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Abstract
This study aimed to investigate the effects of the online course tools, specifically discussion boards, blogs and
wikis, the built-in facilities of Blackboard as computer-mediated communication integrated in e-learning
environments on improving integrated reading and writing and on the attitudes of EFL college students towards
literacy skills in e-learning environments. A pedagogical model was designed and described in a background of
relevant research. The study made use of both quantitative and qualitative data to investigate the effects of these
tools on both reading/writing performance and on attitudes. The findings indicated that the students’
performance on an integrated reading/writing test was improved and so were their attitudes towards literacy
skills. The findings also showed that the e-course tools at issue facilitated students’ interactions and supported
learning of the reading/writing skills in a growing online discourse community. The paper ends with a
conclusion and discussion of pedagogical implications and recommendations for prospective research.
Keywords: integrated reading/writing, literacy skills, CMC, e-learning environment, discussion board, blog,
wiki
1. Introduction
There has been a pedagogical tradition in Saudi Arabia as in several other countries, spanning decades of literacy
instruction in EFL settings that has kept reading and writing in a state of separation (AlOmrani, 2014; Aldosari,
2011; Grabe, 2003; Hirvela, 2001, 2004; Shanahan, 1997; Shanahan & Lomax, 1988; Shanahan & Tierney,
1990). However, current research trendshave consistently demonstrated that reading and writing skills should be
presented and learnt in tandem (Carson & Leki, 1993; Ferris & Hedgecock, 1998; Hirvela, 2001, 2004; Johns,
1993; Lee, 2000; Silva, 1993). This integration can engender ‘a symbiosis where EFL learners can learn to write
by reading and learn to read by writing’ (McArthur, 2014, p. 1).
Although research has made it clear that reading/writing integration is beneficial to literacy development in both
EFL and ESOL programs, these “calls for integration are touted in the curriculum only to be ignored in practice”
(McArthur, 2014, p. 1).
Nevertheless, current research in second language (L2) and foreign language (FL) has recognized
theinterdependence of reading and writing in developing understanding, throwing further doubt on the separation
of reading and writing instruction in FL classrooms (Grabe, 2003; Hirvela, 2004; Nelson, 1993).
At present, EFL college reading and/or writing classes tend to present both skills in an integrated fashion.
Thistypically occurs through the presentation of writing assignments that involve reading before writing and
reading to write tasks. The point of the EFL writing class is that reading thus presented can serve as an essential
part of the writing assignment andcanessentiallybe assimilated into the composing process. Thus, integration
becomes a key component of the writing classroom, and accumulated literature on reading/writing instruction
argues for a paradigm shift toward a reading-writing integration in composition classes (Mekheimer & Aldosari,
2013; Carson & Leki, 1993; Grabe, 2003; Hirvela, 2001, 2004).
A pedagogical implication of this research on the reading-writing connection is that bothskills should be taught
together and that the integration of reading and writingwould be highly beneficial for enhancing holistic foreign
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language learning (Grabe, 2002; Mekheimer, 2011; Prowse, 2003). Regardless of this research-based implication
that reading-writing teaching should beintegrated, there has been little empirical research conducted in
traditional FL learning contexts to support this claim, orin e-learning settings.
With recent developments in information and communication technology, interactive multimedia dynamics and
e-learning platforms such as Blackboard, integration of reading and writing has become an efficient mechanism
for assisting EFL learners to develop their literacy skills. This integration can be done in more communicative
and interactive real-life ways as well as to assisting them to overcome reading/writing problems (Álvarez, 2012).
Leu (2000) claimed that the deixis of information and communication technology is progressing rapidly, which
means that e-learning requires teachers to adapt to the new meanings of literacy (Leu et al., 2004). This concept
of new literacies supports the conventional view of teaching reading and writing skills by integration to meet the
demands of today’s digital learners. Restricting approaches to reading and writing to print-based material would
inhibit language learners in becoming fully literate in the world of today (Arellano-Osuna et al., 2009).
Computer-mediated communication (CMC) environments such as discussion boards, blogs, journals, or wikis
are now commonly available with learning management systems (LMs) such as Blackboard. These CMC modes
have recently become an integral part of the life style of today’s people who communicate through these media
on their mobiles or tablets anywhereand anytime.
E-learning platforms, such as Blackboard, are characteristically equipped with facilities that integrate reading
and writing in the foreign language, such as discussion boards, blogs and wikis. These facilities are particularly
beneficial for language learners to develop their reading and writing skills. They operate in ways that can help
both teachers and students discover how the latter’s ideas grow and improve over shorter or longer periods of
time (Mak & Coniam, 2008; Lee, 2004; Coyle, 2010; Cabiness, Irvine, & Grove, 2013; Pena-Shaff, Altman, &
Stephenson, 2005; Smith, 2006; Lloyd-Williams, 2007; Hayes, 1996; Halic, Lee, Paulus, & Spence, 2010; Maag,
2006; Beach et al., 2008; Lundin, 2008). These tools also provide students with both reflective and interactive
feedback and continually involve them in collaborative activities with their peers and teachers in a way that
extends the learning opportunities beyond formal instruction times (Álvarez, 2012; Deng & Yuen, 2011).
Research on the educational benefits of online course tools has demonstrated the benefits of these tools.
However, it has investigatedthese tools individually rather than in combination. Therefore, it is important to
explore the advantages and limitations of these interactive e-learning platforms in combination for the purpose of
integrating reading and writing skillsin the most effective way.For EFL college students, both reading and
writing are fundamental communicative skills necessary for academic achievement. Foreign language instruction
harnessing e-learning interactive tools is still deeply grounded in textual logic that builds on the conventional
culture of the printed page even though education takes place in an e-learning environment (Álvarez, 2012; Sosa,
2009; Laurillard, 2010).
2. Definition of Terminology
Integrated language teaching is a relatively new method, grounded in communicative language teaching,
content-based and task-based language teaching theories. The integrated-skill approach ... “Exposes English
language learners to authentic language and challenges them to interact naturally in the language. Learners
rapidly gain a true picture of the richness and complexity of the English language as employed for
communication” (Oxford, 2001, p. 5).
A Discussion Board also known as discussion or online forum is synonymous with the traditional online
bulletin board where students are prompted to discuss themes related to the course or to voice their opinions on
discussion threads created by the course tutor or peers. It provides space for students to publish their opinions
based on their guided reading tasks and/or research activities, respond thoughtfully to discussion threads created
by the instructor, provide links and resources related to the discussion topic at issue, andconsideratelyrefute
another participant’s comments (Raleigh, 2015; University of Oregon, 2015).
A blog is one of the Web 2.0 applications that display serial entries, asynchronously developed, by employing
simple user interfaces and allowing users to easily maintain content or add new dated entries, with the
advantages of inserting graphics, multimedia, video and audio, and text, which is an important aspect of
blogging (Deng & Yuen, 2011).
A wiki is an online course tool used to help language learners and teachers to create and edit web pages in order
toencourage collaborative content creation and editing and endow them with a feeling of responsibility,
ownership and authority in wiki writing (Goodwin-Jones, 2003; Tonkin, 2005).
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3. Purpose of the Study
Previous studies have shown that teaching reading and writing by integration could have positive effects on the
development of both skills. Nevertheless, few studies were conducted to tap into the effects of e-learning
environments on the development of integrated reading and writing instruction.
The aim of this study was to explore the educational usefulness of educational blogs, discussion boards and
wikis as reflective (off-line or asynchronous) and interactive (online or synchronous) e-course tools in an attempt
to attain an integral semiotic analysis of the e-learning environment of Blackboard for integrated reading/writing
instruction at the college level.
4. Research Question
The present study was carried out to answer the following research questions:
1) Is there a positive effect of using the e-course tools of discussion boards, blogs and wikis on developing
integrated reading/writing skills in college EFL students?
2) Does integrated reading/writing instruction utilizing the e-course tools of discussion boards, blogs and wikis
result in enhancing the learners’ attitudes towards reading and writing?
The questions were answered by examining pre-test and post-test scores for two randomly assigned groups of 30
male EFL college students during a 16 week course of studies at King Khalid University. The experimental
group was exposed to a blended course using Blackboard as the Learning Management system for e-learning
using basic discussion board, blogging and wiki construction guidelines. The control group studied the same
material using conventional classroom instruction techniques.
5. Hypotheses
The experiment underlying this study was designed to test the following hypotheses (at a significance level of p
≤ 0.01):
1) There are no statistically significant differences between participants’ mean scores on the integrated writing
and writing test on pretesting for both the experimental and control participants.
2) There are statistically significant differences between the mean post-test scores of the experimental students’
writing skills and the mean scores of the control students in favor of the experimental student group.
3) There are statistically significant differences between the experimental and the control participants in their
gain scores on writing skills in favor of the experimental group students.
4) There are statistically significant differences between the experimental and the control students in their gain
scores on reading skills in favor of the experimental group.
5) There are statistically significant differences between the attitudes of the experimental and the control students
toward integrated reading/writing in CMC-based environments on post-testing in favor of the experimental
group.
6. Significance of the Study
This study investigates whether using the Blackboard tools of discussion boards, blogs and wikis for teaching
integrated reading and writing develops EFL college students’ literacy skills. Literacy skills are highly
