International Education Studies; Vol. 11, No. 1; 2018
ISSN 1913-9020 E-ISSN 1913-9039
Published by Canadian Center of Science and Education

Learner Views about Cooperative Learning in Social Learning
Networks

Serkan Cankaya' & Eyup Yunkul'

" Department of Computer Education and Instructional Technology, Necatibey Education Faculty, Balikesir
University, Balikesir, Turkey

Correspondence: Serkan Cankaya, Necatibey Education Faculty, Altieylul, Balikesir, Turkey. Tel:
90-266-241-2762. E-mail: serkancankaya@balikesir.edu.tr

Received: August 16, 2017 Accepted: November 7, 2017 Online Published: December 22, 2017
doi:10.5539/ies.v11nlp52 URL: https://doi.org/10.5539/ies.v11nlp52
Abstract

The purpose of this study was to reveal the attitudes and views of university students about the use of Edmodo as
a cooperative learning environment. In the research process, the students were divided into groups of 4 or 5
within the scope of a course given in the department of Computer Education and Instructional Technology. For
each group, Edmodo small groups were formed, and the students used these Edmodo small groups to share and
communicate with their group friends in relation to the group tasks assigned to them within the scope of the
study. This process lasted one academic term. As the data collection tool, an online cooperative learning attitude
scale and a semi-structured interview form were used. At the end of the academic term, 15 students were
interviewed about their cooperative learning experiences within the scope of the course as well as about how
they made use of Edmodo in the process. The results demonstrated that the students had positive attitudes
towards online cooperative learning. The findings obtained via the qualitative data analysis were examined under
the headings of “social networks used”, “preferences of forming groups”, “communication within group” and
“views about the courses executed via Edmodo”.

Keywords: Edmodo, social learning networks, online cooperative learning
1. Introduction

The rapid changes in students’ expectations regarding effective learning and teaching (Durak & Ataizi, 2016;
Paechter, Maier, & Macher, 2010) and the rapid spread of new technologies like social media (Arnold & Paulus,
2010; Ebner, Lienhardt, Rohs, & Meyer, 2010; Taylor, Garcia-Pefialvo, Colomo-palacios, & Lytras, 2012) have
all brought about the need for renovations in education. In this respect, for the purposes of meeting these
expectations and bringing renovations into teaching and learning processes, it is now necessary for teachers to
train themselves regarding technology-enabled learning processes (Gan, Menkhoff, & Smith, 2015; Paechter et
al., 2010).

With the birth of Social Networking Sites (SNSs), it could be stated that online cooperative learning
environments are among the renovations teachers should take into account (Cankaya, Durak, & Yunkul, 2014).
One should not ignore the idea that especially Facebook, with its millions of users, can be used as a potential
teaching tool (Bosch, 2009; Kabilan, Ahmad, & Abidin, 2010; Odabasi et al., 2012; Selwyn, 2009; Tonta, 2009).
Although there are a number of studies demonstrating that SNSs can be successfully used as online learning
environments (Al-Rahmi & Othman, 2013; Ekici & Kiyici, 2012; Forkosh-Baruch & Hershkovitz, 2012; Grosseck,
Bran, & Tiru, 2011; Hung & Yuen, 2010; R. Junco, Heiberger, & Loken, 2011; Kabilan et al., 2010; Lawson,
Kleinholz, & Bodle, 2011; Mazer, Murphy, & Simonds, 2007, 2009; Wodzicki, Schwiammlein, & Moskaliuk,
2012), there are still other studies revealing that use of SNSs in education environments is likely to have negative
effects on the learning process (Cohen, 2011; Reynol Junco, 2012; Karpinski & Duberstein, 2009; Kirschner &
Karpinski, 2010; O’Brien, 2011; Rouis, Limayem, & Salehi-sangari, 2011; Wang, Chen, & Liang, 2011; Warner &
Esposito, 2009). Therefore, Social Learning Networks (SLNs), which removed the negative aspects of SNSs,
appeared. SLNs function in a similar way to SNSs and basically serve as educational environments (Al-kathiri,
2015; Balasubramanian, Jaykumar, & Fukey, 2014; Bicen, 2015; Trust, 2012). Today, use of this type of
environments is increasing fast. Edmodo, the most popular SLN established in 2008, has reached more than 65
million users (Durak, Cankaya, & Yunkul, 2014; Durak, Cankaya, Yiinkiil, & Oztiirk, 2017). Figure 1 shows a
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sample view of an Edmodo class.
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Figure 1. A sample view of an Edmodo class

