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Abstract

The Open Assignment Submission (OAS) is an innwveatégime whereby students submit
homework assignments of an appropriate natureartesignated open forum provided by the
Learning Management System (LMS). Our previousaese carried out with a cohort of Educa-
tion graduates, indicated possible benefits antlatges of OAS as a means of supporting as-
signment submission through leaming from peer @tasa The current paper presents a recent
explorative case study intothe behaviour pattentsviews of 55 first year students regarding
OAS, during the very early stages of the Acadenitierbcy course.

Drawing on two main data sources (a self-reporstjpienaire and data of student access and
submission retrieved from the course LMS recordshave found characteristic pattemns of peer-
example viewing, assignment submission scheduldselated grades. The OAS regime appears
to provide an appreciated leaming support andhh@eential to promote intentional learning.

Keywords: Open Assignment submission, LMS, peer examplesiteasupport, viewing pat-
terns, assignment submission patterns

Introduction

Homework assignments are a hecessary and usualormmipof leaming at all education levels.
They are intended to promote assimilation and agptn of principles and procedures presented
in class. Homework assignments can engage studediféerent cognitive levels from simple
knowledge recognition up to synthesis and evaloati2loom, 1956). They are intended to enable
students to evaluate their knowledge and to prowatsessary instructional information to the
teacher.

In higher education, homework assignments areqadatily important as the knowledge input

during lectures is very concentrated, leavingditiine for elaboration or practice. Students in
higher education (especially at the freshmen stagg) find homework assignments very diffi-
cult, with difficulties ssemming from a
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path and leading towards the socio-cultural legymnaradigm, where students are seen as belong-
ing to a group and interacting with each other tijfomulttiple channels.

The advancements in ICT duringthe past decade dffvmled new effective communication
channels which can be utilized in different waygtomote students' ability to undertake and
successfully perform serious homework assignménts. such channel is the discussion group
within a course site. The discussion group is dfipdorum” where each student can read and
post messages. The Open Assignment Submission (@24@he we are proposing means that
students will post their completed assignmentsdesignated assignment forum during a fixed
period. Posted assignments can be viewed by alipgmeembers as well asthe instructor, revised
versions can be added until the set deadline amdnamts of all kinds can be added by peers.

The notion of employing an open forum for homewsukmission may seem at first sight as
promoting plagiarism and dependence. Our previessarch (Ronen & Langley, 2004) has led
us to believethat, given appropriate homeworkgassents, the potential advantages far out-
weigh the drawbacks. The current case-study isddamthin the Academic Literacy course in
the department of Instructional Systems T echno®(iangley, 2007). Within this study we shall
attempt to describe and evaluate how first yeafesitis act, and the attitudes they express after
initial implementation of the OAS regime.

For an extensive survey ofthe literature regartiagning from worked examples and from peer
examples, as well as the social-cultural approadbarning and instruction especially in an in-
formation technology environment, we refer theriested reader to our previous study (Ronen &
Langley, 2004).

The Study

Context and Subjects

The current study deals with student behaviourvaens regarding Open Assignment Submis-
sion (OAYS) in the assignment forum, during thet fimseks of the semester. The research subjects
were 55 first year students attending the Acaddrit@acy course, scheduled as a weekly 90
minute lesson. The students were divided into tvaugs with separate lessons and access to
separate course sitggpR (32 fulltime students who study two semestersayandrpG (23
working students who study three semesters a year).

The study consists of two parts: The first analsteiglents' responses to a self report question-
naire, dealing with behavior and views regardingSDAnd the second part analyzes data re-
trieved fromthe learning management system coimgevents of viewing peer work in the as-
signment submission forum.

The Assignments

The firsttwo assignments of the course were belited to reading material dealing with the
multiple effects of advancement in information temtogy (Appendix A). Assignmentl dealt

with the effects of the invention of the printingegs as described in “The day the universe
changed” (Burke, 1985) and Assignment2 dealt viighdffects on society ofthe rapid advance-
ment in ICT duringthe past two decades and thdtieg profile of the “desired graduate” ac-
cordingto “Education in the information age” (Salon, 2000). T he reading material for both
assignments was in the students’ native langudgie Vater assignments were based on reading
material in English. Each student in each of tloaigs was randomly assigned one oftwo as-
signments. The submission period for each assighma&n6 days. Each of the assignments gave
students some choice in deciding which issues doead and required invoking personal knowi-
edge and experience beyond the appointed readiteriadaFor instance, Assignment1 required
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studentsto describe the impact ofthe inventiothefprinting press on three, personally selected,
areas andto explaintheir views concerning thessty of memorization in the information age.
Assignment2 required studentsto describe persbramigths and weaknesses with respect to fea-
tures of the “desirable graduate” defined in the.t€his personalized nature of the assignment
meant that any outright plagiarism would be eaddiectable.

