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Abstract 

This paper is centred on undergraduate students enrolled on a BSc in IT programme in Dublin, 

Ireland, with a view to enhancing student engagement through the introduction of social learning 

strategies. It is a piece of practice based research within a research environment that favours 

individual learning approaches in computer programming as opposed to group based learning 

strategies. 

An important factor in student learning and personal development during college is student 

engagement, or the quality of effort students themselves devote to educationally purposeful activities 

that contribute directly to desired outcomes (Astin, 1993; Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991). Kuh (2009) 

defines student engagement as a term used to represent constructs such as quality of effort and 

involvement in productive learning activities. The authors introduced social learning strategies, such 

as Problem Based Learning (PBL) and Peer Assisted Learning (PAL), to encourage and enhance 

student engagement. Computer Programming was identified as the module for this study, as it is 

widely accepted as a difficult subject area for 1st year undergraduate students, and is associated with 

the high dropout rates seen in 1st year computing programmes. 

Social interaction creates a dynamic relationship and if a student begins to identify with other groups 

of peers who are performing at a higher level, then self-identity can change and create expectancies 

that will affect positive engaging behaviour in the classroom. This in turn will have an effect on the 

relationship between that student and the class group. Bandura (1986) described this dynamic 

relationship as ‘reciprocal determinism’ in which individuals, their behaviours and their social 

environment are dynamically bound together in a process. While the results of studies designed to 

examine the effect of social learning strategies are mixed, there are findings that suggest that the use 

of peer learning may have a positive effect on student engagement and retention within computing 

programmes (McDowell et al 2002; Williams et al 2003; Braught et al 2011).  

The conclusions from this study indicate that the use of social learning strategies within computer 

programming have a positive effect on some aspects of student engagement, particularly relating to 

social interaction with peers. The feedback from the use of PBL and PAL were mostly positive, with 

students requesting more, similar activities. No strong conclusions are drawn from the findings, other 

than the introduction of social learning within computer programming was a positive experience and 

any further research should evaluate other tools and approaches that have proven effective in higher 

education, and perhaps, appropriate methods can be further appraised in practice. 

Keywords 

Student Engagement, Problem Based Learning, Peer Assisted Learning, Social Learning, Computer 

Programming 
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1. Motivation 
 

The motivation for this study is drawn from the professional practice-based experience of the authors 

within higher education, with the objective of enhancing engagement in computer programming 

through the use of social learning practices for 1st year students enrolled on a BSc in Information 

Technology programme. Attrition rates from Computer Science programmes during the first two 

semesters are often between 30% and 40% and can be as high as 50% during the first semester 

(Beaubouef et al 2001; Beaubouef & Mason 2005). Failure rates in introductory programming 

modules have been reported as being between 20% and 50% (McKinney & Denton 2004). This early 

departure of students represents a waste of potential, resources and skills.  

The authors selected computer programming as the research focus, and introduced social learning 

practices, such as Problem Based Learning (PBL) and Peer Assisted Learning (PAL) within the 

classroom, in an effort to encourage students to engage in computer programming. The purpose was 

to encourage students to interact and share their existing knowledge, while developing further 

understanding through interacting with their peers.  

 

2. Literature Review 

An important factor in student learning and personal development during college is student 

engagement, or the quality of effort students themselves devote to educationally purposeful activities 

that contribute directly to desired outcomes (Astin, 1993; Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991). If a student 

feels that their institution supports them, not only academically but also socially and personally, and if 

they feel that they are intellectually challenged, they will be more likely to gain academic 

competence, which will encourage them to remain at an institution (Reason et al., 2006). Challenging 

students and giving them the support they require to succeed are vital (Coates, 2007).  

Higher education institutions have the responsibility of providing environments that are engaging. To 

support this Hu et al. (2002) suggest the most promising approach to encouraging higher levels of 

student engagement is to change the perceptions that students have of certain aspects of the 

institutional environment. Kuh (2009) makes the point that institutions cannot change who students 

are when they start college, but with the right assessment tools, colleges can identify areas where 

improvements in teaching and learning will increase the chances that their students attain their 

educational and personal goals. Relatively little is known about the characteristics of students who are 

disposed toward disengagement or institutional features that are linked with disengagement (Kuh, 

2003).  Disengaged students tend to make up the drop-out and poor retention rates that we typically 

see within the first and second semester of higher education programmes, especially within computer 

science.  