The present study on cooperative learning via Edmodo was based on the cooperative learning approach. This
approach requires students to work in small groups for a common purpose (Wendt & Rockinson-Szapkiw, 2014).
Thanks to this, students are supposed to work together and learn by helping each other (Jacobsen, Eggen, &
Kauchak, 2002). According to the cooperative learning approach, students are expected to become individuals
each of whom can think, produce and share their ideas (Tarim & Akdeniz, 2003). In literature, there are many
studies demonstrating that cooperative learning can be used successfully (Bye, Smith, & Rallis, 2009; Ding &
Harskamp, 2011; Miller & Benz, 2008; Parveen & Batool, 2012; Yu, Tian, Vogel, & Chi-Wai Kwok, 2010). The
benefits of cooperative learning include motivation, feelings of success, mutual interdependence (Miller & Benz,
2008), communication, level of satisfaction (Zhu & Chang, 2012), cognitive growth, and socio-emotional growth
(Parveen & Batool, 2012; Wendt & Rockinson-Szapkiw, 2014). Thanks to cooperation, students can build
meaningful knowledge by sharing ideas and obtaining feedback from peers as mentioned in the constructivist
learning theory (Dewiyanti, Brand-Gruwel, Jochems, & Broers, 2007; Stump et al., 2011).

On the other hand, it is reported that cooperative learning in online environments are not as effective as
face-to-face cooperative learning and that it is likely to cause communication problems between students. These
communication problems could increase misunderstandings and result in lack of higher-order thinking (Hewitt,
2003; Rovai & Jordan, 2004). In one experimental study carried out using the pretest-posttest design by Wendt &
Rockinson-Szapkiw (2014), the experimental group students participated in cooperative learning activities via
Edmodo, while the control group students participated in face-to-face cooperative learning activities. The results
revealed that the control group students were more successful and had fewer misconceptions. Although there are
studies demonstrating that face-to-face cooperative learning environment is more effective than online
cooperative learning environment, there are also some other studies reporting that online cooperative learning
environments can be used as successfully as face-to-face cooperative learning environments and that online
cooperative learning environments contribute to students’ academic achievements (Durak, 2017; Erlandson,
Nelson, & Savenye, 2010; Johnson & Johnson, 2004; Miller & Benz, 2008). In this respect, SLNs, which are
systems based on their members’ sharings, naturally support cooperative learning and help students become
social and active learners (Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008; Ozdamli & Uzunboylu, 2008). In addition, the most
important point that allows SLNs to be used successfully as an educational environment is that students achieve
cooperative learning by sharing something interactively with one another (Inaba & Mizoguchi, 2004; Mora-Soto,
Sanchez-Segura, Medina-Dominguez, & Amescua, 2009; Tinmaz, 2013). In one study conducted regarding use
of SLNs in education, university students reported that their peers’ views about their sharings contributed to their
own learning (Wolf, Wolf, Frawley, Torres, & Wolf, 2012).

In literature, there are studies in which Edmodo was used as a support to traditional courses which do not involve
the use of the cooperative learning technique. However, as required by its nature, Edmodo somehow makes such
courses cooperative. Besides, cooperative learning in Edmodo can be developed more with the help of the
small-group feature of Edmodo and with the teacher’s guidance of the students for cooperative learning. When
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the related literature is examined, it is seen that there is little research on the use of Edmodo especially as a
cooperative learning environment (Brady, Holcomb, & Smith, 2010; Bynum, 2011; Cankaya et al., 2014;
Enriquez, 2014; Kongchan, 2008; Sanders, 2012). In this respect, it is important to reveal the related attitudes
and views of students who use Edmodo for cooperative learning. From this perspective, the present study aimed
to determine university students’ attitudes and views about use of Edmodo as a cooperative learning
environment.

2. Method

This part of the study, in which qualitative and quantitative data were collected together, presents information
about the participants, the data collection tools and the analysis of the research data.

2.1 Participants

The participants of the study were 3™ grade university students taking the course of Human-Computer
Interaction in the department of Computer Education and Instructional Technology at Necatibey Education
Faculty of Balikesir University in the academic year of 2013-2014. In the study, a total of 104 students filled in
the Attitude Scale, and 15 students responded to the open-ended questions.