Students' Self Report on OAS

Research instruments and methodology

We prepared a 9 item questionnaire (Appendix BJimgavith issues relatedto OAS: students’
practice in viewing peer work, possible effectsa¢h viewing and student views concerning
OAS. The guestionnaire was an adaptation of aainmktrument employed in our previous re-
search (Ronen & Langley, 2004).

The guestionnaire was administered during a redetmon at the beginning of week 6 of the first
semester. Students were not required to identdynidelves, but could if they wantedto. T he stu-
dents completed the questionnaire individually withO minutes. It is important to note that the
students had been exposed to OAS in other contwoemses, but the questionnaire specifically
focused on the Academic Literacy course.

Results and discussion

The guestionnaire was completed by 50 student&(grp9 and grpG = 21). Gender composition
was: 38% male, 48% female. 18 students (38%) veaunad their names and some added per-
sonal comments, which indicated an atmosphereustf.tFhe results are included in Appendix B.
We shall divide the discussion of the results seweral aspects:

Viewing peer products at different stages of the asgnment submission proces3.he
assignment submission process involves severastagading and interpreting the assignment,
deciding which of the options to select, seekigpreces, composing the answers, checking and
revising, submittingthe assignment and possibiyrstiing a revised version depending on addi-
tional reflection or comments.

%
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Figure 1: Viewing submitted peer work.
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Figure 1 summarizes students' self report on vigwihpeer products. A considerable majority of
students admitted to some degree of viewing peek Wefore startingto work on their assign-
ment (74%), and before submitting their own assignim88%). The data indicatethat students

considered peer products valuable resources fromhwine could possibly gain something. This
may also indicate novices' lack of confidence.rany (68%), the viewing continued beyond
the point of submission.

The preference for random selection of viewabler{sg@amples may stem fromthe early stage in
class crystallization in which these assignment®vmmed, when leamer-status had not yet
been established.

Effects of viewing peer work — revisionAbou half the students declared that they might

change their submissions according to what theg wale viewing peer work (ltem 3, Appendix
B). To check the reliabilty of student responsecatculated the correlation between the re-
sponsestothe statements: "After viewing submigtesignments | submit my prepared solution
regardless of what I've read" and "After viewingpsutted assignments | may change my solu-
tion accordingto what I've read". The correlatialue r=-0.53 is significant at the p<0.01 level,
for dF=35. No significant gender effect was found.

Effects of viewing peer work - providing feedbackBoth high and low quality peer work
may receive feedback (Figure 2). There was a djigireatertendency to inform peers of an er-
ror thanto praise them for their good work. Thaswrobably considered a service from which
each student would like to benefit.

%
E good example
BO 4o I O poor example |-
L e e
204---------|  |-------- A oo
D .

always sometimes never

Figure 2: Providing peer feedback to open submissinoof assignments.

Figure 3 shows that the forum was the preferrednsamication method both for praise and for
corrective remarks, with a small tendency towaeds public channels for corrective remarks.
The preference of the face to face channel casdxébad to the abundant opportunity of encoun-
ters duringthe weekly lessons.
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B inthe forum
_________ B email -

[1 by phone
face to face

If | read a colleague's If | find an error in a colleague's
good assignment assignment

Figure 3: Preferred method for providing peer feedlack to OAS.

Students' views As we shall see in the second part ofthe studyatdsignment submission

time varied considerably between students. ltemsd’8 probed student views concerning possi-
ble motivation for early or late submission. Studenesponseto these items indicate thatthe
declared primary motivation for early submissiomaural conscientiousness (96%) coupled
with a desire to receive feedback from peers (6&¥hjer than a desire to impress anyone.

The responses also indicatethat there may bedwsons for last minute submission: primarily a
tendency towards procrastination (71%) and alshingsto collect ideas from earlier submis-
sions (49%). T he selfish motivation of “not wantiogshare” was endorsed only by a very small
fraction of the sample (2%).