significant for the future of these students and for many others pursuing EFL studies they pursue graduate studies
as well as for their future careers, particularly including careers as teachers or translators. Findings of the study
will help draw out some pedagogical implications for the improvement of using the Blackboard e-learning
platform.
7. Literature Review
There has been a growing body of literature that has addressed integrated reading and writing instruction in both
second language and foreign language research contexts, spanning a period of more than four decades (Allred,
1994; Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robins, 1999; Flower & Hayes, 1994; McMullen, 2009; Moffett, 1983;
Oxford, 2001; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992; Tsung-Yuan & Oxford, 2002).
Most of this research has provided favorable evidence in support of integrated reading/writing instruction in
whole language learning (Almansour & Alshorman, 2014; AlOmrani, 2014; Oxford, 2001; Scarcella & Oxford,
1992; Saleem, 2010). Oxford (2001) adeptly explained that this “integrated-skill approach, as contrasted with the
purely segregated approach, exposes English language learners to authentic language and challenges them to
interact naturally in the language” (p. 5).
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The integrated approach to reading and writing instruction is useful for the cognitive aspects of learning, but it
can also be useful for the affective aspects of learning such as motivation and attitudes (Brown, 2001;
Celce-Murcia, 2001; Pennycook, 1989; Richard-Amato, 2003).
Evidence supporting the integrated approach, or whole language teaching, followed earlier first/second language
research. This research showed that there is a sequence of skill acquisition (Cayer & Sacks, 1979; Loban, 1963;
Strickland, 1964; Strang, 1972):
Listening precedes speaking and reading. Children acquire their native tongue through listening to and
imitating the speech of their parents. Speaking is basic to both reading and writing (p. 291).
Growing research since then showed that the integrated approach to the teaching of language skills could lead to
noticeable improvements in the overall proficiency of the target language (Al-Ghamari, 2004; Bose, 2003; Faydi,
2003; Mekheimer & Aldosari, 2013).
The integration approach to teaching reading and writing makes use of either a task-based model of instruction
or a content-based pedagogical paradigm, or a hybrid of task-based or content-based language teaching (Oxford,
2001).
In practice, EFL educators favored the application of an integrated reading/writing approach to help EFL
learners to use the language for real life, communicative purposes, not only language forms (Flora, 1995; King,
1996; O’Day, 2002). This suggests a need to carry out reading tasks before starting to engage in writing tasks. In
fact, research findings support the notion that using reading assignments and media, such as Webquests, reading
journals, wikis, and blogs, can foster the integration of reading and writing development in real life
communicative situations (Sehlaoui, 2001). Some researchers demonstrated that EFL learners use reading tasks
to activate their schemata in a meaningful process which helps them use their reading skills to develop their
writing skills (Atwell, 1987; Bartholomae & Petrosky, 1986; Flower & Hayes, 1994; Moffett, 1983; Rosenblatt,
1994). Language is viewed as a medium of thinking, feeling, and communicating and reading helps learners to
develop their self-awareness, their declarative knowledge and their linguistic knowledge. It helps them not only
to learn but also to interact with others. This outcome is expressed by Breen & Candlin (2001) who explained
that ...
“The skills are the meeting point between underlying communicative competence and observable communicative
performance; they are the means through which knowledge and abilities are translated into performance, and
vice versa” (p. 12).
While recognizing the importance of integrated reading and writing for the acquisition of these skills and for
overall language learning, very few studies have sought to investigate the effects of computer-mediated
technology, such as Blackboard in helping EFL college learners to develop their literacy skills (Fageeh &
Mekheimer, 2013; Lea & Street, 2006; Lillis, 2003; McMullen, 2009).
Few studies have investigated the use of the facilities of online learning management platforms, such as
Blackboard, in assisting EFL learners to use the language effectively in the use of synchronous chats or
asynchronous discussion boards, blogs and wikis (Bacabac, 2008; Cheng, 2007; Goodfellow, 2005).
The structures that EFL college learners receive from their teachers and peers in the construction of discussion
threads, blogs and wikis can enable them to learn the disciplinary knowledge in their reading/writing courses as
well as to develop these literacy skills for broader communications. The social interaction in creating an online
community within the e-learning environment highlights the significant role of socio-communicative interaction
among learners “to learn language, learn about language, and learn through language” (Warschauer, 1997, p.
471, italics are mine to emphasize the intended meanings).
Some studies have explored the use of discussion boards (Bacabac, 2008; Fageeh & Mekheimer, 2013), blogs
(Kuteeva, 2010; Huffaker, 2005; Montero-Fleta & Pérez-Sabater, 2010; Richardson, 2006), and wikis (Caverly
& Ward, 2008; Coyle, 2010; Campbell & Ellingson, 2010; Hadjerrouit, 2012; Higdon & Topaz, 2009;
Imperatore, 2009; McPherson, 2006; Pellet, 2012; Schwartz, Clark, Cossarin, & Rudolph, 2004; J. West & M.
West, 2009; Wichadee, 2010). However, no single study has investigated the combined effects of using these
tools in combination for learning to read and write by integration.
These tools, the management of which takes place in a collaborative fashion, supportscognitive development in
the learning of reading and writing skills in the target language. For example, discussion boards help in creating
opportunities for learners to freely transfer their ideas, feelings and opinions with their teachers and peers in
reading and writing for real life purposes.
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In addition, blogging fosters the development of both reading and writing: for example, Huffaker (2005)
observed:
“In the classroom, students can have a personal space to read and write alongside a communal one, where ideas
are shared, questions are asked and answered and social cohesion is developed.” (p. 94)
Blogging supports real-life communication opportunities where reading and writing may occur in an authentic
e-environment within a lively onlinecommunity in which active participants get an interactive audience to read
their material (Goodwin-Jones, 2003; Ševelj, 2006).
Research findings on the use of wikis for ELT have indicated their usefulness. (Anderman & Dawson, 2011;
Chao & Lo, 2009; Chen, 2008; Hadjerrouit, 2010; Lund & Smørdal, 2006; Mattison, 2003; Mindel & Verma,
2006; Nielsen, 2000; Nokelainen, 2006). For example, the collaborative learning environment of learning
management systems (LMSs) have been designed to establish communication systemssuch as forums, discussion
boards, blogs, journals, and wikis—tools that can effectively trigger and consolidate EFL learners’ cooperation
in an interactive online community. Cabiness, Irvine, & Grove (2013) highlight this benefit as specifically latent
in wikis as follows:
Through the use of wikis, groups of individuals collaborate on various topics by adding text, images, videos, as
well as other multimedia elements into one cohesive final product … The intent of wikis is to foster collaboration
in an asynchronous working environment (p. 39).
Larusson and Alterman (2009) showed that the use of interactive computer-mediated communication tools, such
as discussion boards, blogs and wikis, and built in project-related materials can assist in the development of an
elastic structure of online learning guided by the learners’ interactions in , collaborative ways.
In this respect, collaborative interaction is viewed within the overall socio-cultural perspective of ESL/EFL
learning which Warschauer describes as a ‘text-mediational view’ (Warschauer, 1997, p. 471). According to
Warschauer, this perspective...
“links the concepts of expression, interaction, reflection, problem-solving, critical thinking, and literacy with the
various uses of talk, text, inquiry, and collaboration in the classroom. This approach provides a useful
framework for understanding collaborative learning in the language classroom as well as for evaluating the
potential of online education to assist that process” (Warschauer, 1997, p. 472).
The literature shows that EFL learners find a safer environment for learning by using discussion boards, blogs,
journals, wikis, and forums. These facilities offer them lively interaction opportunities with their instructors and
colleagues, further their social collaborative skills, and get their opinions voiced and responded to in real life
communications. However, this research is scarce, and remains insufficient, especially in EFL college settings.
This study was designed to extend the current research by investigating the effectiveness of discussion boards,
blogs and wikis as a whole package in improving integrated literacy skills to explore the effect of these strategies
on learners’’ attitudes toward integrated reading and writing in the online environment.
8. Methodology
8.1 Research Method and Design
This was an experimental research which made use of a pre-test, post-test, control group design (Gay, Mills, &
Airasian, 2008) with the purpose of measuring the effects of the Blackboard tools of discussion boards, blogs
and wikis, in teaching an advanced reading to writecourse.The study also made use of qualitative data obtained
from an attitudes scale, discussion board entries, comments, and feedback from the participants. The participants
in this study were enrolled in a 16-week Academic Writing-4 course in King Khalid University in Saudi Arabia.
8.2 Instruments & Validation
8.2.1 The Integrated Reading to Write Test
The researcher used a performance reading/writing test for determining the baseline pre-test scores of the
participants, and for post-tests at the end of the study program to obtain the gain scores for calculating
performance differences. T-tests wereused to assess the significance of differences between e students’ test
performance for the experimental and control group participants.
The Integrated Reading/Writing Test is comprised of two parts. Part I asks the participants to read two passages,
then write short answers to comprehension, analysis and synthesis questions. Part II requires students to write an
argument essay on a topic related to the passages in Part I. The score of Part I is calculated to assess the reading
skills separately while the score of Part II is used to assess the writing skills of the participants. The overall score
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on both parts indicates the overall integrated reading/writing performance. Gain scores, indicative of
improvement in the participants’ performance from pretest to posttest were computed for each participant by
subtracting the pretest score from the posttest score.
8.2.2 Validation of the Integrated Reading to Write Test
For determining the internal consistency of the Integrated Reading to Write test, the researcher utilized the
Pearson Correlation Coefficient to measure the inter-correlations of the test subsets with the entire test. Table 1
describes the results.
Table 1. Correlation coefficients of each skill with total score
Tested Skills

