Daniel Needlestone — 2008 — downloaded fi@mw.nstoneit.com- page 1

What gets Secondary School pupilson a VLE and what difference doestheir

age make?
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Abstract

Virtual Learning Environments (VLES) become compuysin UK schools from
2008. A great deal of public money has been anikdoeispent on them. Research
on VLEs in schools is sparse and research on whkésnstudents use VLES
even more so. This study builds on a practitionebservation that students of
different ages use VLEs in different ways. Thro@igtus groups, a survey and
the analysis of VLE access logs, this survey ingagts why students use or
don’t use VLEs and looks for differences and patien the uses of students in
three different year groups.

Analysis of results shows that there were significiifferences between year
groups in perception and usage, and that the ystisgigdents were more eager
users of the VLE. Communication and homework wetsél to be two key
factors for student use. The study advises thaidshake the opinions of pupils
into account when designing or procuring VLEs anmggests that more research
on what makes a successful school VLE would belualde to school decision

makers who often have few experiences in this field
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Introduction:

Virtual Learning Environments

The foundations of constructivism are built on dreh creating their own

knowledge. The now 20 year old vision of Papert BEaWwas a facilitator for this

change towards a new style of constructivist leayriPapert, 1980). Socio-

Cultural learning can also make use of ICT tookxii-2007) and help students

communicate and learn as a result of efforts teewstdnd the world around

them. (Vygotski, 1978). In the UK the governmens peomised a revolution of

learning and personalised learning with VLEs atdbee (Becta b, 2005). VLEs

though, new in most UK schools, are normally chdsgeschool managers,

maintained by school technicians, and used by $d¢bkachers to educate school

students. In this jigsaw of educating with VLEs tharners can end up being the

last piece of the puzzle. Though VLEs are builtwgedagogical principles in

mind, they are controlled environments run by teaglor technicians. As a
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teacher in charge of a VLE | want my learning emwment to be set up to best
facilitate my students’ learning. In this studyillwe looking at three groups of
students of different ages. | will investigate hiney have used a VLE. By doing
this, | hope to delve deeper into what they culyeshd on a VLE, what they want
to do and why. | hope the results may give an afdeow to best set up and run a
VLE with the students at the heart so that theyob®exone of the first corners of
the jigsaw not just a finishing piece.

In this study | do not attempt to define the temib& or e-learning. There are
many pseudonyms and variations of the term VLEs®wal learning
environments, managed learning environments amditepplatforms are three
examples. All of these examples have different nmgmnand descriptions. When
| use the term VLE | use it as an umbrella terrddescribe these technologies

under which there may be sub-categories or vanatio

Virtual Learning Environments in UK schools:

Virtual Learning Environments (VLES) have receriifcome more
commonplace in UK schools. Government directivaghaeant UK state
schools should all be on the path to procuringatang or implementing a VLE.
There are two commonly publicised figures that gimadea of how much has
been spent on VLEs in the UK. In England, a sigaiiit proportion of a
Standards Fund grant of £41 million in 2006/7 veabe spent on VLEs. (Becta
e, 2007). In Scotland £37.5 million was spent dvgears to provide the Glow
national intranet for learning. (O’'Donnell, 2008hese figures do not specify
whether they include costs of training and resaulé even without these

details the amounts of money being spent are signif.
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The DFES (now DCSF) October White Paper gave twotpthat were taken as
targets in relation to learning platforms. This veapanded and formalised in
2005 when the DFES then published a target thhptgdils will be able to
access a personalised online workspace capablgpbging an e-portfolio, by
2007-8" (DFES, 2005). Further more ambitious téchrand administrative
goals were set for later years but most targetethdetailed explanation. This
could be on purpose as VLEs and learning platforang enormously (Barajas,
2000). Along with these guidelines, there are gowent agendas both for
increasing use of ICT in the curriculum and forgmeralisation of learning (Becta
b, 2005). A VLE lends itself very well to both d¢fese agendas.

Some schools have been using a virtual learning@mment for some time and
are on their second or even third incarnation efrtdLE (YHGfL, 2007). Most
schools however are still finding their feet. Intpaular some Primary schools
are struggling as they do not have the desird, s¢ghnical support or money to
get involved. Many local education authorities (LEAave chosen or bought in
a VLE on behalf of all the schools in their aregafples of this include Fronter
chosen by the London Grid for Learning (LGFL), M&dhosen by Cumbria
and Lancashire (CLEO) and Uniservity in Rochdatem8 LEAs have just done
this for Primary and/or special schools while sdrage done it across the board.
Overall VLEs are new in the eyes of a large nundbdroth teachers and

students.

The Problem:

UK Schools are spending a very large amount of moneVLEsS. The

government has said they are a good thing; reséaskshown they can be used
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in many beneficial ways. However there is generaifily anecdotal evidence
looking at how students use VLEs. If schools ardgbvernment want the
money spent on VLESs to be effective they need stisd® be using them. VLES
are often blank shells that arrive devoid of conterstructure. Some
commercial VLE providers include some content aadpnalisation as part of
their service. Even then many schools having neeetured into this field
before do not know what they want, what their teashvill want or what

students will want. Looking into why students goaoWLE is one starting point.

Background to the study:

The school VLE:

In September 2007, as part of my role as e-learrmogdinator, | launched a
pilot VLE at Rickmansworth School called Rickypediickypedia was a low
cost small scale VLE implementation based on thedf®open source software.
As a school we had no previous experience of Vitaaning environments and
had only a narrow vision of what it could meanttoe school. We knew that we
had to have one, and we set out implementinguthat we thought was the best
way possible. The school felt a small scale VLEIlsngentation would give us
the opportunity to build knowledge and experiencerder to make a long term
decision by the end of the year. It is importanmdbe that this pilot VLE
implementation was not carried out for the purpadehis study. It was in fact a

number of observations made during the pilot teatllto the focus of this study.
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First Pilot Classes

| started off introducing the VLE to two of my ct&s, a Year 13 Computing
class (aged 17 to 18) and a Year 10 ICT class (4gdd 15). The year 13 class
was made up of 7 boys and the year 10 class ob$4 énd 5 girls. By the nature
of students that choose the courses the vast nyajegre either very proficient
with ICT or at least eager to use ICT. Both clasgere introduced to the VLE in
similar ways. Task one was for students to filaimd update their profile
information including e-mail address, hobbies amdrests; task two was for
students to create an avatar (a personalised @itduepresent the student) and
upload the picture to their profile. Some of thigriwvwas set for homework.
Even at this early stage | noticed different atlési towards the VLE. In lessons
there was a general feeling of excitement at deorgething new and different
but even for the first activity a small number tfdents in each class failed to
complete the online task. As the weeks went byetlibe VLE to set online
homework, post class notes and resources and | amedescious effort to use
other features of the VLE such as discussion forstaslent generated
glossaries, and votes. Again in class all actisii@re completed with very few
problems and little help needed. For work set atdparticipation seemed to
vary. Every homework was set online but for writteork | gave students the
option of handing in work online or handing it in paper. Most students handed
work in online but some did it on paper and corgshdoing so. When | tried
setting homework where students had to post messagmions or work in a
class forum participation dropped further, a mityoof students would make
excellent contributions with the remainder not jggrating in any way. When

students were asked to post work or resourcesss @ll students participated.
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Although | was pleased that the VLE was addingssbns and becoming an
invaluable tool, | felt the ideal of students ustaeghnology to construct their
own learning, (Papert, 1992) or having a spacedaro cultural learning and
self support was a long way away. | also startestdnder why some students
were very eager to use the VLE at both home andadcbiome just at school and

some had no interest at all.

Second stage of Piloting:

As the term went on a few other teachers decidég tine VLE with their
classes. One interesting and relevant example waaral2 English class. The
teacher teaching the class went straight into nghaisynchronous chat on a
topic and followed it up with discussion forums whstudents had to write the
introductions to their essays and comment on etwdrsl work. This was started
in class and follow up activities were set for havoek. The class made some
excellent use of the communication tools and adngrtb the teacher thoroughly
enjoyed the lesson. Participation in the forums wgsessive but even in class
not every student participated and although theme\wome excellent
participations in the discussions this was fromiaamity of students. Some
members of the class also discovered the persoesdaging feature of the VLE
though this wasn’t generally used for work butdending joke messages
between students. Again the use of the VLE addédetéesson but use varied

considerably between students.
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Stage Three — Keystage 3:

I moved my pilot down another age group to a yegrd@ip. Over the course of
the pilot, 3 groups were included with a total 6f€iudents. In most subjects the
group are split into two groups of 30 studentsibut few subjects such as ICT
they are mixed together and split into three graaff20. The groups contained;
11 boys and 9 girls, 10 boys and 10 girls, andy&lamd 13 girls. Because of
timetabling, only two of the groups had lessonamt one time. It is worth

noting that the overall group was of a high acadeability and generally very
computer literate.

| started the groups off with the same introductasks of filling in their profiles
and creating an avatar. There was an immediaterdifte to how students
approached the task. Not only was there greatéusiasm for the task but
students seemed to take more care and effort pisiog their profiles.

Students also logged on from home even when trdrytdiave work to do and
started posting messages in a student forum ardilgeeach other personal
messages using the system. Some users seemeit psgifs, logging on
regularly to check and post messages. These sarealeays completed online
tasks set for homework. | was extremely please¢deatjeneral increase in use of

the VLE and intrigued as to why the younger stuslseemed to use it more.

Stage Four — year 7:

The next class was added after a request by anBtiggish teacher who wished
to run some lessons using features of the VLE. &sd taught the class ICT it

seemed sensible to introduce the students to theiNtheir ICT lessons before
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they started using it in English. This was a yealass, the youngest in the
school, and was made up of 14 girls and 16 boys.