Finally, students held positive views concerningy benefit of the OAS regime, with over 90%
endorsing its contribution to leaming. Howevegrdwas general support for a mixed submis-
sion regime (78%) with some assignments submitididually and others in the open forum.

Students' Activity in the LMS

Research instruments and methodology

This part of the study analyzes data recorded by #arning Management System (Britannica
Knowledge Systems, n.d.) eachtime a student aaxastorum and each time the student posts a
message. The data include student identity, dadeaact time. We interpreted access intothe
assignment forum as a“viewing” event. Fromthe data we have calculated for each student
how many “viewing” events occurred prior to assigemmisubmission and how many subse-
guently. T here is quite a large amount of unceyaiedto counting viewing events, as a single
access event intothe assignment forum may noivieveading anything beyond the identity of
those who had already submitted or it may invosaming many peer examples. T hus, the calcu-

lated number of viewing events can be consideregvar limit on the number of occasions the
student gleaned some information.

Results and discussion

We defined the Submission Index (SI) as the raihe period from assignment presentation
until assignment submission and the total numbelagt in the assignment period (Ronen &
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Langley, 2004). For example, Assignment1 was pteseon October 1and was due by mid-
night on the 28. The maximum submission period was 6 days. ltidesit submitted on the £8
the submission time was 4 days andthe Sl wouldf®e 0.67.

Using the LMS data we were able to visually presieatviewing and submission data per student
for each assignment and each group. For instangar,eF4 shows the number of pre and post
submission viewing events against the studentfsrSAssignmentl in grpG.
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Figure 4: Viewing events versus Submission Indgrr Assignmentl grpG.

The Sl distribution for both assignments is showfrigure 5. Most students submitted their work
on the last one or two days. However, 25-30% submhitheir work earlier — providing the others
with opportunities for reading, commenting, adogtamd adapting format and ideas. Additional
data concerning assignment Sl and gender compopiEpgroup appear in Table 1.
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Figure 5: Sl distribution for both assignments.
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Table 1: Gender composition and Slaverage and meai values per group

Group Gender % S| Assignmentl S| Assignment2
male female | average mediap average  medan
grpR 52 48 0.65 0.67 0.89 1.00
grpG 56 44 0.79 0.83 1.01 1.00

Effe ct of assignment nature and orderEach of the assignments was submitted by 27 stadent
Figure 5shows the frequency distribution (%) of Sl's fock@fthe assignments. We can easily
see that the frequency of later submissions foigAssent2 is higher. Table 1 indicates an in-
crease in Sl average and median from the firsetorsd assignment in both groups. A one-talil,
unpairedt-test showed that in both groups thesgifice was significant (p<0.02). This difference
can stem from several sources. Since the assigsnaene randomly distributed in each group
the main effect was probably relatedtothe changlee degree of novelty. The students who
were assigned Assignment2 had already viewed thraissions of Assignment1 (we shall show
evidence of such viewing) and may have realizedithantage of postponing their submission
until they had an opportunity to view some peenaxies. Likewise, it is possible that increased
pressure from other courses during the second wétie semester dictated a later submission of
the assignment.

Effect of group characteristics and genderAlthough the average Sl in grpG are higher than in
grpR, we found no significant difference betweea ghoups for either assignments. The gender
ratio (male/female) was a little higher in groud &7>1.07) and that may have had some mar-

ginal effect. No significant effect of gender onv&ls found for each assignment separately.

Viewing patterns. A viewing pattemn consists ofthe number and idgmti peer-work viewing
events a student performs during and after the issimm period. Our previous research (Ronen
& Langley, 2004) showed a significant relation ketw student self-concept, viewing patterns
and Sl. In particular, we claimed that the instiarchl benefit of the OAS regime depended on the
existence of a group of early submitters and orctimeept that peer-work could be legitimately
employed as a learning resource (given the appatatype of assignments).

In the current study we wished to determine wheshadents employed peer examples as are-
source and what viewing patterns emerged for diffieassignments and groups. Since data about
the identity of the viewed peer work were not pded by the LMS, we limited our analysisto

the number of viewing events. We shall enrich tiseu$sion by adding self-report data concern-
ing viewing patterns of a sample of students whianeered their names on the self report ques-
tionnaires

Each student was required to submit only one oftlmeassignments for credit, yet the recorded
data showed many instances where students acthssdedum of the “other” assignment. Thus
we have divided our analysis between viewing patiéor the “assigned task” and viewing
events related to the “othertask”.