A number of factors have been linked with positive retention, examples include: sense of belonging 

(Hausmann et al., 2007); social integration with peers (Wilcox et al, 2005); class sizes and 

interactions with teaching staff (Cuseo, 2007); engagement in study and broader life on campus 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005); self-efficacy (Chemers et al., 2001); and exposure to new people and 

ideas (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 

In addition to the role of the environment, peers substantially influence how students spend their time 

and the meaning they make of their experiences including their personal satisfaction with college 

(Astin, 1993; Kuh et al., 2000; Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991). Perhaps seeing that their studies can 

have practical value encourages students to become more actively involved in various other 

appropriate aspects of the college experience. Faculty members also make concrete links between 

what students are reading and discussing and other aspects of their lives, such as their job setting and 

family or peer relations, and design assignments and examinations that require students to 

demonstrate how to use what they are learning in other settings (Kuh, Douglas, Lund, and Ramin-

Gyurnek, 1994). Introducing social learning practices, and collaborative opportunities, within the 

classroom may have a wider effect on student engagement. The positive effects of active collaborative 
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learning on student engagement and retention have been well documented (Tinto 1997; 2000; Zhao & 

Kuh 2004). Collaborative learning programmes can foster a sense of belonging to the programme, 

department and institution. In computer science programmes, they are often used to encourage 

community building through the use of peer groups and project work to facilitate learning. More 

specific examples of student-led or student-supported approaches including pair programming and 

peer-learning. While the results of studies designed to examine the efficacy of Peer Assisted Learning 

(PAL) are mixed there are indications that the use of PAL may have a positive effect on student 

engagement and retention within computing programmes (McDowell et al 2002; Williams et al 2003; 

Mendes et al 2005; Braught et al 2011).  

Social Learning Theory (SLT) focuses on the learning that occurs within a social context. This 

context includes the classroom where rich social interaction can take place, this interaction can be 

supported or supressed depending on the nature of the subject and facilitation. SLT suggests that 

people learn from one another, including such concepts as observational learning, imitation, and 

modelling. Albert Bandura and Lev Vygotsky are the main contributors to this theory. The key 

difference between Vygotsky’s and Bandura’s social learning theories is that Bandura suggests 

learning can occur through observation without altering behaviour which is not suggested in 

Vygotsky’s work. Both PBL and PAL address both social learning perspectives put forward by the 

theorists, and are useful methods to explore in the context of a research study. Social learning can 

occur through observation, through modelling, and through individual demonstration and acting out 

behaviour.  

Bandura (1973) to suggests most human behaviour is learned observationally though modelling; from 

observing others one forms an idea of how new behaviours are performed, and on later occasions this 

coded information serves as a guide for action. Bandura identified three basic observational models 

(Bandura, 1973), those being a live model, which involves an individual demonstrating behaviour, a 

verbal instructional model, which involves descriptions and explanations of behaviour and a symbolic 

model, which involves real or fictional characters displaying behaviours in books and films, for 

example. Jordan et al (2008) suggest the identity a pupil in the lowest stream of a school is formed by 

past and present academic performance and the group with whom they most closely interact. The 

relationship is a dynamic one and if a pupil begins to identify with other groups of peers who are 

performing at a higher level, then self-identity will change and create expectancies that will affect 

overt (harder work) behaviour in the classroom. This in turn will have an effect on the relationship 

between that student and the class group.  Bandura (1986) described this dynamic relationship as 

‘reciprocal determinism’ in which individuals, their behaviours and their social environment are 

dynamically bound together in a process.  

Vygotsky also viewed interaction with peers as an effective way of developing skills and strategies. 

He suggests that teachers use cooperative learning exercises where less competent students develop 

with help from more skilful peers. He referred to the people that we learn from as Most 

Knowledgeable Others (MKO’s) and the process of learning through social interaction as being in the 

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1962; Vygotsky, 1978). He also developed the 

concept of scaffolding to describe the teacher’s role in engaging with people and supporting their 

development while they were in the ZPD. Vygotsky’s work is also relevant to the proposed social 

learning activities for this research study, as the theory suggests the use of skilful peers in acting out 

the role of tutor for the group. Through Bandura’s theory (observational) and Vygotsky’s theory 

(MKO’s), both PBL and PAL can be used to put theory to practice within the classroom, where PBL 

addresses Observational learning, and MKO’s in PAL. 