Correlations with the total Score

Reading
Writing

.876
.861

The table indicates that the test has internal consistency validity, significant at .01 level.
8.2.3 Reliability of the Integrated Reading to Write Test
The researcher utilized the Cronbach’s alpha for all items to assess the reliability co-efficient of the Integrated
Reading to Write Test. The Cronbach’s alpha obtained was 0.81, indicating a high level for reliability of the test.
8.2.4 The Attitude Scale
An attitude scale was developed and then distributed to the experimental group to assess the effects of the
discussion boards, blogs and wikis on the attitudes of EFL college learners toward the integrated reading/writing
course. This Attitudes Scale was made of three parts:
Part A: Interactive e-course tools for literacy development
This part consisted of seven items that asked about the effectiveness e-course tools of discussion boards, blogs
and wikis on developing reading/writing skills of the students including formal aspects of writing, sentence and
paragraph structure, and learners’ use of style, register and appropriate lexicon.
Part B: Attitudes toward the e-course tools for literacy development
Part B consisted of six items that investigated the students’ attitudes towards the e-course tools for literacy
development in the e-learning environment.
Part C: Positive Aspects about the e-Course Tools
Part C requested the experimental participants to write down what they thought were the most positive features
of discussion boards, blogs and wikis over Blackboard.
8.3 Participants
The sample of the study was comprised of 60EFL college students, all males, enrolled in Writing-4. The
participants were assigned to two equal groups. The experimental group enrolled in Writing-IV as a blended
course, using Blackboard as the Learning Management System (LMS) for e-learning in King Khalid University.
The control group studied the same course as a conventional classroom course. In the first week of instruction,
experimental participants in the study were given an opportunity to learn basic discussion board, blogging and
wiki construction guidelines and skills as they were enrolled in the blended course of Writing-IV.
8.4 Procedures of the Study
The reading-to-write instructor and the EFL learners enrolled in Writing-IV followed a collaborative and
constructivist approach to the development of themes and activities for discussion boards, blogs and wikis based
on the objectives of the course and with a focus on essential reading and writing skills.
Step 1, in step 1 the instructor and the learners designed the content of the forums, blogs and wikis modules by
choosing interesting tasks, assigning students’ roles, finding appropriate resources’ links for reading materials
and tasks, providing sufficient tutor support in the online environment, and finally incorporating evaluation
rubrics for assessing students’ writing products.
In step 2, the learning/teaching tasks were carried out based on reading/writing phases and provided clear tasks
of writing instruction. There were two major phases of implementing thisCMC-based approach to teaching
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reading and writing.
The first phase dealt with the tasks and activities designed for teaching reading and writing by integration. These
included pre-writing (planning the writing process and introducing reading tasks and activities for schema
activation), writing (outlining, drafting and redrafting), and post-writing (proofreading, revising and editing, and
writing the final version).
The second phase was concerned with inter-team evaluations of the integrated reading/writing sessions, which
involved students in a cyclical process of wiki reading and feedback. A summary of the experimental stages of
the reading and writing processes is provided below. :

Figure 1. Learning cycle of integrated reading/writing
1) Introducing reading/writing topics:
The online course tutor introduces the reading/writing topics to the students based on the main topics in the
course-book. In this phase, learners do a lot of online reading to gain the required background knowledge to
build on the themes and discussion threads for their computer-mediated communication.
2) Assigning reading/writing tasks:
The course tutor assigns learners to six cooperative online work teams at the beginning of the course. These
teams work together throughout the entire experiment. The tutor during each virtual class assigns to them
reading tasks as a pre-writing activity, and then assigns students’ roles in a collaborative production process.
3) Engagement in Reading/Writing:
This phase includes three important cyclical steps:

Figure 2. The engagement in integrated reading/writing cycle using discussion boards, blogs and wikis
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After doing the required reading from the tutor-assigned online resources, students are requested to summarize,
discuss and respond to discussion threads on the discussion board. Simultaneously, students write their own
blogs about their personal experiences in course blogs within Course Tools. They are asked to blog on the
difficulties they pass through, the new ideas that occur to them, and on their personal interactions on the
discussion board. Based on clues from the tutor, each team starts building their own wiki on the main theme of
the course unit.
Each course unit takes three classes/online sessions plus homework per week. The tutor makes sure that each
team’s wiki should be made public to other teams’ members to log in onto the others’ wikis to read, provide
feedback or edit them if need be. Inter-team work is permitted only on wiki proofreading, editing and revising.
This last step is tutor-monitored. The instructor provides wiki evaluation rubrics to help inter-team members to
provide and to access the feedback of students’ writings in the wikis. This process of engagement in reading and
writing is cyclical and continues with each course unit once a week until the end of the semester.
9. Results
9.1 Quantitative Results from the Reading/Writing Test
To ensure group equivalence, that is the students initiated the experiment at similar levels of reading/writing
skills, a t-test was conducted to assess the significance of differences between the two groups. T-values and their
significance levels are shown in Table 2 below.
Table 2. Group equivalence as measured by pretesting of reading and writing skills
Skills

Groups

Experimental
Reading Skills
Control
Experimental
Writing Skills
Control
Overall Reading & Writing Experimental
Performance
Control

N

Mean

SD

30
30
30
30
30
30

36.27
36.32
35.96
35.94
72.23
72.26

4.537
4.922
4.433
3.111
7.762
6.679

t-value

Sig.

-.161

.873

.061

.956

.057

.965

The table above shows mean scores on the pre-tests that are almost identical and no statistically significant
differences between themon individual reading and writing skills or on the overall integrated reading/writing
performance. This finding verifies the first hypothesis and confirms group equivalence before initiating the
experiment.
The researcher assessed students’ performance on reading/writing after they had completed the Writing IV
course with the CMC-based instruction of integrated skills for the experimental group and the traditional
teaching of the same course for the control group.
The data presented in Tables 3, 4 and 5 below show a noticeable improvement from pretesting to post-testing on
reading/writing skills for the experimental group but a very slight decline for the control group. As the t-values
indicate, there are statistically significant differences forthe experimentalgroupparticipants (p = 0.01) as a result
of the CMC instructional model. These findings confirm the second, third and fourth hypotheses.
Table 3. Comparisons of students’ performances on the integrated reading/writing post-test
Skills
Reading skills
Writing skills
Reading & writing skills