Viewing patterns for the “assigned-task”.As we have already discovered, the assignment
nature and order made a differenceto submissio@ &ind possibly to viewing patterns. We have
also seen that there were no significant betweemnigdifferences in Sl for each assignment. So
we shall concentrate on viewing pattemns withinheassignment — number of viewing events
prior to and after assignment submission. Figushdns the number of pre- and post-submission
viewing events ordered by SI.
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The average number of viewing events per studeatl®a85, (s.d. =8.12) for Assignment1 and
10.2, (s.d.= 5.02) for Assignmentth Assignmentlhere were some extreme examples of 20-30
pre-viewings. The most extreme case’s grade wa®biie lowest (70%)ln Assignmen2

there were 4 extreme examples with 12- 20 pre-vigsyiwho all achieved high grades.
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Figure 6: Viewing events before and after submisain versus Sl for both assignments.

The viewing-submitting-viewing pattern for the tassignments was similar. Both the early and
late submitters viewed few peer examples after f@sion, while most of the "late” and “last
minute” submitters had accessed the forum manystnB) before submitting their own work.

The average number of viewing events for both assants (>10) indicates that students availed
themselves of the opportunity the OAS providedieawpeer work. The considerable variance
indicated different student types with respectéospnality (e.g. confidence, diligence, effort,
procrastination or experience withthe medium) el as external circumstances (work, home or
study pressure).

Both the average and standard deviation of viewwents were higher for Assignmentl. This
can be relatedto the novelty of the first assigntnirethe course and the initial exposure to OAS
which could lead to lower confidence and the neednfcreased “peeking” into the forum.

Assignment grades vs. S| and viewing event®oth assignments were graded using assessment
rubrics. We grouped the assignment grades intee€ddeVery Good (>90%), Good (between

76% and 89%) and Poor (<75%). T he distributionraidgs against Sl in Figure 7 shows a wide
range of mostly pre-deadline Sl for Very Good amad&grade achievers, in contrast to the much
narrower range of last-minute or post-deadline&ILbw grade achievers. The distribution of
grades against the number of pre-submission vieauggts in Figure 7 shows a very wide range
of viewing events for Very Good grade achieversadntrast to a much narrower range (with a
lower average) for Good and Poor grade achieverg. v#uld seem that although the lower
achieving students submitted their work later tthenothers (thus having a greater opportunity to
view valuable peer-work), they did not use thisgirm improve their final product.
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Figure 7: Assignment grade vs. Sland number of prsubmission viewing events.

Viewing patterns for “other tasks”. Scanningthe LMS*“viewing events” data we encoun-
tered instances of access into an assignment fbyustudents who were not required to submit
that assignment for credit. Each student couldsscbeth assignment forums of his/her group.
Table 2 shows the break-down of these “not forittegkwings.

Table 2: Not-for-credit viewing events

Assignmentl Assignment2

viewings students viewings students
grpR 25 7 13 8
grpG 23 9 14 8

The data show that in both groups Assignment1 wased more times by students who were
required to submit Assignment2 than vice versasViawing was performed during and often
after the submission deadlines. We also see thatitwing was performed by only 20-30% of
the students.

This viewing behaviour can be explained in term&mentional learning” (Bereiter & Scar-
damalia, 1989) afforded by the OAS regime, esplgd@l those students who viewed peer-work
after they had already submitted their own “fordit'eassignments. T his minority of students
was acting in accordance withthe lecturer’s recamdation that all assignments should be ad-
dressed by all students, andthat the differestiamission schedule was a technicality intended
to lighten the work load for both lecturer and sttd. The OAS regime enabled students who
had “leaming as a goal” at this early stage ofsbmester to address the extra assignments with
less effort. Towards the end of the semester, thieHinal exam in sight, we may expect many
more “not for credit viewings” into these early igasnent forums.

