,99 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.27. Using wikis was 
motivating for me 

     

 

Strongly agree 9,4 5,9 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Agree 26,4 5,9 40,9 28,6 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 45,3 35,3 40,9 64,3 
 

 

Disagree 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Strongly disagree 15,1 47,1 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 35,8 11,8 54,5 35,7 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 18,9 52,9 4,5 0 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,11 2,18 3,64 3,43 
 

 

Deviation 1,14 1,29 0,79 0,65 
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T1C. P.28. I would like to 
use wikis in the future in 
English class 

Strongly agree 9,4 0 13,6 14,3 
 

 

Agree 30,2 5,9 45,5 35,7 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 26,4 29,4 22,7 28,6 
 

 

Disagree 15,1 23,5 4,5 21,4 
 

 

Strongly disagree 18,9 41,2 13,6 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 39,6 5,9 59,1 50 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 34 64,7 18,2 21,4 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 2,96 2 3,41 3,43 
 

 

Deviation 1,27 1 1,22 1,02 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.29. Group work was 
easier to do with wikis 

     

 

Strongly agree 18,9 17,6 13,6 28,6 
 

 

Agree 30,2 23,5 45,5 14,3 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 35,8 23,5 40,9 42,9 
 

 

Disagree 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 9,4 23,5 0 7,1 
 

 

Top 2 Box 49,1 41,2 59,1 42,9 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 15,1 35,3 0 14,3 
 

 

Without response 0 0 0 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,43 3 3,73 3,5 
 

 

Deviation 1,15 1,46 0,7 1,22 
 

 

      

 

T1C. P.30. Using wikis made 
writing in English more 
interesting 

     

 

Strongly agree 9,4 5,9 13,6 7,1 
 

 

Agree 39,6 17,6 50 50 
 

 

Neither agree nor disagree 28,3 29,4 22,7 35,7 
 

 

Disagree 9,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Strongly disagree 11,3 35,3 0 0 
 

 

Top 2 Box 49,1 23,5 63,6 57,1 
 

 

Bottom 2 Box 20,8 47,1 9,1 7,1 
 

 

Without response 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

      

 

Mean 3,27 2,47 3,71 3,57 
 

 

Deviation 1,14 1,33 0,85 0,76 
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T1C. P.31. Ways using wikis 
are contributing to your 
English this year 

     

 

Expand my knowledge and 
information 86,8 76,5 86,4 100 

 

 

Improve my relationship with 
my group and classmates 69,8 58,8 81,8 64,3 

 

 

Improve my writing 66 41,2 81,8 71,4 
 

 

Improve my reading 49,1 35,3 54,5 57,1 
 

 

Improve my grammar and 
accuracy in English 45,3 35,3 59,1 35,7 

 

 

Without response 9,4 17,6 9,1 0 
 

 

      

 

 
T1C. P.32. My experience 
(participation, work, etc) 
using Wikis so far this 
semester 

     

 

 
POSITIVE (INCLUDE:) 71,7 35,3 86,4 92,9 

 

 

I liked/enjoyed it 22,6 11,8 22,7 35,7 
 

 

It was an interesting 
experience 13,2 0 13,6 28,6 

 

 

It was a positive/good 
experience 18,9 5,9 22,7 28,6 

 

 

It is useful for learning 
English 3,8 0 9,1 0 

 

 

It is positive for 
learning/improving/expanding 
knowledge 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 

 

 

It makes our work and tasks 
easier, faster to do 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 

 

 

It helps to improve our 
vocabulary 3,8 0 4,5 7,1 

 

 

It facilitates the exchange 
of files, documents, 
organizing, publishing, etc 3,8 0 0 14,3 

 

 

It facilitates communication 
/group work 17 5,9 31,8 7,1 

 

 

It helps to improve our 
writing 11,3 0 13,6 21,4 

 

 

I learned from my companions 1,9 0 4,5 0 
 

 

The final project was 
interesting 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 

 

 

It is another way to learn 
English/work with technology 17 5,9 13,6 35,7 
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NEGATIVE (INCLUDE:) 26,4 52,9 13,6 14,3 

I don't like/hate it 11,3 29,4 4,5 0 
 

 

It is not 
motivating/interesting 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 

 

 

It is not useful 1,9 5,9 0 0 
 

 

It makes us waste a lot of 
time 1,9 0 0 7,1 

 

 

It is difficult to use 3,8 5,9 4,5 0 
 

 

I prefer other types of 
activities 13,2 35,3 4,5 0 

 

 

I don't like using technology 
for learning /writing 3,8 11,8 0 0 

 

 

I had problems with my 
companions/group 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

NEUTRAL (INCLUDE:) 9,4 11,8 4,5 14,3 
 

 

I would be better to use the 
wiki in class 5,7 11,8 0 7,1 

 

 

We should have used the wiki 
more 1,9 0 4,5 0 

 

 

I/we don't know how to use it 
properly 1,9 5,9 0 0 

 

 

I need more practice 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 
 

 

Ns/Nr 5,7 11,8 4,5 0 
 

 

      

 

 
T1C. P.33. Wiki activities 
has participated in 

     

 

Touripedia 96,2 94,1 100 92,9 
 

 

Final oral presentation 69,8 58,8 86,4 57,1 
 

 

Unit glossary and vocabulary 
summaries 17 5,9 22,7 21,4 

 

 

My favourite music group 5,7 0 4,5 14,3 
 

 

Gossip column 3,8 5,9 0 7,1 
 

 

My biography 1,9 0 0 7,1 
 

 

      

 

 
T1C. P.34. Features and 
functions of the wiki that 
has used/or is familiar with 

     

 

To edit my or other's work 92,5 94,1 95,5 85,7 
 

 

To edit other's work 30,2 35,3 27,3 28,6 
 

 

To write comments on other's 
work/contributions 45,3 64,7 40,9 28,6 

 

 

To express doubts, ask 
questions 35,8 17,6 31,8 64,3 
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To embed Powerpoint 
presentations 

15,1 11,8 4,5 35,7 

To imbed photos, images, 
tables, graphs, etc 90,6 100 86,4 85,7 

 

 

To imbed videos 62,3 76,5 50 64,3 
 

 

To imbed widgets (ie. 
calendars) or other items 13,2 0 27,3 7,1 

 

 

To add links to other pages 
or documents on the internet 84,9 82,4 81,8 92,9 

 

 

To learn more about wikis 34 17,6 50 28,6 
 

 

To learn how to do something 
specific in the wiki 41,5 58,8 31,8 35,7 

 

 

To restore a lost page 34 29,4 31,8 42,9 
 

 

Compare previous versions of 
the same page 39,6 47,1 40,9 28,6 

 

 

To receive notifications on 
changes made in our wiki 69,8 52,9 81,8 71,4 
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Appendix D 

Wiki Project Screenshots 

● ST Groups 

● JT Groups  

● RT Groups 
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STG WIKI PROJECT SCREENSHOTS 

STG1 
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STG2 
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STG3 
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STG4 
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STG5 
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JTG WIKI PROJECT SCREENSHOTS 

JTG1 
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JTG2 
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JTG3 
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JTG4 
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JTG5 
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JTG6 
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JTG7 
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RTG WIKI PROJECT SCREENSHOTS 

RTG1 
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RTG2 
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RTG3 
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RTG4 

 

 

l 
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RTG5 
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RTG6 
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