Groups

N

Mean

SD

Experimental
Control
Experimental
Control
Experimental
Control

30
30
30
30
30
30

44.20
35.80
43.97
34.13
88.17
69.93

3.75760
4.10607
2.83431
3.17692
4.86614
6.02316
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Table 4 shows the differences between pre-test and posttest scores, or gain scores, for the experimental and control
groups on these two tests. As noted, there were consistent gains for the experimental group but slight declines for
the control group.
Table 4. Gain scores for the experimental and control groups on pre and posttest of reading and writing
Skills
Reading Skills
Writing Skills
Reading & Writing Skills

Groups

Pretest

Posttest

Gain

Experimental
Control
Experimental
Control
Experimental
Control

36.27
36.32
35.96
35.94
73.23
72.26

44.20
35.80
43.97
34.13
88.17
69.93

7.93
-.22
8.01
-1.81
14.94
-2.33

Table 5. Pretesting/post-testing t-test comparisons of experimental group performances on the integrated
reading/writing test
Reading skills on pretest
Reading skills on post-test
Writing skills on pretest
Writing skills on post-test
Reading & writing skills on pretest
Reading & writing skills on post-test

No

Mean

SD

30
30
30
30
30
30

36.27
44.20
35.96
43.97
72.23
88.17

4.537
3.75760
4.433
2.83431
7.762
4.86614

t-value

Sig.

-7.909

.000

- 4.192

.000

- 8.715

.01

Data provided in Table 5 showing t-test comparisons of the participants’ performance for the experimental group
on the Integrated Reading/Writing Test demonstrate that the increase in performance for this group was
statistically significant (p < .01.This further demonstrates that teaching reading and writing in an integrated way
by using the facilities of Blackboard’s discussion forums, blogs and wikis could yield noticeable improvements
in reading/writing together as integrated skills.The lack of any gain for the control group not only suggests
significant benefits for an integrated approach but raises significant questions about the effectiveness of
conventional teaching methodology.
These findingsarecompatible with the results reported in previous studies, suggesting that an integrated
pedagogyfor teaching reading and writing in e-learning environments can be highly effective in improving
language skills development (O’Day, 2002; Flora, 1995; King, 1996; Lynch, 1983; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992;
Rosenblatt, 1994; Allred, 1994; Flower & Hayes, 1994; Oxford, 2001).
9.2 Quantitative and Qualitative Results from the Attitudes Scale
An attitudes scale was developed by the researcher to investigate the students’ attitudes toward learning
integrated reading/writing skills after the participants completed the experiment in the CMC e-learning
environment. Responses to statements in a five point scale to indicate degree of agreement indicating Strongly
Agree (SA), Agree (A), Uncertain (U), Disagree (D) and Strongly disagree (SD). The attitude scale was only
administered to the experimental participants. In order to develop this attitude scale, the researcher reviewed
previous research (including Graham, Berninger, & Fan, 2007; Storch, 2005; Yoon & Hirvela, 2004). The table
below sums up the percentages of responses to Part A on the questionnaire:
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Table 6. Part A: responses of experimental group to interactive e-course tools for literacy development
Scale
Percentages
Statements/Scale of Responses
1) The online course tools foster interaction with peer readers
2) The online course tools assist in adapting writing to potential
readers
3) The online course tools help learners use a more formal
variety of English
4) The online course tools help learners adapt academic style,
register, lexicon to the purpose and medium of writing as well
as to the intended audience
5) The online course tools help learners attend to sentence and
paragraph structure
6) The online course tools help learners check word choice and
word spelling more carefully
7) The online course tools help learners revise, edit and
proofread material published on blogs and wikis.

SA
53.67%

A
U
36.34% 0%

D
SD
3.33% 6.66%

50%

66.7%

3.33% 3.33% 3.33%

56.7%

33.3%

0%

55%

25.2%

3.33% 6.66% 9.99%

64%

36%

0%

48%

44.34% 3.33% 3.33% 3%

56.67%

43.33% 0%

3.33% 6.66%

0%

0%

0%

0%

These responses indicate that the participantsin the experimental group have an overall positive attitude towards
the usefulness of the interactive e-course tools for literacy development. The participants agreed that the online
course tools helped them to attend to sentence and paragraph structure equally and helped them to revise, edit,
and proofread the material they published on their blogs as well as that on their wikis. They also agreed that
these facilities also fostered peer interaction, assisted learners to adapt their writing to their reading audience and
helped them to use more formal English in their blogs and wikis. Finally, these tools were seen to have helped
them to adapt academic style, register, and lexicon to the purpose and medium of writing as well as to the
intended audience.
The facilities of online course tools used in the present study do not have spelling and grammar checkers.
However, the postings of the participants demonstrated a minimum of spelling or grammar errors, though the
grammaticality of students’ posts varied from one participant to another. While they collaboratively worked on
their posts or their wikis in order for them to be of acceptable quality, the participants corrected each other’s’
mistakes as could be tracked by the history function on the Blackboard system. This observation provided
additional support for the students’ self-reports concerning grammar and spelling.
The peer interactions both within one team and in inter-team interactions could be explained by Lawler’s theory
of motivation in e-learning environments (Lawler, 1994). According to Lawler (1994), motivation is affected by
the expectancy of behavior outcomes. In the case of the participants in the present study, learners are continually
on the alert to get comments and feedback from other participants in the case of blogs and wikis. Pena-Shaff,
Altman, and Stephenson (2005) also showed that discussion boards also provide learners with impetus to follow
and interact with their peers in a positive way that fosters interactive learning.
The findings of the participants’ responses to the second part of the attitudes questionnaire indicated that they
felt the most positive about the online course tools as is shown in Table 7 and below.
Table 7. Part B: attitudes of experimental group toward elearningintegratedreading/writing via online course tools
Scale
Percentages
Statements/Scale of Responses
SA
1) I enjoy using the discussion board, blogs and wikis on
56.6%
Blackboard
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A2

U3

4D

5SD

33.3%

3.33% 3.33% 3.33%
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2) I feel comfortable with responding to discussion threads, with
publishing my blog, and with developing my team’s wiki as well
as reading and revising other teams’ wikis
3) The discussion board, blogs and wikis helped me improve my
reading and writing skills
4) I feel my contributions to the discussion board, my blog and
the wikis over Blackboard are effective for developing reading
and writing English
5) I feel my contributions to the discussion board, my blog and
the wikis over Blackboard can improve my reading and writing
skills by integration
6) The discussion board, the blogs and the wikis can motivate
interactive reading and writing