Viewing Patterns: Recorded Events vs. Self Report

Some of the students (6 males and 12 females) tested their names on the guestionnaire. We
shall select a sample and cross check data fromutstionnaires with viewing data recorded by
the LMS. This will serveto check and hopefullyidate our interpretation of the recorded data
and shed additional light on these students’ behadnd views. The sample we selected is
meant to represent different viewing types withagleassignment. We divided the number of
viewing events into two categories: few (<=5) anahm(>5). Table 3 lists for each student in the
sample the assignment grade, the number of viesegts recorded in the LMS prior to and af-
ter assignment submission and the corresponding dipe. An Expected type was composed
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using data from the self report questionnaire atingrto the frequency selected in each ofthe
items dealing with viewing peer work (“any” indieat an undeterminable expected frequency).

Table 3: Recorded events vs. self report

LMS data Questionnaire data
student ST View | View View Pre Pre Post Expected
ID pre post type start submit submit type
Assignmentl
RO7 80 6 0 many-0 none selected selected few -any
R29 80 2 8 few-many none random none | any- few
G21 75 2 10 few-many random random randon any-gny
G06 920 19 5 many-many| selected selected selected  anypany
G04 85 8 1 many-few selected selected selectgd  anyqany
GO08 75 5 1 many-few none random none any-few
Assignment2
G13 84 9 9 many-many | random random none | any -0
G20 91 16 1 many-few random random selectefl  any-gny
R18 33 8 0 many-0 selected selected randonp any-any
RO1 64 9 4 many-ew | random random random| any-any

Data from both sources were compatible for mostdh®ut not all, of the selected sample. R07
and R18 claimedto view peer-work after submissitiiie the record showed no such viewing
events, R29 and G13 claimedt to view peer work after submission while the relcsinowed

that 8-9 such viewing events occurred.

We can suggest several possible explanations ésethiscrepancies between the self report and
recorded data:

* Lapse of memory:The questionnaire was completer rian 4 weeks after submission ofthe
assignments, so the self report might not refledent behaviour at the relevant period.

» A lack of shared meaning: A viewing event may oymat include actuakading of peer
work, while the questionnaire clearly referred tedding peer work”.

» Uncertainty related to interpreting a recorded as@vent: The number of access events can be
far lessthat reading events, asreading of see&mhples of peer work can occur during a sin-
gle access event.

Summary & Implications

The current study can be seen as a case studynlitkigeneral issue of learming support af-
forded by peer examples which we investigated mppevious work (Ronen & Langley, 2004).
We set out to investigate first year students’ beha and views related to OAS for the first as-
signments ofthe Academic Literacy course in thet 8emester. The first part of the study em-
ployed a self-report questionnaire. The data aiggjyevided informationthat students did take
the time to read peer work and that this readimgetomes resulted in revision and was also likely
to leadto peer-feedback both for praise and ctiveecemarks. Students ascribed the tendency to
submit assignments early or late mainly to charachés (conscientiousness or procrastination)
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but also to the potential of gleaning ideas frorargxamples. In general, students endorsed the
OAS regime as a beneficial method, but also supddtie more traditional method of individual
assignment submission.

The second part of the study analyzed data recdnyldlale LMS for assignment forums in the
course site. The submission patterns were analyziad the Submission Index (SI) concept. We
showed that the assignment nature or order cofédtahe average Sl. We further analyzedthe
viewing patterns before and after assignment sudorisand discovered several predominant pat-
tems mainly depending on student characteridweswere able to show that students did indeed
access the assignment forums quite frequently. \&fte wspecially pleased with those instances
of “not for credit viewing” which indicated thateHOAS regime afforded opportuniies for stu-
dentsto engage in extra leaming with reducedteffs the OAS regime is suggested as a poten-
tial learning support, we analyzed the relatiomben assignment grades, Sl andthe frequency
of pre-submission viewing of peer work. We foundtthigh grades were relatedto a wide range
of SI and viewing events and that low grades wetated to last minute or late submission
(SI>=1) and a relatively low average frequency igiwing events. The implications of these re-
sults for the effectiveness of the OAS regime Emeing support arethat it may be of most help
to highly motivated, medium ability students whe ailling to exert the effort required to read,
interpret, evaluate and possibly adapt multiplevgxes of peer work.

In the final part of the analysis we cross-chedkedrecorded LMS data against student self re-
port in the questionnaire for a sample of idenbiéastudents, and found mainly agreement but
also some discrepancies. Our main source of uritgria relatedto the fact that the LMS re-
cords do not provide information concerning theeakiof actual reading of peer work that occurs
during a single viewing event.