Again the class began with the same starter agtwit, similar to the year 9
group, they approached the task with enthusiasncared There were more
technical problems, as students were less profigigh technology, but students
made efforts to resolve any hurdles. The class wsiregy the VLE for two
subjects so had a greater range of activities esolurces though resources were
not plentiful. The most notable way this group utdeslVLE was to send
personal messages. Some students would send medsagaessage to friends
and for the first time | as the teacher receivedsages asking for help or
clarification. For example, “Hi Sir, I'm at my fagl’s house, what is the
homework?” This was a surprise as | had encourtdgegdrevious groups to ask
guestions about classwork or homework but hadrcoeraged the younger
groups. The younger the VLE reached down the sciio®imore children

seemed to use it.

Summary and Questions raised from pilot:

From the experiences of the pilot VLE there seewssy different patterns of
use in each class even when the age differencguaiagne year. There were
many other variables involved such as class sa@alsmakeup of class, and set
activities. These will be discussed later on. Ewth all these factors it seemed
that the younger the students, the more they Use¥IitE and the more
enthusiastic users they seemed to be. This lefuitiemy starting hypothesis.
Why do younger students appear to use the school VL E morethan older

students?
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Investigating the Hypothesis:

Procedure — an overview

As a practitioner this study was carried out alashgsny teaching. | did not

make any interventions to my teaching for this @ctj The research does though
look at interventions | made in my lessons befbeeresearch was started. The
procedure | used to investigate and expand onytpethesis could be described
as following the procedure of Action Research (Buy2008). This is an

iterative method of research done in various stagmeally, identification of a
problem, planning, implementation, monitoring, §s&, evaluation and
recommendations for the next step. These staggeehag quite naturally and
followed at least two cycles. After deciding on mitial hypothesis as described
earlier, the next stage was to read and investigédgant literature; this stage
was ongoing throughout the project. Initially miefature search gave limited
results. To clarify my hypothesis | started coliegtinformation from students
though focus groups. As a result of these firggedd was able to expand my one
hypothesis to a group of research questions anitlséacycle again. Further
reviews of literature were conducted and were tig@teate a survey to question
students and delve into the research questionsteButs of the survey along
with the previous stages of research allowed nmake some conclusions about

the hypotheses.
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Initial Review of Literature:

To investigate my original problem | looked for aess to four questions: why
do students use VLEs? What factors promote or inbge of VLE? What
difference does student age make? And how do psopley and measure
attitudes to VLES? | hoped researching these aveatd enable me to plan
appropriate data collection for my research andyarsa My initial searches
found literature researching ICT use in schoolsldaadhture researching VLE
use in higher education but none about VLESs in slshd broadened my search
away from journals and to reports by various regdegroups and government
funded agencies. Though some articles and papeesnet peer-reviewed they
contained valuable resources. Some had resulgsgd-scale national and
international surveys, and some had excellenglitee reviews which gave me
avenues to explore further. Although some of tteegencies may have had an
agenda when producing their research, most wespartient studies and the
agenda of technological or social change is nalifferent from the personal
agendas of many educational researchers includysglin

During my research the same issue of lack of rekaarthis specific field arose
repeatedly. Most research on VLESs is based on exuess in higher education
or on general ICT use in schools. Often this relaesearch was extrapolated to
relate to VLESs in schools though it didn’t alwayes appropriate to do so.
There is very little evidence and research on #eeaf VLES in schools (Becta a,
2004; Frid, 2001; Korte, 2007; Kastis, 2007) andejpendent surveys are hard to
come by (Hunt, 2003).

| did find many case studies and articles to follmw, as with other literature

reviews, | had to look further afield to a smalhmber of studies of schools
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abroad and the more numerous studies looking aehigducation. (Becta a,
2004; Hunt, 2003)

The studies that did exist, regardless of settiege criticised for a variety of
reasons. First was questionable balance as soneespensored by developers of
VLEs (Hunt, 2003). Second was not looking at adiisi of all users but
concentrating on just teachers or students (Li&8/2 Some conclusions were
criticised for suggesting results were conclusive @ansferable to other
scenarios despite there being large variationsgoess across groups of people
(Watts, 2000) Some studies were over too shortiagef time to make real
conclusions (Herring, 2008) Many studies focuse@anty adopters who are not
necessarily indicative of teachers or studentsemegal (Buckingham, 2008)
General research methods were also criticiseddeing small samples, not
being systematic and of a lack of reliable evabratools (Kay, 2008). As time
progresses, more schools start using VLEs and stodges appear, these
problems may be resolved. On the other hand, Wwélptace at which technology
moves, the same problems could reappear as neesearched innovations are

introduced.

Why do students use VLEs?

Many studies look at what benefits students gamfusing VLEs and imply
that because students identified these benefiysateereasons for student use.
Students valuing a task can certainly influence tige of a VLE (Sun, 2007)
But online, as in the classroom, students may awoidk even if they see it as
beneficial. There may also be reasons for usesthdents identify as fun but not

academic so they don’t recognise them as benefts & they enjoy them. One
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way of identifying why students use a VLE is toegairise the types of user. One
model given describes four common types of useligital pioneers, creative
producers, everyday communicators and informatatheyers (Green, 2007)
Another way of looking at why and how students UkE&s is looking at the

main areas of use. Banyard describes four spaeesynal learning space,
teaching space, school space and living space €8dng008). This separates
spaces used for learning with teachers, learnioigealuse in school and use out
of school. Non users have also been classifiedtyptes. There are those with no
interest or need, those with no knowledge, thosk barriers (time, age health),
those without access to a computer and finallydieenfranchised or
conscientious objector. Even if students are narsusf technology they are

certainly aware of it (Luckin, 2008)

What promotes or inhibits students’ use of VLES?

Studies, primarily in higher education, point touamber of factors that lead to
successful VLEs and a number of factors that histletents from using them.
In general, studies do not disagree with each dibhedo emphasise different
aspects. Some reasons for use have opposite rdasmas-use, for example if
something is easy to use students may use iisiiard to use they may not.
Most research looked at the positives with not mooking at why students
don’t use technology (Green, 2007)

The following are reasons for use or non use dfrtelogy, ICT and VLEs.

- Technical issues: Technology doesn’t always wuahkch can be frustrating for

both students and teacher. (Watts, 2001)
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- Prior experience of students: For a system teffeetive students should be
accustomed to using it. (Akkoyunlu, 2006) Wherddren have limited ICT
skills they gain the least educationally. (Wat@3)2P) For those without training
in a particular system experience of previous imgeuse can make a difference.
(Tsai, 2001) In UK schools, with all students hgvesome experience of the
internet, experiences with the internet rather tgposure to it seems a more
likely factor. When it comes to attitudes to takjpeyt in online activities, prior
experience of any IT can lead to more positivéiatés. (Liaw, 2002) With all
students nowadays having previous experience ofai@ilthe internet, there is a
need to look at this in more detail. A recent syrvg UK media watchdog
Ofcom sums up the importance of technical knowlediggeribing the new
digital divide as “one of access to knowledge rathan hardware” (Ofcom 2,
2008)

- Students valuing tasks: Students valuing thesamithey take online as well as
their satisfaction with the course can contribotéeir usage of a course. (Sun,
2007) (Kay, 2008) Conversely if they cannot segefies of an activity it is

likely to put them off it. (Ramon, 2008) Coursesuld be designed so students
value them (Artino, 2006) This may seem commoneémsny teacher who
tries to plan any activities online or offline te bppealing and interesting to
students. But sometimes the obvious factors angteasiss when teachers are
engrossed in new ways of learning and teaching.

-Teacher attitudes: There is a well documentedalidivide between teachers
and students both as a result of age and priaofBasyard, 2008) This divide
can be a problem; in the USA 40% of students swadéy grades 6-12 named

their teacher as an obstacle to their use of IC®HjéEt Tomorrow, 2008). Aside
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from technical difficulties, teachers may not ursdend the work students do
online. Drotner gives two extremes of adults thiies celebrate creative and
savvy users or ignore their output as trivial. @lleleachers can view the results
technology brings as adding little or even takimgg from traditional methods
of teaching. This along with higher perceived rigkakes getting teachers on
board harder. (Drotner, 2008) As with anyone legdin example, a teacher’s
attitude and enthusiasm can affect learners baghipely and negatively. (Sun,
2007) This seems a major obstacle to overcome.

-Feedback: There are a number of reasons feedbaakake a difference to
students’ use of VLEs. Checking grades online \Wwaghird most common way
American students used technology. (Project Tomgr®08) Getting instant
feedback about online assessments such as quemzedso be a big pull for
students (Hunt, 2003). The role of the teacheiving feedback can also be
important in a number of ways. Fast responses fratars and well developed
feedback and feedback mechanisms can make a begedite to student
perceptions of a course. (Sun 2007)

- Flexibility — Students appreciate having flexiblgtions to work where and
when they want. Students may log on at unexpectesstof day if the VLE is

available at times convenient to them. (Conole 8200

-Design: Design is a broad term that can be useéesoribe features, layout and
content all of which can make a difference to areds experience. Each of
these can be broken down into many subcategosdiild be investigated or
researched in some detail. The final four reasonsttident use of technology all

fit in one or more of these categories.
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User interface - Having a good user interface makékE easier for students to
use and navigate. Shee and Wang found that usedsaaood user interface as
the most important reason affecting user satisiac(iShee, 2008)

Interaction — Feedback from teachers, one fornmtefraction, has already been
mentioned. Other types of interaction can helpsisellaborating on tasks which
can increase motivation (Kay, 2008) This can aklp breate a sense of
community which is another motivating factor fondents. (Prendes, 2008)
Content — Studies mention quality of content rathan the amount of content.
Content with graphics and animation was well reegilly students while content
consisting of lots of text could put off studer{tsay, 2008)

Clear Instructions — Much like having an easy te user interface having clear
instructions, both for how to use a VLE and for himvweomplete online tasks

make it much more likely a student will completiask.(Kay, 2008)

What difference does age make to student use of vir  tual

learning environments?