50.1%
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39.96%

3.33% 3.33% 3.33%

53.28% 33.48%

6.66% 0%

6.66%

48%

2%

4%

42%

4%

53.28% 33.48%

6.66% 0%

6.66%

56.67% 43.33%

0%

0%

0%

These results indicate that the participants’ attitudes toward integrated reading and writing in the e-learning
environment using discussion boards, blogs and wikis, f enjoy these e-course tools, and feel comfort with using
them. They also appreciated highly their use in improving their reading and writing skills and in a more engaging
fashion. These perceptions are consistent with Lee’s determinants of the adoption of e-learning systems - namely
perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and perceived enjoyment (Lee, 2006).
In Part C of the Attitudes Scale, the experimental participants wrote down what they thought was positive about
using the online course tools of discussion boards, blogs and wikis. The responses have been analyzed and
categorized in the following:
1) The online course tools fostered my interaction with my peer readers (32%)
2) The online course tools helped me find out an outlet and an access to my writing (30%)
3) The online course tools helped me write communicatively in English online (17%)
4) The online course tools helped to read and write about topics in English in more detail (13%)
5) The online course tools helped me learn new vocabulary (7%)
6) The online course tools helped me revise the presentation mode (by proofreading wikis or blogs, editing them,
adding new information, deleting or correcting wrong information published in these modes (1%)
The results above indicate that the informants felt the most positive about interaction with readers (31%), then
finding an outlet for their writing (29%), and writing in English on the Internet. The figure below summarizes
the results above:

Figure 3. Summary of the responses to part C on the attitudes scale
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The facilities of Blackboard researched in this study provided real-life communication media where students did
their reading and writing for authentic purposes with a genuine and interactive audience. The facilities made it
easy for learners to collaborate together in reading and writing as well as in self-evaluation and peer-evaluation,
which led to noticeable improvements in integrated reading/writing performance. These findings are congruent
with prior research findings, which showed these tools could improve not only reading and writing but also
grammar proficiency and written fluency (Goodwin-Jones, 2003; Hewett, 2000; Pelletieri, 2000; Ševelj, 2006).
Collaborative learning with these tools was also conducive to increased motivation for, and better attitudes
toward learning reading and writing by integration - a finding that resonates with prior research, too (Oravec,
2002; Pinkman, 2005; Zhang, 2009).
10. Discussion and Conclusion
The computer-mediated communication tools used in the present study, namely discussion boards, blogs and
wikis, available in the e-environment of Blackboard have facilitated collaborative learning and fostered social
interaction learning activities geared toward the development of integrated reading and writing skills. The
intra-team and inter-team work on discussion boards, blogs and wikis has established an online discourse
community that has contributed to the development of students’ literacy skills as well as improved their attitudes
toward integrated reading/writing. This is consistent with prior research, which showsthat collaborative online
discourse communities that actively and interactively use the CMC facilities of e-environments work efficiently
toward the acquisition of literacy skills (Goodwin-Jones, 2003; Huffaker, 2005; Ševelj, 2006).
The strategies used in the present study significantly assisted the participants, who were concerned to work
toward developing their integrated reading and writing skills in an active, interactive online discourse
community. They were motivated to work in this online community, and they learned from one another to a
much greater extent than their colleagues in a traditional instructional setting. Participants’ postings on
discussion boards and in their blogs were interesting to their peers who were interested to read what they had
written and work on the advice, feedback and comments posted. This, it was mentioned earlier, could be
explained by the expectancy theory of Lawler (1994) and by further research by Pena-Shaff, Altman, and
Stephenson (2005) who showed that board threads were motivating and illuminating for learners, especially in
reading and writing courses. The socio-affective role of discussion exchanges in the medium of Blackboard
reflect the significant role of peer scaffolding and peer-or-tutor mediation, which help learners to better learn
how to put into writing what they read.
The present study explored how EFL college learners produced their written texts on the discussion board, in
their blogs and in their wikis as a gradually growing process under the influence of CMC facilities built in the
e-course tools panel of Blackboard. It provided insights into how the learners read extensively to write, edit, and
re-write their wikis by receiving scaffolding from the course tutor and constructive feedback from peers.
In addition, the e-environment of Blackboard made it available for the learners to receive and respond to
discussion theme threads that enabled intertextuality, which in turn, facilitated their reading and writing
processes where they had access to revisions, edits, additions and improvements on their own and others’
writings. This finding supports the investigation by Fageeh and Mekheimer (2013) who concluded that
intertextuality provided by the CMC functions of Blackboard helped students to complete their writing tasks and
shift from online communication to personalized writing tasks.
The CMC facilities usedhelped induce learners’ self-expression and extensive reading in English on the Internet.
This further engaged them in reading and writing for real purposes, and for real audiences. The positive findings
reported in this study showed that the strategies used improved performance cognitively by developing the
integrated reading/writing skills and affectively by developing positive attitudes toward these tools. This is
consistent with and supportive of an accumulating body of research that shows how pedagogically effective
these tools are for real life communication situations (Beach et al., 2008; Coyle, 2010; Deng & Yuen, 2011;
Hayes, 1996; Lillis, 2003; Montero-Fleta & Pérez-Sabater, 2010; Pena-Shaff et al., 2005; Smith, 2006, to cite
just a few).
The interactive CMC tools of online courses used in this study created a personal space for EFL learners to read
and write in their online community. This virtual space enabled them to share their ideas in their social network,
and to constructively and positively provide feedback on one another’s work, which in turn, helped foster
intra-team and inter-team interactions with readers and writers. It also helped in creating an audience and an
outlet for their writings. This was a feature of the strategy that the participants liked most as indicated in the
responses to the attitude scale. The effects of interactive CMC course tools give learners a sense of ownership of
their learning, as well. These findings are also consistent with what has been found in prior research (Kuteeva,
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2010; Huffaker, 2005; Pinkman, 2005; Ševelj, 2006; Yoon & Hirvela, 2004).
In addition, the CMC tools of forums, blogs, and wikis appeared to help EFL learners to get engaged in real life
reading and writing situations where the focus shifts from accuracy to fluency, and from fluency to accuracy in
an interactive fashion. Students expressed their ideas and emotions in forums and blogs fluently and asthey
developed their wikis, they learned new vocabulary, syntax and gained an academic writing style with more
focus on accuracy. This cycle recurs as the communications continue between the participants (Montero-Fleta &
Pérez-Sabater, 2010). Learners focus on content rather than on form while they write in a meaningful and
authentic environment to an authentic audience that reads them in specific learning contexts. This finding is
commensurate with other findings in relevant literature (Hewett, 2000; Pelletieri, 2000).
These favorable findings support the use ofthe CMC tools of online courses that incorporate them in genuine
learning e-environments where these can be used to help integrate reading and writing activities in authentic
learning settings.
It can also be concluded that these tools can best be utilized for self-expression and reflection on students’
writings in the virtual space and encourage them to use and produce language for communications. It is also
clear that reading better fosters writing development in meaningful communications.
These strategies not only foster the development of integrated reading and writing, but they also improve
attitudes toward learning to read and write in English which has important implications for continuing long term
benefits
A general conclusion from these findings is that reading and writing teachers should attend to systemic use of
these online course tools to help them and their students to integrate reading and writing skills acquisition.
Teachers should also consider building a collaborative online discourse community for encouraging peer review
in learning cycles comparable to the one described in the present study for developing efficient learning of
reading/writing skills and for providing meaningful and useful feedback that fosters both accuracy and fluency in
reading and writing.
It is also suggested that prospective research should consider exploring the effects of other online course tools,
individually or by integration, such as blogs, journals, forums, google apps, course portfolios, and course
messages on the development of literacy skills, listening and speaking, and on motivation for or attitudes toward
language learning.
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Appendix A
The Integrated Reading/Writing Test
Directions: Skim the following two passages, each of which presenting two different views on the same issue.
After you finish skimming the articles, you will write the answers to eight questions based on the reading
passages. In this section you will be graded on content and language: what you say and how you say it. You will
have 45 minutes.
Part I:
A: Definition and Benefits of Genetic Engineering. Excerptfroma feature articlepublishedbyWikipedia – the
Online Encyclopedia
Genetic engineering, also called genetic modification, is the direct manipulation of an organism’s genome using
biotechnology.
Humans have altered the genomes of species for thousands of years through selective breeding, or artificial
selection as contrasted with natural selection, and more recently through mutagenesis. Genetic engineering as the
direct manipulation of DNA by humans outside breeding and mutations has only existed since the 1970s. The
term “genetic engineering” was first coined by Jack Williamson in his science fiction novel Dragon’s Island,
published in 1951, one year before DNA’s role in heredity was confirmed by Alfred Hershey and Martha Chase,
and two years before James Watson and Francis Crick showed that the DNA molecule has a double-helix
structure.
New DNA may be inserted in the host genome by first isolating and copying the genetic material of interest
using molecular cloning methods to generate a DNA sequence, or by synthesizing the DNA, and then inserting
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this construct into the host organism. Genes may be removed, or “knocked out”, using a nuclease. Gene targeting
is a different technique that uses homologous recombination to change an endogenous gene, and can be used to
delete a gene, remove exons, add a gene, or introduce point mutations.
An organism that is generated through genetic engineering is considered to be a genetically modified organism
(GMO). The first GMOs were bacteria in 1973 and GM mice were generated in 1974. Insulin-producing bacteria
were commercialized in 1982 and genetically modified food has been sold since 1994. Goldfish, the first GMO
designed as a pet, was first sold in the United States December in 2003.