3. Research Design & Approach 

An interpretive methodology was selected for this study as the emphasis was to make sense and 

meaning from the research investigation. Creswell and Millar (2003) describe the interpretative 

approach as a method of seeking knowledge that resides “inside” the individual as opposed to “out 

there” beyond the individual – regardless of the quantitative findings, capturing and recognising the 

voice of the student is important to this study. The methods selected were pragmatic and therefore a 
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mixed methods approach was utilised, quantitively to capture variance in student engagement between 

two participant student groups, and qualitatively to capture feedback on social learning strategies used 

in a classroom setting. The participants were 1st year undergraduate students enrolled on a BSc in IT, 

undertaking a year long computer programming module. The 1st year group was split into two groups, 

one of these groups was selected as the Treatment Group, and the other group Control. The Treatment 

group were exposed to three Problem Based Learning activities, and two Peer Assisted Learning 

sessions throughout the semester. The Control Group were not provided any social learning activities 

within their programming module. The study was carried out in the 2nd semester, with Java as the core 

programming language. 

 

This study was guided by the following research questions.  

 

 Q.1 Can the use of social learning strategies enhance student engagement? 

Q.2 Are social learning strategies, such as Problem Based Learning and Peer Assisted 

Learning, effective tools in engaging students in computer programming? 

 

Data for this research was collected using mixed-methods, which can be summarised as follows: 

 

Student Engagement Questionnaire (Quantitative) 

 
Following ethical approval and guidelines within the institution, both the Treatment and Control 

groups were invited to participate in the research study. Both groups were issued a start of semester 

student engagement questionnaire, and towards the end of the semester they were invited to complete 

an end of semester questionnaire. This enabled the researchers to measure potential student 

engagement variance between the groups, and what impact, if any, the social learning activities had. 

The questionnaire was based on the national Irish Student Survey of Engagement (ISSE) tool, with 

some practical modifications to map appropriately to the research institution. The questionnaire 

covered 14 themes relating to student engagement, which is presented in Table 3.1 Student 

Engagement Questionnaire Themes, p.13. A sample of the questionnaire format can be viewed in 

Appendix 1: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Sample Question Structure. 

 

Social Learning Activities and Social Learning Feedback Forms (Qualitative) 

 
A modified PBL approach was utilised, and separately, PAL sessions were introduced to learners. 

Both approaches were supported by the principal programming lecturer, and by suitable previously 

identified student mentors. The social learning concepts put forward by Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal 

Development, and Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory, were carefully considered in the design and 

development of the social learning activities. In summary, the social learning sessions ensured 

existing knowledge was required to commence the exercises, with further challenges added to 

encourage students to construct new knowledge from their social interaction with their peers. The 

exercises were designed to be achievable within the time limit, sufficiently challenging, but not 

overly, to reduce the risk of causing further harm to any participants who were already experiencing 

difficulties with programming. 

In summary, three PBL activities were hosted by the principal lecturer, with support from student 

mentors, over the semester. Two PAL activities were hosted and led by student mentors, with support 

from the principal programming lecturer. All five social learning activities took place during 

scheduled class time to further encourage participation and engagement. Qualitative data was captured 

using a student Social Learning Activity Feedback form; this was issued upon the completion of the 

PBL and PAL activities. Please see Appendix 2: Social Learning Activity Feedback Form. 

 

4. Results 

 
The outcomes of the two data collection methods (quantitative student questionnaire and qualitative 

social learning activity feedback forms) are summarised below.  
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Table 4.1:  Data Collection Results 

 

GROUP A - TREATMENT GROUP 

Data Type Method Participants 

Quantitative Completed start and end of semester Student Engagement 

questionnaire (structured questions) 

44 

Qualitative Problem Based Learning / Peer Assisted Learning student 

feedback sheets (5x sessions) 

46 

GROUP B - CONTROL GROUP 

Data Type Method Participants 

Quantitative Completed Start and End of semester Student Engagement 

questionnaire (structured questions) 

31 

 

Analysis of Student Engagement Questionnaire 

 

The questionnaire addressed 14 question themes, producing 94 question points, an overview of the 

results between both groups are presented in Appendix 3: Student Engagement Comparison between 

Treatment & Control Groups. For the purpose of this paper, particular questions were extracted 

below, a further sample can be viewed in the List of Tables section commencing on page 13. 