2.2 Data Collection Tools

In order to measure the participants’ attitudes towards online cooperative learning, the Online Cooperative
Learning Attitude Scale developed by Korkmaz (2012) was used. The scale included two factors: positive
attitudes and negative attitudes.

For the purpose of examining the participants’ cooperative learning experiences in Edmodo in more detail, a
form made up of open-ended questions was prepared. While preparing the questions, the theoretical information
obtained via review of the related literature and the theories underlying the present study were taken into account,
and accordingly, the draft form was prepared. This draft form was examined by experts from the fields of
educational technology, assessment and evaluation, and in line with their feedbacks, the form was finalized.

2.3 Application Process

In the study, within the scope of a course given in the department of Computer Education and Instructional
Technology, the students were dived into project groups of 4 or 5. For each group, small groups were formed in
Edmodo, and the students used their “Edmodo Small Groups” for sharing and communication with their group
mates regarding the group tasks assigned to them within the scope of the course. This process continued for the
whole academic term. The faculty member giving the course not only monitored the “Edmodo Small Groups” to
see whether the groups functioned effectively or not but also gave them advice regarding the use of the system.

2.4 Data Analysis

The research data collected with the Attitude Scale were analyzed using the software of SPSS, and descriptive
statistics, t-test and ANOVA were applied.

In relation to the qualitative data, each participant’s responses were evaluated individually, and each researcher
formed an interview coding key. The coding keys formed by the researchers were examined by a field expert in
terms of reliability to evaluate the consistency between the coding keys. After ensuring consistency, the data
were divided into themes based on the theoretical foundations of the study. In addition, direct quotations were
given to reflect the students’ views.

In qualitative studies, the process of data analysis includes three phases: description, analysis and interpretation
(Yildirim & Simsek, 2008). The description phase of data analysis focuses on determining what interviewees
have said. In the analysis phase, relationship between the data and the themes obtained via the data are
established. Lastly, the process ends with the interpretation of the findings within the research context.

2.5 Validity and Reliability

In the study, for validity purposes, the participants were informed about the fact that their views would be used
only in an academic study and that their names would be kept confidential. In this way, the intention was to
allow the participants to report their views sincerely. As for the reliability of the study, the findings obtained
were presented without any related interpretation. In addition, the researchers of the study and a faculty member
experienced in the field of qualitative research worked on the data together.

3. Findings

This part presents the findings obtained via the analyses.
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3.1 Quantitative Findings

In the study, a total of 104 students responded to the attitude scale regarding online cooperative learning
applications. In this Likert-type scale, the items were assigned scores ranging from 1 (I completely disagree) and
5 (I completely agree). Table 1 presents the items of the scale and the mean scores regarding the students’
responses.

Table 1. Students’ responses to the attitude scale regarding online cooperative learning applications

Themes Items T sd

P

1. I enjoy solving the problems regarding the group project together with my group mates in Online

Cooperative Learning Application (OCLA). 387 966
2. Interacting with other group members in OCLA increases my motivation for learning. 3.90 170
3. 1 enjoy having cooperative learning experiences together with my group mates in OCLA. 3.85 932
4. Online group work increases our creativity. 3.86 .999
Positive 5. I believe the group will work on a document productively in OCLA. 3.74 975
. 6. OCLA develops my social skills. 3.61 1.074
Attitudes . . .
7.1 enjoy helping others in OCLA. 4.07 741
8. OCLA is entertaining for me. 333 1.009
9. OCLA allows me to feel psychologically better. 333 1.028
10. More ideas are produced in OCLA. 4.03 875
11. I think I get better results in OCLA as I work in group. 3.66 1.076
Mean 3.75 7.820
12. It makes me tired to try to teach something to my group mates in OCLA. 2.71 1.081
13.1 find OCLA nonsense. 2.08 1.031
. 14. 1 cannot develop my own thoughts in OCLA. 2.04 .902
Negative . i .
Attitudes 15. 1 don’t like people being dependent on me in OCLA. 3.13 1.180
16. 1 don’t believe my interactions with my group mates in OCLA will contribute to me. 2.63 1.255
17. OCLA is not for me. 2.30 1.051
Mean 2.48 4.360