This was the leanest area of research for scheaifsgpscenarios. Surveys of
University students were more common and showegingrelationships
between age and VLE use or satisfaction. Youngévedsity students were
more likely to use and enjoy using a VLE. This cblbé relevant to schools as
the reasons given were that younger students leadegrexposure to ICT and
were more computer literate. But this depends erd#finition of computer
literate; in schools the younger students may teamt about ICT from an
earlier age, in common with younger university stud, but their overall

computer knowledge is unlikely to be greater thiaeostudents who have had
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more years of computer use and school ICT lesSanparaphrase Prensky, the
younger University students have the edge as tleegnare likely digital natives
with older students possibly digital immigrantsteifsky, 2001) In schools all
students would be defined by Prensky as digital/est the question is which
natives have more experience? A 2004 study fouatd3?% of Year 7 students
used the internet compared to 94% of year 11 &td@ents (Kitchen, 2006). A
study of UK children by OFCOM, (the independent t#gulator of the
communications industry) found similar differencésose aged 12-15 were
more likely to use a variety of forms of media aednmunications technology
than 8-11 year olds. There were no types of equipmere likely to be used by
the younger age group. They also found that uskeeointernet increases from
age 5 to 14 with a slight dip after 14. Older sttdavere found to be more likely
to use the internet on their own and to make bnoaske of the internet. They
found a noticeable increase in use of media attagéOFCOM, 2008). Another
interesting point noticed by the same study was patterns and use had
changed over the last 2 years. This constant chargjadents’ use and
knowledge of ICT is something, as an ICT teachagtice with every incoming

cohort of year 7 students.

How do you survey student attitudes?

There were a few published ways of quantativelysugag student attitudes to
ICT and the Internet tailored to different groulkst consisted of statements
about technology that participants would rate ¢ikeat scale. (Oppenheim,

1992) Non-academic surveys of attitudes towards(i&T surveys by
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government agencies or organisations) followedralai methodology but with
a larger variety of questions. When it came tdiwatés towards e-learning there
does not seem to be a standard methodology. Liamangland Chen argue that a
single methodology is not suitable and an approlaahcovers many areas is
more suitable. They noted that e-learning incluafésctive, cognitive,
behavioural and social components and in theirtgpresaire asked about
demographic information, computer and internet eepee and attitudes
towards e-learning (Liaw, 2007). Others agreed itinedisuring attitudes should
not be carried out alone and suggested findingabatit usage and experiences
of media and technology (Kirkwood, 2005). Attitudescomputers and the
internet are closely related (Liaw, 2002) and regeag these may work well to
validate results of VLE attitude questions. Mosidgts of student perceptions
found positive results but most used qualitativiel@vce which gave over a
confusingly large number of reasons for positivd aagative attitudes (Kay,

2008)

Data Collection

Focus Groups:

The initial literature review gave me many ideasrudefinitive insights on
how to further my initial research hypothesis lowkat why different aged
students used the VLE in different ways. The qoestbrought up from the
research broadened my scope rather than narrowed inore realistic question.
To try and narrow down my research | asked my stisd@r their opinions. | did

this by getting together focus groups of studerdsfdifferent year groups to
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discuss why they used or didn’t use our VLE. | acthpse groups that | had
taught as it meant | had easier access to, andlkdge of the students. | decided
to focus the study on three year groups, year &, 9@and year 10. The year 13
students were taken out of the study for two regsbimst, because they were a
very small group of only seven students who wowtiprovide as statistically
significant a sample as the younger larger classasond, but most importantly,
they finished the school year earlier than othassts which wouldn’t have
given me enough time to complete the researchréinaining three groups
provided a varied set of ages and pupils that Iccoboose from for the focus
groups and then expand on later if needed for éundsearch.

The focus groups were done during school time wstitidlents taken out of
lessons to give their opinions. This was done withpermission of both
teachers and students. Because of the time ofayghthe short duration of the
focus group (10 to 20 minutes) this wasn't a probte disruption for teachers or
students. Groups of five students were picked. @savere used rather than
individuals in the hope that students would boudeas off each other and delve
deeper into the questions. (Oppenheim, 1992) Tineo&the focus groups was
not to find one answer to the hypothesis but todbaut as many different
reasons for student use of the VLE as possibles@heuld then be researched
and studied further. Students were specificallgced who, | felt, would be
happy to talk and give an opinion in the grouptl@f five | tried to choose about
three of the participants who had at some time lbeegular user of the VLE,
and at least one had only used it minimally. Tmequal ratio was chosen
because, at this stage, | was more interesteddmfy out how and why students

used the VLE rather than why they didn't. It's wortoting that the amount of
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time that had elapsed from the students beingeaotivthe VLE varied by each
year group as some had used it at the beginnitlieofear, some year round and
some at the end of the year. All focus groups weneby myself, sitting in a
circle in as informal a manner as possible to by emake the experience a
conversation rather than a questioning.

Groups were asked three main questions; Why didggan to or use the VLE;
Why didn’t you log on, or what stopped you fromdang on, to the VLE; What
would make the VLE better or make you more likelyse it? Other questions
were asked in between for clarification, these veifferent for each group
depending on how much prompting they needed. Thedsults of the questions
are in table 1 below. As can be seen, even frofrti@gssummary, the year 7
students had a lot more to say than the other grothe year 7 group lasted 10

minutes longer than the other two groups.

Table 1- Results of Focus Groups

Year Year 7 Year 9 Year 10
Group/Question
Why did you logon | - For checking | - Forced to for| - To check
to the VLE? work work homework (if
- To check - To chat to homework planner
Messages friends (in was lost)
(social and lessons) - To check
work) -Todo homework was
- To check when homework written down
work is due in | - When bored | correctly
- To look at - To look at - To submit work
profile and what other
change profile | years are
pictures doing
- To look at - To make
random work avatars
- To upload
work
- To look at ICT
glossary
-Todo
homework
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- When bored to
see if friends are
on

- To message
people
Why didn’t you log | - Forgot about it| - Forgotten - Nobody uses it
on / what stopped | - Not been set | password - It's work based
you from logging on| work on it - Nobody else | - Because it's
to the VLE - No homework | was logging in| monitored by
to check - Use MSN to | teachers.
- No point for talk to friends | - Have better things
chatting as MSN quicker and | to do
is quicker better - Go out to see
- There weren't | - No reason to| friends rather than
enough people | log on talk to them on
on it - After a while | computer
- It's easier to | got boring - No internet
phone friends to| - Was just for | connection
ask for homework
homework - Finished
- Takes time to | homework
turn PC on - Didn't know
how to
- Confusing
layout
- Talking was
slow
What would make | - More people | - Instant Chat | - Films and games
the VLE better or on. - Games - Easier navigation
you more likely to | - Comparing - Jokes - Online feedback
use it? work you've - More people | - Online revision
done - Facility to with more content
- Educational ask teachers | than is currently
games to play at questions available.
home maybe about
against other homework
people - Homework
- Being able to | timetable
customise - Catch-up
homepage and | notes for when
personal profileg you miss a
- Being able to | lesson.

comment on
peoples’ work

- Help pages, on
the website and
in class.

- Regular school
news updates

- Regular online
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homeworks

- Different sites
for upper and
lower school.

- Links to
websites

- Being able to
attach Youtube
videos

Other noteworthy | - Some technical - We use the
comments issues and issues computer and the
with speed of internet a lot but do
system. other stuff like

- Felt it was downloading music
designed better and myspace

for younger
students not
older

- Felt it was new
and exciting.

The results of the focus groups brought out sonyeré@sons that students went
online to use the VLE. The summary above doesmtwsiiequency of answers
but two motives for going online were repeated lbgrge number of
participants: being in touch with friends or classes socially, and checking or
handing in homework. There was a large contrastdst the younger and older
students with opinions towards social factors —ngmr students gave a
multitude of social reasons that they may go onlyear 10 students were careful
to point out that although they spend a lot of timmethe computer they prefer to
socialise away from the computer. There seemée tovery different dynamic
Criticism of the Results: As stated earlier theulogroups were not meant to
provide clear answers to the original hypothesistdexpand on it — thus the
results just emphasise some areas that could barobed further. There were a
number of problems with this method of researclthEgroup had a slightly

different format of questions dependent on thespomses so group answers
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cannot be compared directly. All groups are onasltkeach and they may have
been eager to please me or loathe to criticiseaneedr teacher. | did feel that all
groups had an honest dialogue but | can’t be fuaethey weren’t holding
anything back. Another potential issue is that Itesuere transcribed to paper as
| conducted the discussions. | made an effort itevadl significant comments
down but | may have missed some comments and Inaag misinterpreted
some comments when it came to reading throughdhements afterwards. This
was made harder as discussions were left to flomaagally as possible and

some became cyclical, often coming back to preveuestions out of sequence.

Reuvision of hypotheses based on student feedback:

As a result of the focus groups and my experiencekass | identified some key
observations that | wished to investigate furtl@r. each area | have explained
the area, what brought it to my attention and tone | have mentioned some
possible implications.

1. The frequency of VLE use for different age stuide- my experience in the
classroom seemed to be that younger students lis&d_E more. This was
backed up by the general attitudes of the focusggol was interested to
guantify this to find out if my observations weiarate. This has implications
for schools if they are to go for a staggered ohiidion of a new VLE to
students. They may want to target the group madbuesrastic to use the VLE.
2. That different age students used the commupitatiols of the VLE in
different ways — the focus groups reaffirmed myesignce that younger

students made more use of the messaging facaitidsagain | was interested in
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guantifying this. This again may change the waglteas decide to use a VLE
with different age groups.

3. That older students had access to a wider rahgeethods for communicating
with classmates — the year 10 students made it ttlaathey had many ways of
keeping in touch with friends. This could be a é@meh why they used the VLE
differently to younger students. It could also péagart in personalising internet
usage and safety training for each year group.

4. That younger students are more enthusiastictatoovations in lessons and
online and got bored of it less quickly — Olderdents seemed to find the VLE
less exciting and the excitement they did have seeimwear off faster.