We find it vital to reiterate that our entire coptien of the OAS regime as a potential leaming
support afforded by modemn instructional technologsts on the proviso that appropriate assign-
ments are employed. The hallmark of a suitablegassent is that within a uniform framework it
is individualized, in that it requires individualformation and personal example seeking from
one’sown lived experience as well as specific igapbn of studied material. Viewing peer ex-
amples for such assignments may help reduce theto@gload of interpreting the task for some
students and inspire superior performance by otihatdoes not provide a ready-made solution.
Plagiarism is easily detected andthe public foaahs as a social deterrent against any such at-
tempt.

Finally, we have shown a method of uilizing thegarch potential of the LMS technology. In
addition to supporting student leaming, the LMS peovided us with a valuable research tool
which rendered visible otherwise invisible studeshavior.
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Appendix A

Assignmentl
1. Describe the effects of the invention ofthe pnigtpress on 3 of the following domains:
Education, Commerce, Culture and Art, Society, tiosliNatural sciences.

2. Beforethe invention of the printing press actatetgymen, teachers and others were obliged
to depend on their memory — thus many methods developed for improving the ability to
memorize information. In your opinion is it stthportant to memorize information by heart
in the present age withthe great accessibilitywformation? Explain your opinion and pre-
sent a relevant example in one area

Assignment2
Select one of the questions 1-3. Question 4 is cisopy.

1. The author suggests different names for theentiage (p 33). Choose one of the names and
explain why it fits the current age.

2. The author suggests three characteristic feanfrghe current age (pp. 33-39). Select one of
the features and present 2 examples ofthe wayriainifested in the current age.

3. The author justifies the continued existencsobiools using several lines of reasoning (pp. 41-
43). Describe the line of reasoning that seems imgmbrtant to you and explain your posi-
tion.

4. The author definesthe“desired graduate” ie¢fdomains (pp. 43-49).
a. Define the domains

b. Of the skills and inclinations described, setmtt in which you believe you excel and one
in which you consider yourself somewhat defici&plain how your excellence was de-
veloped and what you believe you should do to im@itbe deficiency.
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Appendix B
Open Assignment Submission Questionnaire and Result s (%), N=50
1. Before starting to do the assignment...
I check who has already submitted in the forum True 56 False 44

| read assignments that have been submitted

As many as possible 2, Selected 24,
Random 48, None 26

I checkto see which questions others have selected True 18 False 82
2. Before submitting my solved assignment..
I check who has already submitted in the forum True 60 False 40

| read assignments that have been submitted

As many as possible 2, Selected 34,
Random 54, None 10

I checkto see which questions others hawve selected

True 24 False 76

3. After viewing submitted assignments..

I submit my prepared solution regardless of what I've
read

True 49 , False 43, Don't view 8

I may change my solution according to what I've read

True 53, False 39, Don't view 8

4. After submitting my assignment..

| continue viewing other submitted assignments

Asmany as possible 10, Selected 32,
Random 36, None 22

5. If Iread a colleague’s well done assignment in

the forum..

I will send him positive feedback

Always 8 Sometimes 80 neverl12

The communication method | would prefer

Forum 47, Email 17, Phone 7,0Orally 30

6. If | findan ermor ina colleague’s assignment i

n the forum..

I will send him a note

Always 29, Sometimes 63, never 8

The communication method | would prefer

Forum 41, Email 31, Phone 7, Orally 17

Totally Quite Don't
agree agree agree
7. Students who submit their assignments a long tim e before the deadline..
Wish to impress the lecturer 0 22 78
Wish to impress their colleagues 4 8 88
Are simply conscientious and eagerto complete their work 58 38 4
Are hoping for feedback from colleagues 8 60 32
8. Students who submit their assignmentsvery near the deadline
Do not wish to share their work with others 2 14 84
Wish to collectideas from their colleagues submissions 4 45 51
Simply leave everything to the last minute 22 49 29
Do not wish to share their work with others 2 14 84
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Totally Quite Don't
agree agree agree
9. In my opinion..
Open forum submission of assignments contributes greatly to 62 30 8
learning.
It is preferable to submit assignments personally. 10 18 72
Some of the course assignments should be submitted in the 27 51 22
open forum and others should be submitted personally.
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