When the mean scores regarding the students’ responses to the positive attitude items in Table 1 were examined,
it was seen that the students generally obtained a mean score of around 4. In other words, the students’ responses
could be said to be at the level of “I Agree”. However, the students’ responses especially to two of the items were
found to be closer to the level of 3 (“I am Neutral”). These two items were “OCLA is entertaining for me” and
“OCLA allows me to feel psychologically better”. Although the students thought OCLA contributed to their
learning, it could be concluded that they did not regard OCLA as an environment of entertainment. When the
students’ responses to the negative attitude items were examined, it was seen that five items were lower than 3
and that most of the students did not agreed on these items. On the other hand, in one of the items considered to
be a negative attitude, the students had a mean score higher than 3. This item was “I don’t like people being
dependent on me in OCLA”. One of the problems likely to be experienced in group works was that the group
members did not work equally. Some of the group members worked harder, while some of them worked less.
Therefore, the group members working hard might have been uncomfortable with this situation. The course
instructor should be able to evaluate group members’ works well. In fact, in a course in which the cooperative
learning technique is used, the course instructor could easily evaluate group members’ works thanks to their
sharings via the application of “Edmodo Small Groups”. However, it was seen that the students had hesitations
regarding this.

The mean scores of the participants regarding positive and negative themes of the attitude scale were compared
with respect to the variables of gender, type of high school and GPA. In order to do such comparisons, mean
scores must demonstrate a normal distribution. The participants’ mean scores for the positive attitudes in the
scale ranged from 1.36 to 5.00 (M = 3.75, SD = 0.71) and demonstrated a normal distribution with skewness of
0.57 (SE = 0.24) and kurtosis of 0.41 (SE = 0.47). As for the participants’ mean scores for the negative attitudes
in the scale, they ranged from 1.00 to 5.00 (M = 2.48, SD = 0.72) and demonstrated a normal distribution with
skewness of 0.56 (SE = 0.24) and kurtosis of 0.80 (SE = 0.47). In order to reveal whether the participants’ mean
scores regarding the positive and negative attitudes in the scale differed significantly with respect to the variable
of gender, independent samples t-test was applied, and the results can be seen in Table 2.
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Table 2. t-Test results regarding the positive and negative attitudes with respect to gender

Female Male
M SD M SD p*
Positive Attitudes 378 0.62 372 0.80 0.66
Negative Attitudes 242  0.69 2.54 0.76 0.41

#p<0.05, N=104.

As can be seen in Table 2, there was no significant difference between the male and female students’ attitude
scores. For the purpose of determining the influence of the type of high school the participants had graduated
from on their attitude scale scores, independent samples t-test was used. Table 3 demonstrates the results
obtained.

Table 3. t-Test results regarding the positive and negative attitudes with respect to the type of high school the
participants had graduated from

Vocational High School ~ Other High Schools

M SD M SD p*
Positive Attitudes 3.80 0.64 3.59 0.86 0.18
Negative Attitudes 2.44 0.69 2.57 0.80 0.35

#p<0.05, N=104.

According to Table 3, no significant difference was found between the attitude mean scores of the students
graduating from a vocational high school and of the students graduating from other high schools. In the
questionnaire applied in the study, the students were also asked about their GPA, and their responses were
transformed into a categorical variable. The categories were as follows: less than 1.5, between 1.5-2, between
2-2.5, between 2.5 and 3 and higher than 3. In order to reveal whether there was a significant difference between
the attitude scores with respect to the categories of the variable of GPA, ANOVA was applied. The results
obtained can be seen in Table 4.

Table 4. One way ANOVA results regarding the positive and negative attitudes with respect to GPA scores

Source of Variance ~ Sum of Squares  df = Mean Square F p
Between Groups 1,389 4 ,347 ,679 ,608
Positive Attitudes Within Groups 50,664 99 512
Total 52,053 103
Between Groups 2,170 4 ,543 1,037  ,392
Negative Attitudes Within Groups 51,810 99 ,523
Total 53,980 103

#p<0.05, N=104.

When Table 4 is examined, it is seen that there was no significant difference between the attitude scores with
respect to the categories of GPA. In other words, no significant difference was found between the attitudes of the
students with different levels of academic achievement.

3.2 Qualitative Findings

The data obtained via the analysis of the qualitative findings were coded, and the themes were formed. The
findings obtained based on the individual interviews were grouped under the following headings: social
networks used, preferences of forming groups, communication within group, views about the courses executed
via Edmodo.

3.2.1 Social Networks Used

The participants were asked to state which social networks they used. All the participants reported that they used
WhatsApp, and 14 of them said they used Facebook. Besides these two social networks, Twitter was used by 8
participants; Instagram by 6; and LinkedIn was used by 3 of the participants.
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3.2.2 Preferences of Forming Groups

The participants were also directed to the question of “What are your preferences of forming groups”. In addition,
more in-depth information was obtained asking the questions of a-) Why are you with these friends? and b-)
How did you form the group? The views of 15 participants responding to the question were analyzed. The
frequency distribution of the items under the theme of favorable characteristics of group friends can be seen in
Table 5.