5. That younger students seemed to be more engtigdia hand in homework
online — as said previously | usually gave studantsption to hand in work
online. My feeling was that older students wers le=en to hand in homework
online. Some courses, schools and qualificatioesreoving towards e-portfolios
and paperless assessment and this could becorasugnim many places.

6. That where there is online communication via\th& it is most likely used
socially rather than for work — | am interestedgé® how much students used the
communication features to help each other with vayé how much was just for
fun.

7. That older students are less willing to postsagses on a VLE (especially
messages to friends) as they are worried they reagtbrcepted by teachers —

This certainly came across from the older studientise focus groups.

Each of these areas was shortened to seven resggaifneses put in the form

of statements which | hoped could be proved oneavanother.
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1. The younger the student the more they use tHe VL

2. Younger students use the VLE more because theyt @s a communication
tool.

3. Older students have access to a greater rarg@ohunication tools.

4. There is more of a novelty using a VLE for yoengtudents.

5. Younger students prefer handing in homeworknenli

6. Messaging is usually social not about work.

7. Older students are more worried about privacy.

To investigate these hypotheses further | conduztedther review of relevant

literature followed by a survey of my students.

Further Literature Review:

Before collecting data to investigate the hypotedsmnducted a further
literature review concentrating on the key issineshypotheses were
investigating. Communication was a key featureneYLE highlighted in the
focus groups. | was interested to know what resesinows about students
communicating online and if this communicationikly to help them learn.
Next | was interested in finding out about the “alty” factor of technology and
if there was any way of measuring it. Another isa@as students’ attitudes,
perceptions and understanding of online privacyaly | investigated how
online homework was received by students. | speadlfi looked for any results
showing differences between age groups or othempgrdJnfortunately most

results were more general.
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How do students use social tools?

In one survey the top seven reasons for childramgb@nline were all social in
some way (Luckin, 2008) so social and communicatiafs have a lot of
potential for getting students on a VLE. Goldmalitspools for communication
into two groups of social technologies and culttéeahnologies. A given
example of a social technology is a group mind mvbpre technology focuses
attention. Cultural technologies are describedf@srial tools that organise the
processes for communication in specific settingg3ldman, 2008). | have split
my research into three more simple categoriesaboetworks, messaging and

using social activities for learning.

Social Networks:

Social tools include amongst other tools, socialvneks (SNS), messaging and
forums. Although VLEs may not be designed as saméalorks they share many
features of these networks. Rickypedia the VLE @peesearched had spaces for
profiles and messaging. There is no reliable datexactly how many people
use SNS (Boyd, 2007) but the numbers amongst ypaagle are certainly high.
There are significant differences in numbers ofsisé different ages and
genders. In the USA, 45% of children aged 12-141 &S compared to 64% of
15-17 year olds (Lenhart, 2007) Across the genglensger boys were
marginally more likely to participate than younggts but older girls were

significantly more likely to participate than oldeoys. (Lenhart, 2007)
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Students use social networks for a variety of reasdhe 2007 Pew survey
found that 91% of teens use SNS to connect wigmds. (Lenhart, 2007) These
friends are usually pre-existing ones. (Boyd, 2@3Yyd, 2008) School VLEs
connecting a ready made group of classmates ceuldialy fulfil this role.

There are benefits of these connections shown myrstudies. Social interaction
between students and teachers is related to ceatiséaction and social
collaboration and dialogue can help users to réaein goals. (Contreras-
Castillo, 2006) A learner’s performance can had@ect relation to their social
learning networks offline and this could also hestonline (Cho, 2007). Having
social activities within learning can also makeh#ag seem of a higher quality
and be a motivating factor for students (Tung, 2@écial networks as well as
communities of interest are very important facforsgetting students online
(Green, 2007) which could translate to getting tleena VLE. There are
however many hindrances for using SNS for educafiost as SNS may support
pre-existing relationships they also tend to suppi-existing behaviours.
(Boyd, 2007) Thus if a student is likely to behdaglly in a physical classroom
they may also do so online. Similarly social profdecan also happen online
with arguments in a classroom migrating to virtsggices (Luckin, 2008) and
possibly to outside of school hours. Kreijns crdaésocial space scale” which
successfully measured positive and negative gretya\dour but the tools for
doing so were beyond the scope of my study. (Kse@®07). Teachers wishing
to make use of the benefits of SNS should heedvaM@nings. It can be
tempting to construct social learning spaces tmfwith traditional education
and a teachers preferred style, this is likelyetuce or restrict informal learning.

(Contreras-Castillo, 2006) Students may not alwesgsa system as intended and
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develop their own strategies for working their whsough environments (Boyd,
2007) which may spoil a linear learning path sdiy@ teacher. In lessons,
teachers should be aware that students are metg ttkkuse more features and
activities at home than at school where messagitiggi preferred use.(Boyd,

2008)

Messaging:

Messaging is an important tool in SNS and VLEs. $4gig with classmates
about assignments was named as th®p activity in a USA survey of ICT at
school (Project Tomorrow, 2008). Messaging can keyato creating a good
community of practice as it can provide regulaerattions about work. (Daele,
2007) When students work on challenging tasks conication using messaging
can help them persist and succeed with the taskl, @01) Pupils using VLEs
or SNS for learning expect instant communicatiothygeers and tutors on
demand (Conole, 2008). In online courses this comaation can make a large
difference. One way is by increasing informal iatg¢ions which can improve
course satisfaction and performance (Kirkwood, 208S well as personal
messaging public messaging using chat and foruengsarally received
positively by users (Hunt, 2003). Two of three kagtors for success of a
Primary online learning programme in Australia wegkated to interaction with

others. (Sun, 2007)
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Using social activities for learning:

Measuring academic progress through social leaiisiag area that needs much
exploration. (Horizon, 2008) Teachers will needlévelop ways of learning and
assessment to make use of these tools effectiyelypg communication tools
just for fun is not the most effective way of leiagnbut linking them with other

activities with a purpose could be a good staritkiood, 2005).

How long does the novelty effect last for and how ¢ an it be
quantified?

| found almost no reference to a “novelty effeat’siudents. It is certainly
something | see with myself and with all new taskihe classroom where
students are initially excited by something newdentually get bored of it. A
recent research project on Web 2.0 in schools febadboredom could occur
when students lost interest in a potential sitee @ay of solving this was for a
critical mass of interesting users to be on the ¢ituckin, 2008) Unfortunately
no way of working out this critical mass or of meisg boredom or novelty was

found.

Privacy Online:

| found a number of sources of views and discussioprivacy of teens on the
internet. There were some worrying and interedimdjngs but also many
positive findings. A number of students who dorsewveb tools cited safety as a

reason why (Luckin, 2008). On the internet, in gahestudents often want to
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protect privacy but engage in behaviour that dbesopposite. Most though vary
the amount they post depending on how much they &rwebsite (Boyd, 2007).
The Pew internet survey in the USA found the 66%hose with online profiles
do not have them open to all users and of thosedthd6% have some false
information on their profile. (Lenhart, 2007). Thigggests that teenagers do
think about what they post even if they don’t alwayake the “right” decisions.
In school and home environments students do thaokitaprivacy. Public and
private may mean different things at home, at skleowl in general. Many
children have tactics to keep their internet useape or secret from their
parents. (Livingstone, 2005) One project reseagchischool VLE noted a child
who used a data stick for storage rather than ttfe & he wanted to avoid the
school monitoring systems. (Banyard, 2008) Whewihes to posting school
work on a VLE there are mixed feelings. Studen&rse prefer work to be
visible to a limited group of people such as tlogass rather than to a wider
audience. (Luckin, 2008) This may be because thewarried what people they
don’t know will think about them. Pupils and teahkave different worries
about privacy with teachers worrying about intesedety while students worry
about their online identity and looking good. (Lutk2008)

Despite the issues and problems there is a largeiainof positive evidence
about online privacy of children. They are awar@mfacy threats and make
efforts to stay safe (Boyd, 2007). Very few childfeave been upset about
photos or text that others have put about thenhernnternet (Luckin, 2008).
There is also a view that students creating petspaees and information can
be a healthy stage of adolescent developmenthadps them create their own

identity. (Stern, 2008)
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Online Homework:

The use of technology for homework came high inAheerican Project
Tomorrow survey. The number one use of technology fer writing
assignments (74%), with checking assignments ategranline coming in at
number three (58%) (Project Tomorrow, 2008). Thigsih with the results of my
focus groups. Online homework can be flexible affier@ variety of forms of
assessment for the teacher (Sun, 2007). One exasnphine assessments that
give instant feedback, such as quizzes, which eagréat for building student
confidence. (Hunt, 2003) There is always a debasehool over the merits and
purpose of coursework. There is an argument thaiefnrk needs to be

radically changed to be brought up to date with emodkills. (Green, 2007)

Discussion of methodology to test hypotheses:

To further examine the hypotheses | chose to rsureey of the groups. | also
had access to the logs from the server holdiny/tlte but wasn’t sure if it

would be possible to interrogate these to garnguaeful information. The plan
was for the survey to be sent out to the same feaegroups that were used for
the focus groups. Again this provided a good spodadjes and experiences.
The three classes were all classes that | had taugbh, from a practical view,
made it easier to get them to take a survey. Aulisade effect of this was that it
removed the factor of instructor motivation andtadie which can make a

difference to student attitudes. The year 13 gwap again left out for the same
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reasons as previously mentioned. The year 9 gradpgwo classes that had used
the VLE and the others had one each. The approgimanbers | hoped to
survey were 30 in year 7, 40 in year 9 and 16 ar 6. The surveys were run
during lesson time to make access to the studestsre Because of the timing of
the research towards the end of the school yeaati@dexaminations this was
not a problem as the pace of work in lessons temdlw as the long Summer
holidays approaches. The surveys turned out tofbdeasant reflective activity

for classes to start their lessons with before masgjng onto other tasks.