 
Table 4.2: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.8 

1.8 Used student learning support services e.g. Maths support classes or Programming support classes 

  Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 13.64 11.36 -2.28 29.03 48.39 19.36 

Sometimes 40.91 47.73 6.82 38.71 25.81 -12.90 

Often 31.82 25.00 -6.82 9.68 22.58 12.90 

Very often 13.64 15.91 2.27 22.58 3.23 -19.35 

Analysis: Within this question the authors expected an increase from the Treatment Group as this 

question related to support classes, the PBL and PAL sessions can be interpreted as support. The most 

significant result is the difference between the ‘Very Often’ variable between groups, with the 

Treatment group finishing on 15.91 versus 3.23 for the Control group. 

 

Table 4.7: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.28 

1.28 Had conversations with students who are very different to you in terms of their religious beliefs, 

political opinions or personal values 

  Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 15.91 11.36 -4.55 11.36 12.90 1.54 

Sometimes 25.00 0.00 -25.00 0.00 29.03 29.03 

Often 34.09 65.91 31.82 65.91 22.58 -43.33 

Very often 25.00 22.73 -2.27 22.73 35.48 12.75 

 

Analysis: This question related to communicating with others, and as expected, the Treatment group 

moved from 34.09 to 65.91 by the end of the semester, versus a significant decrease in the Control 
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group from 65.91 to 22.58 by the end of the semester. It must be noted, however, the Control Group 

still had a high variable result within the ‘Very often’ category. 

 

Table 4.17: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 6.7 

6.7 Tried to better understand someone else's views by imagining how an issue looks from their 

perspective 

  Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 4.55 4.55 0.00 12.90 0.00 -12.90 

Sometimes 31.82 40.91 9.09 48.39 29.03 -19.36 

Often 36.36 38.64 2.28 29.03 61.29 32.26 

Very Often 27.27 15.91 -11.36 9.68 9.68 0.00 

 

Analysis: This question related to peer communication and perspectives, the ‘Sometimes’ and ‘Often’ 

categories increased for the Treatment group, but the Control group had a considerable increase in 

‘Often’ by the end of the semester. This result reveals a pattern similar to other results were by 

changes in the categories cannot be confidently linked backed to the PBL and PAL sessions. 

 

Table 4.30: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.7 

11.7 Working effectively with others 

  Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 4.55 0.00 -4.55 6.45 6.45 0.00 

Sometimes 36.36 25.00 -11.36 45.16 25.81 -19.35 

Often 40.91 45.45 4.54 25.81 58.06 32.25 

Very Often 18.18 29.55 11.37 22.58 9.68 -12.90 

 

Analysis: Within this question the ‘Very often’ variable increased from 18.18 to 29.55 for the 

Treatment group, and decreased from 22.58 to 9.68 for the Control Group which is a result worth 

noting. Perhaps this is no surprise given the Treatment group received the social learning practice, but 

positive in terms of identifying potential cause and effect. 

 

Table 4.31: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.10 

11.10 Understanding people of other racial, ethnic and national backgrounds 

  Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 15.91 11.36 -4.55 25.81 25.81 0.00 

Sometimes 36.36 18.18 -18.18 22.58 41.94 19.36 

Often 25.00 45.45 20.45 35.48 19.35 -16.13 

Very Often 22.73 25.00 2.27 16.13 12.90 -3.23 

 

Analysis: This question relates to communicating with peers of different backgrounds, the student 

population within the classroom is very diverse, representing many nationalities. The results show a 

clear increase in the ‘Often’ category for the Treatment Group, versus a decrease in the Control 

Group. This could be associated with the social learning activities conducted with the Treatment 

Group, affording the students an opportunity to interact with their peers in a structured manner. 
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Summary Note 

 

The above analysis is interpretive, and this needs to be considered. Not all tables are represented in 

the above analysis, specific questions were selected as they were interpreted impactful in terms the of 

social learning activities – some tables produced negative results whereby the Control group 

outperformed the Treatment group, despite the social learning activities, and this must also be taken 

into consideration. 

 

Results for Social Learning Activities 

 

Summary feedback was drawn from the ‘Other comments or suggestions’ section within the Social 

Learning Activity Feedback Forms, see Appendix 4: Social Learning Activity Feedback Analysis for 

the complete processed results. 

 

Problem Based Learning Activity 1 

We should have more activity like this 

I did enjoy working in teams, but at the end, I was getting frustrated as I knew we didn’t have time and started making 

more mistakes. Nevertheless, I think I learnt a good couple of things today. 