Table 5. Preferences of forming groups

—n

Favorable characteristics of group friends

—_
[\

Having the feeling of responsibility

—_

Being a close friend

Past experiences

Adaptation to team work

Showing understanding

Common goals

Being honest and frank

Being respectful

Having the necessary knowledge and skills

W A A U LW O O O =—

Individuals with different viewpoints

Table 5 demonstrates the participants’ preferences of forming groups. Among all the characteristics, the one
favored most for group friends by the participants was “Having the feeling of responsibility”. In addition, most
of the participants stated that “Being a close friend” was another characteristic they considered while forming a
group. These two characteristics were followed by “Past experiences”, “Adaptation to team work” and “Showing
understanding”. The other responses included “Common goals”, “Being honest and frank”, “Being respectful”,
“Having the necessary knowledge and skills” and “Individuals with different viewpoints”. For example, in
relation to this, one of the participants said “We wanted friends who complement one another. We formed a group
including individuals who respect to each other and who can take the responsibility”.

3.2.3 Communication within Group

The participants were asked the question of “How was your communication within your group throughout the
academic term?”. In addition, other questions directed to obtain more in-depth information included “a) Where
did you meet? b) Which type of communication did you prefer (Individual/Group)? Why? ¢) Which tool/media
(did you use for communication (Edmodo, Facebook, skype, mobile phone, and so on)? d) How did you inform
each other about the changes experienced in the process?”. The views of 15 participants responding to the
question were analyzed. Table 6 demonstrates the frequency distribution regarding the items under the themes of
place of meeting, communication preferences, media used in communication, influence of effective
communication on group success and communication problems within group.

Table 6. Communication within group

Place of meeting f
Virtual place (Facebook, WhatsApp) 15
Real place (school, home, café¢ and so on) 14

Communication preferences

Group 15
Individual 4
Media used in communication
Edmodo 15
Facebook group 14
WhatsApp group 4
Influence of effective communication on group success
Active participation 9
Increasing motivation 6
Completing the project in time 5
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Communication problems within group
Irresponsible participants
Personal problems (family-related, financial) 2

Under the theme of communication within group, the sub-themes included place of meeting, communication
preferences, media used in communication, influence of effective communication on group success, and
communication problems within group. The participants maintained their communication within group both via
virtual environments and in real places. The meetings in virtual environments were held via such applications as
Facebook and WhatsApp, while face-to-face meetings were held in places like school, home and café. When the
participants were asked about their communication preferences, all of them stated that they established
communication via the group, and four of them reported that they met in pairs. When the participants were asked
about the environments they used for communication, all of them stated that they used Edmodo which was also
used as a medium to execute the course. In addition, almost all the participants reported that they used Facebook,
and some of them said used WhatsApp besides Facebook. For instance, one of the students said “We met in a
café. We made our decisions there. Then, everyone worked individually. We used Edmodo to communicate with
each other”

When the participants were asked about the contribution of communication to the success of their groups, “active
participation” ranked first. This response was followed by “increasing motivation” and “completing the project
in time”. For example, one of the students said “Our constant communication resulted in our success in the
phases of the project and helped us progress in our project in line with our teacher s directions” In addition, the
students were asked about communication problems within group. This question was answered by few of the
students, and the related responses included the problems resulting from the irresponsible participants in the
groups and some other personal problems.

3.2.4 Views about the Course Executed via Edmodo

The participants responded to the question of “Could you please evaluate the course in general?”. The views of
the students responding to the question were analyzed. Table 7 presents the frequency distribution for the items
under the theme of Views about the Course Executed via Edmodo.

Table 7. Views about the course executed via Edmodo

Views about the Course Executed via Edmodo f

The course was executed based on discussions and active participation 12
It was an interesting course different from traditional methods 10
It contributed to learning

It constantly helped maintain our motivation

The activities took a lot of time

The participants reported that they carried out discussion-based applications with the help of this course
supported with Edmodo and that they actively participated in the course. This response was followed by “it was
an interesting course different from traditional methods”. The other responses were related to the students’
motivation and the contribution of the course to their learning. On the other hand, some of the participants stated
that it took a considerable amount of time to carry out activities via such discussion-based applications.