Questionnaire Design

| decided to use online survey software to complsteesearch. A disadvantage
of this is the need for access to PCs but as alessons were in ICT suites this
was not a problem. | experimented with a varietgwiey creation tools and
frustratingly found that none met my requiremenxtaatly. In the end | chose
Google Forms which gave me a balance of some fléyilm question styles

with easy accessibility to the survey and good fdtimg of the results in a

downloadable spreadsheet.

The questionnaire was designed to test all sevpathgses without having to
rely on the server logs in case they weren't adokesQuestions were initially
created in an order corresponding with the ordehefhypotheses. Most
guestions were quantitative, some used 5 pointtldeales to measure regularity
of use or attitude, some used custom scales toureea®mre specific frequencies
of use, a number used yes or no questions anduestion asked participants to

rank items in order. Although the questionnaire guéstions took inspiration
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from research encountered in the literature revigveshard to make direct
comparisons as none of the research encounteredimad at secondary school
students, different age groups and the specifiasar&vas researching. The
questions were therefore primarily constructed gisny knowledge of my
classes along with the outcomes | was expectisgéorom the questions. Once
all of the questions had been formulated they aer@nged into an order that
would be more user friendly and logical to the as@@ppenheim, 1992) Some
easier questions were placed at the start to ¢aderds into the process.
(Oppenheim, 1992) Some questions of similar typek sis questions with a
likert scale or questions with yes or no answene\pet together. At the end
information about the students’ year group was estpd to allow for
comparisons to be made. There wasn’t time or aralabpportunity to run a pilot
version of the survey to check scales, insteadtineey was passed to different
groups of people for commenting and feedback. Thgnal survey was
reviewed by a number of volunteers from varyingkgaounds (see
acknowledgments). Between the reviewers | was gieas for a few new
guestions to add, ideas for changing some of thles¢some of them
conflicting) to make them clearer and easier, ae@s$ on how to collect some
gualitative data. By the final revision | had addedne extra questions, revised
scales to make them more consistent across questimhasked for students’
first names at the end of the questionnaire. Tineesagave me the option to
compare student perceptions from the survey withahcise from the server
logs. Significantly | also added a comments bathatend of every section of

guestions where students could write any opiniarfarther information to
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clarify their answers. This potentially gave meeaith of qualitative data to

supplement the quantitative results.

Criticisms of the questionnaire:

There are certainly criticisms to be made of thesgjonnaire. The first one was
that it was too long, this was a result of askingsfions on 7 hypotheses and
making sure plenty of data was collected for eagothesis to make some
conclusions. It was also long as a result of feekloiuring the reviewing stage.
Each reviewer had made good suggestions, many ichwimcorporated.
Another criticism is that the scales were not prypested as there was no
piloting with students. Getting a good distributi@iresults was down to my
judgement of the students. Some of the non-paranszta collected made my
data analysis more complicated. Third, | shouldehsppent more time with the
server logs to try and get them to work befored han the survey, this would
have allowed me to remove a few questions. Fimalhlack of experience and
knowledge in surveying and research meant thatihh@ut enough detail into
thinking ahead to evaluating results. This proeess not made easy by the way
| collected some of the data. Overall, despiteptfudlems, my survey collected a

lot of interesting data. A copy of the survey isappendix 1.

Results:

At the end of my data collection | realised | hatlexcted more data than | could
deal with. There was probably enough to sustairertftan one research project.

The download of the server logs left me with a agsheet of 50,000 entries. The
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questionnaire collected 77 columns of answersftweralata, per student. In this
section | will display and try and explain the kegults from the data. | will
describe the server logs first. For the surveylteswvill go through them as | go
through each hypothesis giving the data relevartitth one. Any relevant

qualitative data will also be presented with eaghdthesis.

Server Logs:

Despite initial worries | was successfully ablerterrogate the server logs of the
VLE. The VLE stores logs of all actions undertakgrusers in an online
database. | downloaded this database as well akathbase of user-ids and
names. | linked these two tables up in a databaseyocomputer which let me
guery actions by date and by teaching group. Ihitldhad problems converting
the date to a readable format but | found a siroaleulation in the VLE help
forums to fix this. Analysing the data had to be@elgroup by group and date by
date but the whole process was quite fast and gayeaccurate results as to
how often different students used different pafthe VLE over different

periods of time. External factors that may have@#d the results will be
discussed along with the hypotheses. Aside frorsetlieere is only one minor
discrepancy in the data. In year 7 and 9 there wamall number — a maximum
of four students that used the VLE in extra cutacactivities. As far as possible
these extra were removed from the final resulte @uhe overall numbers of
pupils, the small number of extra activities anel tany other external factors
that may affect the data this factor should notiitecal to the overall results. An
action, as recorded in the data, is any activajuaent may undertake, this

includes, logging on, logging off, sending a messagading a forum message or
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downloading a document. A student who logs on &mdls 5 messages in a
session will perform three times as many actiofs$ta student who just logs on
and logs off (2). As different year groups hadetiéint numbers of students and
used the VLE for different periods of time | havegented the total actions
divided by students and days alongside the actmnsake for easier

comparison. The results will be discussed withrédtevant hypotheses.

Table 2- Server Logs - Total and Proportional Actions by Sudents per year

group

Table 3- Server Logs - Actions per year group and actions per person per month.

Year 7 | Year9 | Year 10
Number of 30 60 16
students
Days used 77 243 296
Number of 956 465 417
logons
per student per 0.414| 0.032| 0.088
day
Total actions 10569| 7636 3208
per student per 4.58 0.52 0.68
day
Personal 1256 846 18
messages writtel
per student per 0.544| 0.058| 0.004
day
Forum Posts 11 61 1
per student per | 0.0048( 0.0042| 0.0002
day

Actions | Actions
Actions | Actions | Per per
in in Person person
month 1 | month 2 | Month 1 | Month 2
Year 7
n=30 8284 2215 276 74
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Year 9

n=40 3420 1666 86 42
Year 10

n=16 1558 300 97 19

Chai Square=10.58 p =0.005

Analysis of results of survey by hypothesis:

Unless otherwise stated n (year 7) = 26, n (year 9) = 26, n (year 10) = 10

Hypothesis 1 . Theyounger the student the morethey usethe VLE.

There are three methods | have used to measureyjhighesis. Two measures
were from the server logs looking at the numbdogbns (Table 2) and the total
number of actions (Table 3). From the questionndi@ve used the question
where students were asked how many times a weghdgged onto the VLE

when they first started using it.

Table 4: When you started using the VLE how many times did you login a week?

Year Total
Number of VLE 10

logons a week

7 (n=26)

9 (n=26)

(n=10)

7-13
5-6
2-4
<2

Total

15%
12%
46%
27%
100%

0%
0%
15%
85%
100%

0%
10%
30%
60%

100%

6%
6%
31%
56%
100%

Kruskal Wallace Test : p=0.001

All three sources show similar results. In table tiwe number of logons per
student per day were 0.414 for year 7, 0.032 far $eand 0.088 for year 10. In
table three, in the first month of use year 7 stad@ad performed an average of
276 actions, year 9 86 and year 10 97. In table 286 of year 7 students

thought they logged on 5-13 times a week compareunbihe for year 9 and 10%
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for year 10. These figures all agree that the Yestudents were by far the most
active followed by year 10 and then year 9. Theshypothesis was not fully
proved as although the year 7 students performeé autions as predicted the
year 9 students were behind year 10 on all thressares. For a more optimistic
result, if | just look at usage in each groups'aetmonth (see table 3), when
arguably use has settled down the figures showyangat slide from 74 actions
per person per month (year 7) to 42 (year 9) t¢yg€r 10).

Result: Hypothesis 1 is partially proven.

Hypothesis 2 . Younger studentsusethe VLE morebecause they useit as

a communication tool.

Again to investigate this hypothesis | will use sodata from the server log and
some from the questionnaire. Table two shows thennmember of messages
sent per student per day for each year group dsawéhe total number of forum
posts made. The number of messages is 0.004 fod@e&.058 for year 9 and
0.544 for year 7. This shows clear differencesefich year group by around a
factor of 10 between year 7 and 9 and again betwean9 and year 10.
Although year 9 students didn’t send as many messag the year 7 they did
make 61 forum posts compared to 11 of year 7. Digithese by the number of
students and the number of days year 9 usage watkamost the same (0.0006
away) as year 7 but still 20 times that of yearT&ble 5 shows the student

perspective of how often they read and send messagmnd from friends.

Table 5- How often do you read and send messages to and from friends on the
VLE:

Year 7 Year 9 ‘ Year 10 ‘ Mean ‘
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Least often 1 12% 50% 100% 42%

2 38% 35% 0% 31%

3 23% 12% 0% 15%

4 23% 4% 0% 11%

Most often 5 4% 0% 0% 2%
Grand

Total 100% 100% 100%

This follows the same pattern. Year 7 are much rikedy to send messages

than year 9. Year 10 recognised that they hardlkemse of the messaging

facility. While this clearly proves that youngeudéents are more likely to use the

communication features of the VLE it doesn’t prolvat is the main factor

influencing their use. To investigate this | askéatents to rank a list of 10

possible reasons for logging into the VLE. Theermany possible ways of

analysing this, | chose to do so by looking atribmbers of students ranking an

option in position 1 or 2. The results of this weeey similar to the mean value

for each option.

The top three reasons for year 7 seven went to dignn homework”, followed

“by changing profile details” and then “messagingdr year 9 it was

“messaging”, “checking homework”, and “changingtava Year 10 chose

“checking homework”, “checking when homework is do'eand “messaging”.