Genetic engineering techniques have been applied in numerous fields including research, agriculture, industrial
biotechnology, and medicine. Enzymes used in laundry detergent and medicines such as insulin and human
growth hormone are now manufactured in GM cells, experimental GM cell lines and GM animals such as mice
or zebrafish are being used for research purposes, and genetically modified crops have been commercialized.
Genetic engineering alters the genetic make-up of an organism using techniques that remove heritable material
or that introduces DNA prepared outside the organism either directly into the host or into a cell that is then fused
or hybridized with the host. This involves using recombinant nucleic acid (DNA or RNA) techniques to form
new combinations of heritable genetic material followed by the incorporation of that material either indirectly
through a vector system or directly through micro-injection, macro-injection and micro-encapsulation
techniques.
Genetic engineering does not normally include traditional animal and plant breeding, in vitro fertilization,
induction of polyploidy, mutagenesis and cell fusion techniques that do not use recombinant nucleic acids or a
genetically modified organism in the process. However the European Commission has also defined genetic
engineering broadly as including selective breeding and other means of artificial selection. Cloning and stem cell
research, although not considered genetic engineering, are closely related and genetic engineering can be used
within them. Synthetic biology is an emerging discipline that takes genetic engineering a step further by
introducing artificially synthesized genetic material from raw materials into an organism.
If genetic material from another species is added to the host, the resulting organism is called transgenic. If
genetic material from the same species or a species that can naturally breed with the host is used the resulting
organism is called cisgenic. Genetic engineering can also be used to remove genetic material from the target
organism, creating a gene knockout organism. In Europe genetic modification is synonymous with genetic
engineering while within the United States of America it can also refer to conventional breeding methods. The
Canadian regulatory system is based on whether a product has novel features regardless of method of origin. In
other words, a product is regulated as genetically modified if it carries some trait not previously found in the
species whether it was generated using traditional breeding methods (e.g., selective breeding, cell fusion,
mutation breeding) or genetic engineering. Within the scientific community, the term genetic engineering is not
commonly used; more specific terms such as transgenic are preferred.
B: Controversies against Genetic Engineering.Excerptsfromtwo feature articlespublishedbyWikipedia—the
Online Encyclopedia
Critics have objected to use of genetic engineering per se on several grounds, including ethical concerns,
ecological concerns, and economic concerns raised by the fact GM techniques and GM organisms are subject to
intellectual property law. GMOs also are involved in controversies over GM food with respect to whether food
produced from GM crops is safe, whether it should be labeled, and whether GM crops are needed to address the
world’s food needs. See the genetically modified food controversies article for discussion of issues about GM
crops and GM food. These controversies have led to litigation, international trade disputes, and protests, and to
restrictive regulation of commercial products in some countries.
It has been speculated that genetic engineering could be used to change physical appearance, metabolism, and
even improve physical capabilities and mental faculties like memory and intelligence, although for now these
uses are limited to science fiction. These speculations have in turn led to ethical concerns and claims, including
the belief that every fetus has an inherent right to remain genetically unmodified, the belief that parents hold the
rights to modify their unborn offspring, and the belief that every child has the right to be born free from
preventable diseases. On the other hand, others have made claims that many people try to improve themselves
already through diet, exercise, education, cosmetics, and plastic surgery and that accomplishing these goals
through genetics could be more efficient and worthwhile. This view sees the prevention of genetic diseases as a
duty to humankind in preventing harm to future generations.
Genetic enhancement is considered morally contentious, however, and access to enhancement procedures will
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probably be regulated. Possible regulatory schemes include a complete ban of genetic enhancement, provision of
genetic enhancement procedures to everyone, or a system of professional self-regulation.
Perhaps the most practical regulatory approach is the self-regulation of health professionals. The American
Medical Association’s Council on Ethical and Judicial Affairs has stated that “genetic interventions to enhance
traits should be considered permissible only in severely restricted situations: 1) clear and meaningful benefits to
the fetus or child; 2) no trade-off with other characteristics or traits; and 3) equal access to the genetic technology,
irrespective of income or other socioeconomic characteristics.”
Genetically modified foods controversies are disputes over the use of foods and other goods derived from
genetically modified crops instead of conventional crops, and other uses of genetic engineering in food
production. The dispute involves consumers, farmers, biotechnology companies, governmental regulators,
non-governmental organizations, and scientists. The key areas of controversy related to genetically modified
food (GMO food) are whether such food should be labeled, the role of government regulators, the objectivity of
scientific research and publication, the effect of genetically modified crops on health and the environment, the
effect on pesticide resistance, the impact of such crops for farmers, and the role of the crops in feeding the world
population.
While there is concern among the public that eating genetically modified food may be harmful, there is broad
scientific consensus that food on the market derived from these crops poses no greater risk to human health than
conventional food. The safety assessment of genetically engineered food products by regulatory bodies starts
with an evaluation of whether or not the food is substantially equivalent to non-genetically engineered
counterparts that are already deemed fit for human consumption. No reports of ill effects have been documented
in the human population from genetically modified food. Although labeling of genetically modified organism
(GMO) products in the marketplace is required in many countries, it is not required in the United States or
Canada and no distinction between marketed GMO and non-GMO foods is recognized by the U.S. Food and
Drug Administration.
Opponents of genetically modified food, such as the advocacy groups Organic Consumers Association, the
Union of Concerned Scientists, and Greenpeace, say risks have not been adequately identified and managed, and
they have questioned the objectivity of regulatory authorities. Some groups say there are unanswered questions
regarding the potential long-term impact on human health from food derived from GMOs, and propose
mandatory labeling or a moratorium on such products. Concerns include contamination of the non-genetically
modified food supply, effects of GMOs on the environment and nature, the rigor of the regulatory process, and
consolidation of control of the food supply in companies that make and sell GMOs.
Directions: Answer the following questions based on the readings. There are several possible ways to answer
each question. You shouldyou’re your own words as much as possible; you will not find the answers written
word forword in the readings. Your answers will be graded on content and accurate use of English. Be sure to
write complete sentences. NOTE: Your answer will be marked down if it contains fewer than 10 words or if your
answer consists mainly of words taken directly from the readings.
NOTE: On the actual test there is more room to write responses!
1) What are the main arguments in passage A?
2) What are some of the most important applications of genetic engineering, according to passage A?
3) According to passage A, How do scientists differentiate between transgenics and cisgenics? How does this
affect the applications of genetic engineering to breeding methods?
4) What are the main arguments in passage B?
5) What are some of the most important negative effects of genetic engineering, according to passage B?
6) What are the effects of geneticallymodifiedfoods which are sometimescalled “Franken foods” on human
health according to passage B?
7) How do the opinions of the two authors compare with regard to the use of genetic engineering to make plants
resistant to viruses or bacteria?
8) How might the author of passage B respond to passage A’s prediction that “never again will people know the
joy of eating naturally produced, fresh foods”?
Part II: Writing an argumentative essay
Directions: Write a well-organized academic essay on the topic below. Your essay will be graded on content,
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organization, and appropriate use of English. You may refer to the reading passages while you are writing.
ESSAY TOPIC: Some people believe that genetically modified plants are dangerous to our health and to the
environment. Others believe that genetic engineering is an important tool in feeding the world’s population.
Which position do you support? Use specific information from at least one of the two articles to support your
ideas.
You may use this space for notes. Write your essay on the lined paper. You will have 45 minutes to write your
essay.
Appendix B
Students’ Questionnaire
This questionnaire is designed to investigate your attitudestowardthe use of CMC e-course tools of Discussion
boards, Blogs and Wikis in teaching integrated reading and writing skills. There is no right or wrong answer for
each question. Please respond to all sections of the questionnaire.
Part A: Interactive e-course tools for literacy development
Please read each statement and indicate how far you agree or disagree with it.
SA = strongly agree; A = agree; U = uncertain; D = disagree; SD = strongly disagree
1) The online course tools foster interaction with peer readers.
SD