It was very helpful 

I did enjoy the activity. I’d appreciate more activities like that in the future. I need more opportunities to code in class 

where I can seek ‘the lecturer’s’ help or a friends help when/if I need to. I feel like most people are coming to the 

lectures, learning but not retaining the knowledge because of a lack of practice. 

Yes I do mainly the positive side of working as a group is support and flexibility; I wish we could proceed doing this in the 

near future. 

Even though we have colleagues helping, we needed more help 

It was great idea to do this activity as it was open up the way we approach the main assignment – great stuff keep it up. 

The positive side of the activity is that we could see how it is to work as a group on a project 

Analysis: The feedback indicates an appetite to continue with group based work, the overall 

experience was positive. Some needed more time to complete the task, but some of the negative 

findings could be associated with students adjusting to this type of activity given it was the first time 

it was introduced to them. Most importantly, students enjoyed working with their peers in a group. 

Problem Based Learning Activity 2 

These activities really makes more interaction among friends and for a given problem, we can solve it with many the best 
ways. And need to be continued in the coming weeks. 

Get more time 

Really enjoyable as I am better working with people. (I’m a really nervous person and individual evaluations make me so 
nervous that I cannot concentrate). 

Not at this moment 

Applying our skills in a real life situation was very helpful 

I need more support classes, team activities to practice, examples of full code every class and ask for us to do this on our 
own 

As I wrote before, I did not get the main idea of the project. I felt that we missed one class that could be used to learn 
code (since it is a programming class) and apply it to the main assignment. The idea of project in a group we already had 
in the business class. 

Analysis: The feedback was positive, some enjoying the concept of working in groups, and 

connecting exercises to real-world scenarios. One student saw the exercise as a distraction from how 

the class is conducted normally, and said that group work was already covered in a previous 

module, suggesting the concept of working a group was already a skill that was acquired. 

 

Problem Based Learning Activity 3 
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Sharing ideas, working as a group was the most positive thing. 

I can be doing this all of the time I don’t mind 

Sorry to say, but were not detailed on lectures on Java especially related to main assignment 

Overall it was a good activity 

We should keep having activities like this, it was good! 

Analysis: Positive feedback experienced through group work, and a request for it to continue. Some 

students saw the activity as irrelevant as the tasks were not related to their main assignment. 

 

Peer Assisted Learning Activity 1 

I would love to see the teacher in the class and to solve the problem for us 

I wish the teacher could be present and do more of this with us 

Analysis: The first Peer Assisted Learning session yielded some positive results, but some students 

would prefer the lecturer to host and lead the session. 

 

Peer Assisted Learning Activity 2 

It was helpful, for some of us that had some problems on how to loop the program, we improved our skills. 

I realised my capacity 

I came in late today but would have loved to be here for the full class. 

Analysis: Some positive feedback on the second Peer Assisted Learning session, students clearly 

enjoyed the activity, less negative than the previous session, consideration is required as to how this 

session was run, versus the previous one.  

 

5. Recommendations 

The recommendations are drawn from the two principle data collection methods and subsequent 

analysis, namely, the questionnaire and the social learning activity feedback forms.  

 

Recommendations from Student Engagement Questionnaire Analysis 

1. The overall results indicate a slight increase in student engagement for the Treatment Group 

compared to the Control Group, it is very difficult to measure if this was due to the social learning 

activities introduced during the semester.  The engagement questionnaire used, which was 

modelled from the ISSE, was simply too expansive and contained too many themes for this study.  

A shorter student engagement measurement tool is recommended for smaller studies, this may 

yield more accurate findings and conclusions. 

2. The most significant findings from the student engagement questionnaire related to group work, 

and working with peers. Students do enjoy working with others in semi-structured projects, and 

develop confidence in communicating with their peers through this process.  A key 

recommendation would be to consider similar social learning activities within the research 

environment, and not just focusing on the Computer Programming module. 

Recommendations from Social Learning Activity Feedback Forms 

1. The findings were mostly positive, which is very encouraging, the students enjoyed the group 

work activities and working with their peers to complete assigned tasks.  Further social learning 

activities should be considered, with the potential to setup a peer mentoring programme within the 

institution. 

2. Some useful feedback related to the activities themselves, there is sufficient evidence to suggest 

the activities were putting pressure on some students to complete within the time allowed, perhaps 

adding to their frustration in an already identified difficult module.  This needs to be considered 
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carefully for future social learning activities that require the completion of a task within a 

specified timeframe.   