Table 6: Top reasons for logging into VLE (percentage ranked one or two of 10)

Reason 1

Reason 2

Reason 3

Hand in homework

Messaging / Checking homework

Year 7 (42%) Change Profile (38%) set (both 35%)
Checking homework
Year 9 Messaging (38%) set (35%) Changing avatar (31%)
Checking homework
Checking homework due / Messaging
Year 10 set (60%) (30%) See reason 2

Changing profiles and avatars could be seen aoptdrée communication

process as students do these to present an iméugrtériends. (Boyd, 2007)

Reasons to do with homework were the other reas@ahking up or taking the
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top spot in the list. It may be that the questidwhat is the most important
reason for you to log into Rickypedia” was intetpteas most important for
progress in school work. An alternative wordingttoe question which may
have elicited different responses could have bedrat are the most likely
reasons why you would logon”. Overall both reas@tated to homework and
messaging and can be said to be the most impogasbns that students from all
year groups log on. Backed up with the server \elgeh show such a high
proportion of year 7 actions were related to masggand a much higher
proportion of year 9 compared to year 10 it is faisay the hypothesis is true.

Result: Hypothesis 2 proven.

Hypothesis 3 . Older students have accessto a greater range of

communication tools.

To survey this students were asked how often tbheyncunicate with their

friends using a variety of communication tools. dme, mobile phone, text
messaging, e-mails, instant messenger, social nigtvgowebsites and internet
telephone. As the hypothesis talks about havingsecto the tools it makes sense
to look at which of these technologies studentstisay never use to
communicate with their friends. Table 7 shows dietlrat older students are less
likely to communicate by landline (p=0.002), 40%yefir 10 students say they
never use landlines to communicate with friendgould class a landline as the
least technological, mobile and private methodarhmunication so this result
supports the hypothesis. Table 9 (p=0.038) shoats2f% of year 7 students,

16% of year 9 and 10% of year 10 students nevenuamtate using instant
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messenger software. Again this supports the hygatfadthough looking at
students who say they always communicate showsd0ar 9 students
communicate very regularly by instant messengecimmigher than the other
year groups. Year 7 are also have a higher prapodi regular users than year
10.

Table 10 (p=0.025) gives a clear indication thatrigjority of year 7 students,
almost 70%, don’t use social networking sites, #eare very heavy users with
only 23% never using social networking whereas 40%ear 10 never use
social networking.

Table 8 showing e-mail use did not show statidigaaliable results (p=0.069)
but nevertheless makes interesting comparisorabtes 7 and 9. Year 7 and 9
students chose similar options with most not usimgail regularly whereas year
10 students were split fairly evenly with thosengsand not using e-mail.
Result: Hypothesis 3 is partially proved as thengmst students have less access

to communication tools.

Table 7: How often do you communicate with your friends via phone (landline)

Year Total
7 9 10
Phone Never 4% 15% 40% 15%
Rarely 24% 50% 40% 38%
Sometimes 32% 19% 20% 25%
Often 28% 4% 0% 13%
Always 12% 12% 0% 10%
Total 25 26 10 61
Kruskal Wallace Test :
p=0.002 40 16 0 23

Table 8: How often do you communicate with your friends via e-mail?

Year Total
7 9 10
Email Never 31% 27% 20% 27%
Rarely 42% 38% 30% 39%
Sometimes 15% 23% 20% 19%
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Often 12% 12% 20% 13%
Always 0% 0% 10% 2%
Total 26 26 10 62
p=0.069 12 12 30 15

Table 9: How often do you communicate with your friends via Instant
Messenger ?

Year Total
7 9 10
M Never 27% 16% 10% 20%
Rarely 15% 4% 20% 11%
Sometimes 19% 8% 30% 16%
Often 12% 12% 30% 15%
Always 27% 60% 10% 38%
Total 26 25 10 61
Kruskal Wallace Test :
p=0.038 39 72 40 53

Table 10: How often do you communicate with your friends via social
networking sites?

Year Total
7 9 10
SocNet  Never 69% 23% 40% 45%
Rarely 8% 19% 30% 16%
Sometimes 8% 8% 0% 6%
Often 4% 12% 10% 8%
Always 12% 38% 20% 24%
Total 26 26 10 62
Kruskal Wallace Test :
p=0.005 16 50 30 32

Hypothesis 4 . Thereismore of a novelty using a VLE for younger

students.

To attempt to measure novelty | have looked at bfien students use their PCs
and the Internet. | assume that students who esmtérnet less often are less
used to online tools and environments and therdiodethe VLE more novel.
Students who use their PC less are less likelyate lexperienced as many online
tools as those who do. Table 12 shows that theeptage of students using the

internet for over an hour a week is 58% for yeaf3P6 for year 9 and 70% for
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year 10. The older students are certainly heamternet users. When asked how
many times a week students used their PCs, 38%auf# students used their PC
more than 7 times a week compared to 66% of y@ad9d70% of year 10
students. It is hard to say definitively whethas thypothesis is true as it is hard
to measure novelty. When it comes to internet olsier students are certainly
more regular users than the youngest age group.

Result: Hypothesis 4 partially proved.

Table 11: During an average week how many times do you use your PC

Year Total
7 9 10
14+ 19% 31% 50% 29%
7-13 19% 35% 20% 26%
5-6 27% 27% 30% 27%
2-4 31% 8% 0% 16%
<2 4% 0% 0% 2%
Total 26 26 10 62

Kruskal Wallace Test : p=0.025

Table 12: During an average week how much time do you spend on the internet?

Year

9

10

Total

Total

2Hrs+
1-2 Hrs

31mins-
1hr

10-30
mins
less than
10 mins

35%
23%

8%

23%

12%
26

27%
46%

19%

8%

0%
26

30%
40%

0%

20%

10%
10

31%
35%

11%

16%

6%
62

Hypothesis 5 . Younger students prefer handing in homework online.

Table 13 (p=0.001) shows that only 27% of yeaudemts and 23% of year 9
students prefer handing in work online. Thoughrgdgercentage is still

undecided there is no evidence to back up the hgsa. On the contrary the
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reverse of the hypothesis seems true with 60% af ¥@ students preferring to

hand in homework online

Result: Hypothesis 5 disproved.

Table 13: Do you prefer handing in homework on Rickypedia to handing it in on

paper?

Year 7 Year 9 Year 10 Grand Total
Don't know 42% 38% 10% 35%
No 31% 38% 30% 34%
Yes 27% 23% 60% 31%
Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
p=0.001

Hypothesis 6 . Messaging is usually social not about work.

Table 14 (p=0.005) shows that for all year grougssages are normally just
social and not about work. Out of 60 students 1@ theey used the messages
equally for social and work while only 2 used it,fmostly or exclusively, chat
about work. Based on students’ own perceptions tanfident that this
hypothesis has been proved.

Result: Hypothesis 6 proved.

Table 14: What do you normally use the messaging feature to talk about?

Year Total
7 9 10

What do you Social 5 4 4 13
normally talk Mostly Social 13 18 4 35
about? .

Equal Mix 5 4 1 10

Mostly Work 0 0 1

Work 1 0 0 1
Total p=0.005 25 26 9 60

Hypothesis 7 . Older studentsare moreworried about privacy.
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To investigate this question | have looked at ihiree ways. First for
comparison I've looked at how many students hané messages that were
meant only for friends and how many have postedsages publicly on the
internet. This gives an idea of how often thesdestts perform these kinds of
activities as well as their prior experiences. Ehthat have posted a variety of
types of message are more likely to have encouhterd learnt about privacy
from personal experiences. Table 15 shows thantgerity of older students
have posted messages to friend while a minorityeaf 7 students have. When it
comes to public messages the differences are moneynced. Year 9 and 10
groups show lower numbers using public messagepaa@d to private
messages but still show 70% and 50% respectivetyhdve posted messages in
public forums. In year 7 81% of students hadn’telea, an even more marked
difference. Year 7 students are certainly lesdylike have had experience

posting on the internet.

Table 15: Have you posted messages on the internet just for friends to read?

Have you posted messages on THE
INTERNET that are: Just for friends to

read? 7 9 10

No 58% 23% 40% 40%
Yes 42% 77% 60% 60%
Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 16: Have you posted messages on the internet for anyone to read?

Have you posted messages on THE

INTERNET that are: For anyone on the Grand
internet to read? Year 7 Year 9 Year 10 | Total

No 81% 31% 50% 55%
Yes 19% 70% 50% 45%
Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

My next measure was checking pupil understandinge®VLE messaging
system and the pupil perceptions towards messagdseing private. Table 17

shows the results of the question, “Would your wehdass be able to read a
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message to your friend sent via the VLE”. The adresswer was no. In year 10
almost all of the pupils answered correctly, inryéalmost three quarters but in
year 9 only half. This may be because year 7 wenefamiliar users of the
messaging system than year 9 students (as shoWable 2). The oldest students
certainly had the best understanding. This trenslieaersed in the results of the
guestion “would your teachers be able to read ssagesto your friend” (Table
18). The correct answer was yes. Year 7 had theubegrstanding of this with
73% (as in Table 17) while less than half of theeotgroups chose the correct
answer. Year 7 students certainly seemed to hetter overall understanding

of how the VLE messaging system works.

Table 17: If you wrote a message to a friend on the VLE would your whole class
be ableto read it?

If you wrote a message to a friend ON

RICKYPEDIA would you expect the

following people to be able to read it? Grand
Your whole class: Year 7 Year 9 Year 10 | Total

No 73% 50% 90% 66%
Yes 27% 50% 10% 34%
Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 18: If you wrote a message to your friend on the VLE would your teachers
be abletoread it?

If you wrote a message to a friend ON

RICKYPEDIA would you expect the

following people to be able to read it? Grand
Your teachers: Year 7 Year 9 Year 10 | Total

No 27% 54% 60% 44%
Yes 73% 46% 40% 56%
Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 19: If you wrote a message to a friend on the VLE would be happy for your
classtoread it?

If you wrote a message to a friend on
Rickypedia WOULD YOU BE HAPPY for

the following people to read it? Your Grand
whole class: Year 7 Year 9 Year 10 | Total

No 65% 42% 60% 55%
Yes 35% 58% 40% 45%

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Table 20: If you wrote a message to a friend on the VLE would you be happy for
your teacher toread it?