D

U

A

SA

2) The online course tools assist in adapting writing to potential readers.
SD

D

U

A

SA

3) The online course tools help learners use a more formal variety of English.
SD

D

U

A

SA

4) The online course tools help learners adapt academic style, register, lexicon to the purpose and medium of
writing as well as to the intended audience.
SD

D

U

A

SA

5) The online course tools help learners attend to sentence and paragraph structure.
SD

D

U

A

SA

6) The online course tools help learners check word choice and word spelling more carefully.
SD

D

U

A

SA

7) The online course tools help learners revise, edit and proofread material published on blogs and wikis.
SD

D

U

A

SA

Part B: Attitudes toward learning integrated reading/writing via online course tools
Please read each statement and indicate your degree of agreement or disagreement.
SA = strongly agree; A = agree; U = uncertain; D = disagree; SD = strongly disagree
1) I enjoying using the discussion board, blogs and wikis on Blackboard.
SD

D

U

A

SA

2) I feel comfortable with responding to discussion threads, with publishing my blog, and with developing my
team’s wiki as well as reading and revising other teams’ wikis.
SD

D

U

A

SA

3) The discussion board, blogs and wikis helped me improve my reading and writing skills.
SD

D

U

A

SA

4) I feel my contributions to the discussion board, my blog and the wikis over Blackboard are effective for
developing reading and writing English.
SD

D

U

A

SA

5) I feel my contributions to the discussion board, my blog and the wikis over Blackboard can improve my
reading and writing skills by integration.
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SA

6) The discussion board, the blogs and the wikis can motivate interactive reading and writing.
SD

D

U

A

SA

Part C: Positive aspects about the e-course tools
Write down what they thought were the most noticed positive features or characteristics of using the facilities of
discussion boards, blogs and wikis over Blackboard
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