4. Conclusion, Discussion and Suggestions

The study was conducted within the scope of a course, and the students taking the course were divided into
project group of 4 or 5. The course was supported with Edmodo. The students were expected to work in
cooperation, and the process was executed by the instructor. The findings obtained via the scale applied to the
students at the end of the course revealed that most of the students had positive attitudes towards online
cooperative learning applications.

The results obtained via the individual interviews held with the students who experienced cooperative learning
were evaluated with respect to the social networks used, preferences of forming groups, communication within
group, and overall views about the course executed via Edmodo. Based on the results, it could be stated that the
students made active use of information and communication technologies because almost all the students were
users of WhatsApp and Facebook. This situation could be said to help the students adapt themselves easily to the
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online cooperative learning environment of Edmodo, which has a similar structure to Facebook.

In related literature, there are three different approaches to forming groups regarding cooperative learning:
random selection, self-selection and instructor-selection. These three methods have specific advantages and
disadvantages (Sadeghi & Kardan, 2016). In the present study, the self-selection approach was adopted, and the
process of forming groups was conducted by the students. The students’ preferences of forming groups were
examined in-depth, and their responses in relation to forming groups revealed that they mostly preferred their
close friends as well as other individuals who had the feeling of responsibility. This finding is consistent with the
results of other studies in related literature reporting that learners prefer groups with individuals who take the
responsibility (Duque, Gomez-Perez, Nieto-Reyes, & Bravo, 2015). In addition, it is reported in relation to
group members’ forming groups that they favor individuals who will decrease their own workloads (Worchel,
Rothgerber, & Day, 2009). Preferring individuals with the feeling of responsibility will naturally help decrease
students’ workloads in their group works. Also, in one study, it was found that friendship relations play an
important role in forming a group if students form their groups on their own (Moreno, Ovalle, & Vicari, 2012).
Lastly, past experiences and adaptation to team work were also among the characteristics considered to be
important by the students.

Under the heading of communication within group, the students were asked about the platforms they used during
the activities and about their communication preferences. It was found that the students met their communication
needs almost equally via virtual and real environments. In addition, it was seen that the students favored group
communication more when compared to individual communication. When they were asked about the media they
used for communication, it was found that Edmodo, the platform which was used to execute the course, was used
by all the students as a means for communication. As the course was supported with Edmodo, it could be stated
that the students naturally used Edmodo for communication purposes. In addition, the instructor has the
opportunity to monitor students’ correspondences via Edmodo. Also, Edmodo does not allow individual
communication between students. Besides Edmodo, almost all the students reported that they established
communication via Facebook in relation to their group works. This result might have been due to the fact that
Facebook is a quite a commonly-used social network; that it was easy for the students to use this social network;
that they sometimes needed to establish personal communication; and that they did not want the instructor to see
some of their correspondences. In the study, the students were asked about the effects of their communication
activities on their group success, and their responses revealed that communication activities could increase their
active participation and motivation. In addition to this, the students also reported that communication activities
could help complete the project or the work in time. Lastly, under this heading, the students who experienced
cooperative learning were asked about the communication problems they faced within group. The students stated
that they experienced problems due to their irresponsible friends in their groups. As can be remembered, this
result was also found to be the most important result under the theme of preferences of forming groups.

When the students who experienced cooperative learning were asked about Edmodo, which was used to execute
the course, among the most frequent response was active participation achieved thanks to the discussion-based
structure of the course. This result could be said to be one of possible consequences of cooperative learning. This
response was followed by the view that such a course was more interesting than other courses taught with
traditional methods. The fact that the students found the course interesting could be said to increase their
motivation for the course. One other response was that such a course could help them learn the course subjects
better. This view is supported by the result reported in related literature that courses involving cooperative
learning contribute to learning (Al-Rahmi & Othman, 2013; Biasutti, 2011; Ekici & Kiyici, 2012; Forkosh-Baruch
& Hershkovitz, 2012; Grosseck et al., 2011; Hung & Yuen, 2010; R. Junco et al., 2011; Kabilan et al., 2010;
Lawson et al., 2011; Mazer et al., 2007, 2009; Wodzicki et al., 2012). Despite all these positive views, there were
some other students with negative views who reported that it took quite a lot of time for them to carry out the
activities involving cooperative learning. However, this result might have been due to the problems experienced
by the students who had difficulty adapting themselves to the cooperative learning activities.
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