If you wrote a message to a friend on

Rickypedia WOULD YOU BE HAPPY for

the following people to read it? Your Grand
teachers: Year 7 Year 9 Year 10 | Total

No 54% 61% 60% 58%
Yes 46% 38% 40% 42%
Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Tables 19 and 20 show whether students would bpytfap personal messages
to be read by their whole class or by their teachéear 9 were the only group
where the majority were happy for their whole clesssead messages to friends,
in the other two groups 60% to 65% would not beplyapith this. When it

comes to teachers reading personal messages @@bte classes had the
majority of students happy with this. The perceatafjyear 7s happy with this
went up 11% to 46%, year 10 stayed the same atat@Pfyear 9 dropped 20% to
38%. Year 7s were the only group happier for ttesachers to read messages
than their peers. This may be because, being megednt users of the
messaging system, they understood that teacheld i@@d messages (see Table
18) while older students not expecting messagés tead were less happy to

see them being read.

Looking at the results overall it seems differesarygroups have different
worries about privacy. Older students are more eepeed web users and
happier to share messages with peers and the fuhlless happy to share with
teachers. The youngest users had a better undgirgjasf messaging via the
school VLE but less experience of the internet.yllwere happier having
messages read by friends but more worried abounghaith their peer group.

The hypothesis that older students are more woatedit privacy on cannot be
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proved based on these results. There are sigresyibeatrue but the strong
feelings expressed in the focus groups are noicegpt by the quantitative data.

Result: Hypothesis unproven.

Summary of results:

1. The younger the student the more they use the VL

Result: Partially proven — the youngest studergar(y’) were the most active
users but year 9 students were not unambiguoustyg autive than year 10
students.

2. Younger students use the VLE more because theyt as a communication
tool.

Result: Proven. The oldest students used it fomgomcation the least and the
youngest the most.

3. Older students have access to a greater rargmrohunication tools.
Result: Partially proven — the youngest studentstha least access to
communication tools but year 9 students used sownis more than year 10
students.

4. There is more of a novelty using a VLE for yoengtudents.

Result: Partially proven — the youngest studentsléss access to the internet
and therefore exposure to online tools.

5. Younger students prefer handing in homeworknenli

Result: Disproved — year 10 students preferred ingnd work online with the
other year groups preferring not to or undecided.

6. Messaging is usually social not about work.
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Result: Proved for all year groups.
7. Older students are more worried about privacy.
Result: Unproven — results were mixed and it wégcdlt to make concrete

conclusions.

Though results were mixed some results were péatigusignificant.
Communication is obviously a big draw for studezgpecially younger students.
Most students though said their communication wasabout work which may
put off teachers from making use of these toolss $hcial communication
seemed to be a driving factor behind student usleeoYLE with privacy issues
not playing a major part. That younger studentslassl access to other
communication tools seemed to make them more lilcelyse these features on
the VLE. The results around online homework wer@issing. Though handing
in homework online was classed by all age groupsagjor factor for using the
VLE a large number of students were not positiveualoloing so. From the
comments given this is partly due to the perceniffctulty of handing in work
online and a mistrust of the system. As one stusaiat “If | hand my work in to
my teacher | know they have got it.” Overall acraBshe questions there were
definite and significant differences between agrigs. This is probably the

most significant and certainly most transferabheliing.

Criticism of results:

Without looking at the implications of the resudistrying to extrapolate them to
other scenarios there are a number of weaknessies methodology and

analysis. Although all students were taught bysdwme teacher for the same
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subject, comparing different age students bringeamy variables. Each class
was set different tasks to do using the VLE. Ydastludents used it for an
extended period of time during which all homeworkswnade available online.
Year 9 used it for a period of time but for irregushort tasks. Year 7 used it for
a shorter period of time for an intense projecbastwo subject areas. The
second literature review highlights the importanteocial tools for learning.
The three classes had very different social makeugbsstudents in the younger
groups together for most of their lessons whiledlger students were in a class
just for one lesson and in a smaller group. The 9estudents had also known
each other for two to three years compared totlessone year for year 7
students. When it comes to creating a social gvahiph may affect the use of
messaging or social learning the makeup of thegg@ould have an effect on
the results. The design of the questionnaire hasdy been critiqued but the
analysis could also be more thorough. It was dawmy judgement as to how to
interpret the results and though | tried to be lsbaad fair it is impossible to be

so completely when not an impartial observer.

Conclusions

There is currently little research looking at hoifedtent age children use
technology in different ways. Many of the first Vikvere designed for
University students and found themselves being us&&condary and Primary
education. Only recently have VLE providers stapigatlucing systems that are
personalised towards Primary or Secondary chilbrgreven then, differences
are minor and a one size fits all attitude is plevia The description of a digital

divide or the descriptions of digital natives a¥ans too vague to describe how
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young people today use technology where all stisdese experience of the
internet and have grown up with computers. Thidywsghows that there are large
variations in type of use, experiences and pret&ebetween different year
groups in a single school. In the rest of life vem'td assume that children of
different ages have the same needs, why then imééagy for education? The
commercial world have long produced different pridwaimed at different aged
children, from sweets and toys to the myriad afvedion programming available
on satellite TV channels. Many websites, commexmaltherwise are aimed at
children. These products are not aimed at the ag#eranges of 4-10 year olds
or 11-18 year olds but specific subsections ofdleege ranges. Why then are
school VLEs expected to cater equally for all ygraups? In terms of design,
content, features and pedagogy each age grougffexsmt needs. It is certainly
worth taking the ideas and opinions into accourgntiesigning VLES or even
going a step further and making students an inkg@gira of the running of a

VLE.

Two factors that this study found were most commasied by students on
VLEs were communication tools and online homewdi@t all students were
excited about these tools and some students dida’'them at all. In particular a
large number of students were not excited aboudihngrhomework in online.
Communication tools and messaging was not usua#y dor work related
activity. Using new technology can be dauntingtéachers and when not all
students are enthusiastic about it or not usiag the teacher requires it can be

even more daunting.
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Students who don’t use a VLE are easy to notica computer and this can be
off putting for teachers. If we look to a classrotmsee which students
participate in every task it may only be a minarlfya student isn’t listening it's
up to a teacher to detect it in their face or adtibut on a computer we can see
straight away if someone isn’t logging on. Mayberéhare too high expectations
and underdeveloped strategies of pupil participatioconline tasks. It takes an
expert teacher to involve all students in a classussion. Even in a normal
lesson a good teacher will have a range of diffiatad activities and a range of
strategies to involve students. Maybe in VLEs desihie promise of
personalised learning we are currently deliveringsa personalised approach as
both teachers and students find their feet. Teadioermay be trying to drop
existing activities into an online framework whéoe better results they need
time and expertise to develop and evolve their gedgga and teaching styles.
Research shows there is much potential for leaméngg social features, social
networks and communities of practice but it maetake and practice for these

to become embedded in school VLEs.

Suggestions for further research:

There is a general gap in research on the use BEWh schools but this may be
rectified as more research passes through lengtéyrpview and publishing
procedures. There are three areas that would heere gmarticularly useful to my
research and practise. First looking at well egghbd school VLEs and what has
made them successful both in the eyes of stafstuents. Second looking at

how different but close age groups differ in thrapinions and attitudes towards
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technology and VLEs. Finally looking at how onlio@mmunication tools can be

used effectively and safely in schools.
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire
Below is a copy of the questionnaire used to sustagients.

ICT Survey

Pl ease read the questions carefully and take tine to think about
your answers. Sone questions have special instructions on howto
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answer them so read themcarefully. If you are stuck please put
your hand up.

Thank you for your participation.

Is there a computer at your home?

. EYes
E No

Is there internet access at your home?

. EYes
E No

Where is the computer that you usually use sitafedexample which room in

your house or maybe somewhere not in your hi____

How often do you use the following to keep in towath your friends?
Telephone Calls (landline) Please select a numbé¢hescale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E E E [ Allthetime

How often do you use the following to keep in towdgth your friends?
Telephone Calls (mobile phone) Please select a aumbthe scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

How often do you use the following to keep in towath your friends? Text
Messages: Please select a number on the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

How often do you use the following to keep in towdgth your friends? E-mails:
Please select a number on the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

How often do you use the following to keep in towath your friends? Instant
messenger: (eg msn or aol messenger)
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1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

How often do you use the following to keep in tomdth your friends? Social
Networking websites: (eg myspace, facebook & bebo)

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

How often do you use the following to keep in towgth your friends? Internet
telephone: (eg Skype or other voice chat)

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

What do you normally talk about?

. B Just social chat

Mostly social chat
An equal mix of social chat and chat about work

Mostly chat about work

Oononon

. Just chat about work

If there's anything else you would would like ty sdbout how you communicate
with friends you can write it here:

K1 b

During an average week how much time do you spenti®internet? Try and
estimate the time you spend.

. G Over 2 hours a day

Between 1 and 2 hours a day
31 minutes to an hour a day
10 to 30 minutes a day

Oononn

. Less than 10 minutes a day
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During an average week how many times do you use lyome computer? This

includes the weekend.

. B 14 times a week or more

7 to 13 times a week
5 to 6 times a week
2 to 4 times a week

Ooo0onon

. Less than 2 times a week

When you were FIRST given access to Rickypedia dfv@n did you log in?

. B 14 times a week or more
. B 7 to 13 times a week

. b 5 to 6 times a week

. b 2 to 4 times a week

. b Less than 2 times a week

AFTER 1 MONTH using Rickypedia how often did yowlm?

14 times a week or more
7 to 13 times a week
5 to 6 times a week

2 to 4 times a week

oononn

. Less than 2 times a week

If you have any other comments to write about héemyou used Rickypedia

you can put them here

K1 b

Have you used Rickypedia to hand-in your classwork?

. B ves

3
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ENO

Have you used Rickypedia to hand-in your homework?

. B ves
E No

Do you prefer handing in homework on Rickypedidanding it in on paper?

. EYes
E No

. C Don't know

Do you prefer handing in classwork on Rickypediaaoding it in on paper?

. EYes
E No

. C Don't know

If you have any other comments on handing in warlkne you can write them

3

herel | |

Since you started using Rickypedia how often haxedone the following?
Changed your profile information: Please seleatlmer on the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

Since you started using Rickypedia how often hauxedone the following?
Read and sent messages to and from friends: PFdebess a number on the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime
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Since you started using Rickypedia how often haxedone the following?
Checked what homework has been set: Please salaatlaer on the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

Since you started using Rickypedia how often hauxedone the following?
Checked when homework is due in: Please selectrdauon the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

Since you started using Rickypedia how often haxedone the following?
Handed in your homework online: Please select abeurmon the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

Since you started using Rickypedia how often haxedone the following?
Changed your avatar: The avatar is your profiléupec

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

Since you started using Rickypedia how often haxedone the following?
Looked at friends' profiles: Please select a nurobethe scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

Since you started using Rickypedia how often hauxedone the following?
Looked at discussion forums: Please select a nuorb#re scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

Since you started using Rickypedia how often haxedone the following?
Looked for classwork or revision: Please seleaimmlmer on the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E [E E [ Allthetime

Since you started using Rickypedia how often hauxedone the following?
Added words to a glossary: Please select a numb#reoscale.

1 2 3 4 5
Never 2 E E E [ Allthetime
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If you have any more comments to make about whatugoially do on
Rickypedia you can write them here

il
K1 ol

What is the most important reason for you to logpdrickypedia? For the next
10 options you need to rank the following reasamsddgging into Rickypedia
from 1 to 10 where 1 is the most important. Pleage each option a different
number. You may put more than one option as 10uffgel it is not relevant to
you. Look through all 10 options and decide whaleotto put them in.

1. Changing your profile Look at all 10 optionsdyelbefore choosing the
position. |

2. Reading and sending messages to and from fl‘l_ N :IT
3. Checking what homework was I : :IT

4. Checking when homework is dI, jl

5. Handing in homeworl 3

6. Changing your avat],, :IT

7. Looking at friends profilel, jl
8. Looking at discussiorl , jl

9. Looking for classwork or revisid. -

10. Adding words to a glossal ; g

Are there any other important reasons to log ortkypedia apart from the 10

-

on the list~

Have you used the messaging feature on Rickypedia?
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. EYes
ENO

What were your messages about?

. E Just for social chatting

. G Mostly for social chatting

. G An equal mix of social chat and work chat
. B Mostly chat about work

. B All chat about work

Read the following questions very carefully andvearsyes or ncJ

Have you posted messages on THE INTERNET thatlast:for friends to read?

-

Have you posted messages on THE INTERNET thatrameyour whole class to

-

read”

Have you posted messages on THE INTERNET thatrameyour whole school

-

to read”

Have you posted messages on THE INTERNET thatraneyour teachers to

w

read”

Have you posted messages on THE INTERNET thatrameanyone on the

w

internet to read

If you wrote a message to a friend ON RICKYPEDIAulbyou expect the

-

following people to be able to read it? Just yoiand:

If you wrote a message to a friend ON RICKYPEDIAulbyou expect the

-

following people to be able to read it? Your wholiess

If you wrote a message to a friend ON RICKYPEDIAulbyou expect the

-

following people to be able to read it? Your wheddool:

If you wrote a message to a friend ON RICKYPEDIAulkbyou expect the

w

following people to be able to read it? Your teas
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If you wrote a message to a friend ON RICKYPEDIAulkbyou expect the

-

following people to be able to read it? Anyone loa internet —

If you wrote a message to a friend on RickypediaW/D YOU BE HAPPY for

-

the following people to read it? Just your frie —

If you wrote a message to a friend on RickypediaW/D YOU BE HAPPY for

-

the following people to read it? Your whole cld_

If you wrote a message to a friend on RickypediaW/D YOU BE HAPPY for

-

the following people to read it? Your whole schd

If you wrote a message to a friend on RickypediaW/D YOU BE HAPPY for

w

the following people to read it? Your teach

If you wrote a message to a friend on RickypediaW/D YOU BE HAPPY for

-

the following people to read it? Anyone on the riné: —

If you posted a message to A DISCUSSION FORUM ak¥pedia would you

-

expect the following people to be able to readitst your friend —

If you posted a message to A DISCUSSION FORUM ak¥edia would you

-

expect the following people to be able to readriv@dr whole clas

If you posted a message to A DISCUSSION FORUM ak¥edia would you

-

expect the following people to be able to readr@ar whole school

If you posted a message to A DISCUSSION FORUM ak¥edia would you

-

expect the following people to be able to readr@r teacher —

If you posted a message to A DISCUSSION FORUM ak¥edia would you
expect the following people to be able to readAtyone on the internet:

-

If you posted a message to a discussion forum okyRBedia WOULD YOU BE

-

HAPPY for the following people it? Just your frieni.

If you posted a message to a discussion forum okyRBedia WOULD YOU BE

-

HAPPY for the following people it? Your whole clal

If you posted a message to a discussion forum okyRedia WOULD YOU BE

-

HAPPY for the following people it? Your whole scrth j—
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If you posted a message to a discussion forum okyRedia WOULD YOU BE

-

HAPPY for the following people it? Your teachel j—

If you posted a message to a discussion forum okyRedia WOULD YOU BE

w

HAPPY for the following people it? Anyone on théamet:

Thank you for answering all the questions, theegjast two more left so we can
check who has filled in the survey. If you have arfra comments to add to
your answers you can write them in the box below.

i b

Please select your year ng . ﬂ

Please put your first name and initial of your sune. eg if your name is Peter
Pan you would put Peter

Appendix 2: Student Comments
Below are a selection of comments made by studeibte survey. (Comments

are taken directly from results so haven't beeeraft including spelling and

grammar)

How do you communicate with your friends?

Year 10:

- We talk a lot about things we would rather yodrndi know.

- | communicate using ventrillo and me and my foeirave set up our own server
we only use it to talk socially because chattinguthwork is normally quite
boring

Year 9:

- i talk to my friends on mmorpg games...
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- | use smileys. =] 8D <<< like that

- myspace =]

- We normally talk about weird stuff.

- Mainly we just tak to eachother.

- We talk to each other.

Year 7:

- i talk to them alot

- face to face

- internet games eg.world of warcraft runescape

- | mainly text message

- | can meet my friends around the park and pyl&ces.
- face to face

- i meet witth them

- i use web cam to talk to my family who live favay or in another country.

- 1 also talk to them face to face.

Comments About Rickypedia

Year 10:

- it would be good if there was more fun stuff toahd if more customisation of
your profile could be done. However, as it is alsvayonitored by teachers, i will
always rather use Myspace or MSN

- Don't really use it all that much.

- | found rickypedia useful for only homework aseexthing else on it i used
other places or did not use them at all

Year 9:
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- Completely forgot about it.

- I don't really use it

- could be a bit more exciting

- I liked using rickypedia but i think it can béod updated..

- | think it can be updated and made more teenfaigedly

-  would use it more if i got used to it so i ndedise it now

Year 7:

- nothing rickpedia is good fun

- its good for homework.

- | barely ever used it at all, i dont go on it amore, if i do its once every three or
four weeks

- "I Only logged on when i had homework or someghihad to do on it.

- | sometimes go on it just for fun to play the gari

- | hardley use it now because we mostly usedritife english project we were
doing but we have finished it now

- not that often, as i do my homework in my work

- we have not used rickypedia or had much to db wior the last month or so

and i think that why i haven't been on rickypediad while.

Handing in work online

Year 10:

its easy

If you hand something in on paper, you can be rsare that it is received by

your teacher.
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I have only ever used rickypedia to hand-in and bat about homework the
other uses seem to be good but i do not need them

Year 9:

- It usually doesnt send and thsi is annoying

- could be told how to hand it in via rickypedia

- I like working online as it is quick and easy Ibthink that it could be a bit
better and easier to access and more fun to dadginit feel like a chore to do
the homework or classwork.

- i dont use rickypedia although i think i shoulthink rickypedia should really
replace the school land.

- i prefer handing them in online because i alwayget to print stuff off. even
so rickypedia isn't always easy to find the homédwar.

- if all the teachers looked on rickipedia then lpas sometimes it doesnt send
proarly and if the computer has a virus everytldagld be lost

- i have never tried it online as i find it eadiethand in in person

Year 7:

- | couldnt send my homework on rickypedia

Arethere other important reasons (not listed) for going on Rickypedia?

Year 9:

- seeing who else has it and what other people have been talking about : )
- Because you are told to

Year 7:

- going on the english site

- socialise

- To have fun!
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Other comments?

Year 9

- | wouldn't post anything on the internet that | wouldn't shout in the street or something

Appendix 3: Description of Tools

The following tools were all used in the RickypelliaE and are part of a

standard Moodle implementation. Many are mentidndtie study and survey.

Avatar — A profile picture viewable to other usersuser profiles and when
contributing or posting.

Profile — A partly customisable information pageaba user viewable by other
users. Users can choose to keep some informaticaitgprOn Rickypedia there
were categories for users to share their favoboteks, film and hobbies.
Forum — An asynchronous discussion area.

Chat — A live synchronous discussion area.

Personal Messaging — Messages sent from one uarotber, asynchronous but
almost instantaneous to arrive if both users aygdd on.

Glossary — An area where students or teachersastrdpfinitions of words.
Students can also post comments on definitions.

Assignments — Online homeworks that can be seiffierent forms and marked
online.

Blog — An online journal or writing space for stitie and teachers.

Wiki — An editable webpage which can be contributedy all participants.
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Database — A customisable database where studenthare information or

files and comment on what other have put.