3. Some feedback was negative, with some individuals questioning why they were doing this type of 

activity when they already had experienced group work in a previous semester.  It may be worth 

considering hosting social learning activities outside of designated class-time making it an 

optional activity, perhaps linking in with a peer mentoring programme. 

 

6. Conclusions  

The conclusions from this study strongly indicate that the students enjoy social learning activities, and 

request that similar activities are introduced in the future.  It is difficult to say if social learning has an 

impact on student engagement over the semester, but some evidence reveals a positive increase in 

students’ ability to communicate and interact with their peers.   

 

Addressing the Research Questions 

Q.1 Can the use of social learning strategies enhance student engagement? 

A: There is some evidence to suggest it does, particularly relating to group based activities, and 

communicating with peers.  It is, however, very difficult to say this positive finding was 

directly linked to the social learning activities introduced over the semester. 

Q.2 Are social learning strategies, such as Problem Based Learning and Peer Assisted Learning, 

effective tools in engaging students in computer programming? 

A: There is sufficient evidence to suggest students enjoy these specific approaches, and have an 

appetite for further sessions.  Most of the feedback was positive, with some negative feedback 

associated with time allowed to complete the tasks, and the request for more help. 

 

Although not a central research focus of this study, Table 6.1 below compares the final computer 

programming module results between the Treatment and Control groups.  It is difficult to attribute the 

social learning activities to the higher average grade result for the Treatment group, but importantly, 

no obvious harm was caused by the social learning activities.   

 

Table 6.1: Performance Comparison between Treatment and Control Groups 

 

 
Fail Pass 

Merit 

Grade 2 

Merit 

Grade 1 
Distinction Average Grade 

Group A - Treatment 11% 23% 29% 14% 23% 55% 

Group B - Control 19% 32% 23% 10% 16% 49% 

 

One final consideration is of an ethical nature.  The Control group were not provided with any social 

learning activities throughout semester two.  Towards the end of semester two, students from this 

group expressed concern as to why the Treatment group were participating in these activities and they 

were not, it was clear that the Treatment group were sharing their positive experiences with the 

Control group which raised some ethical concerns.  Although this information was provided to them 

at the start of the semester, they felt disadvantaged as a result, future participant selection needs to be 

considered to avoid similar situations occurring that has the potential to cause harm.   
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7. List of Tables 

 

Table 3.1: Student Engagement Questionnaire Themes 

Question No. General Theme Questions 

1 General Student Engagement 28 

2 Intellectual Activities 5 

3 Assessment Duration 2 

4 Assessment Types 5 

5 Assessment Challenge 1 

6 Other related engagement 13 

7 Work experience / Communication 7 

8 College relationships 3 

9 External activities 8 

10 College support for success 5 

11 College support for personal/professional development 12 

12 College educational experience 1 

13 Programme evaluation 1 

14 Satisfaction with decision to enrol at your college 1 

 

Table 4.1: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.4 

 

Q.1 During the academic semester (September to December 2015, or January to May 2016), 

about how often have you done each of the following? 

1.4 Worked hard to master difficult subject content 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.90 0.00 -12.90 

Sometimes 18.18 27.27 9.09 16.13 25.81 9.68 

Often 47.73 50.00 2.27 38.71 38.71 0.00 

Very often 34.09 22.73 -11.36 32.26 35.48 3.00 
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Table 4.2: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.8 

 

1.8 Used student learning support services e.g. Maths support classes or Programming support classes 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 13.64 11.36 -2.28 29.03 48.39 19.36 

Sometimes 40.91 47.73 6.82 38.71 25.81 -12.90 

Often 31.82 25.00 -6.82 9.68 22.58 12.90 

Very often 13.64 15.91 2.27 22.58 3.23 -19.35 

 

 

Table 4.3: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.12 

 

1.12 Kept up to date with your studies 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 0.00 2.27 2.27 0.00 6.45 6.45 

Sometimes 29.55 29.55 0.00 9.68 19.35 9.67 

Often 40.91 47.73 6.82 58.06 41.94 -16.12 

Very often 29.55 20.45 -9.10 32.26 32.26 0.00 

 

 

Table 4.4: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.13 

 

1.13 Worked with other students inside class to prepare assignments 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 4.55 6.82 2.27 6.45 3.23 -3.22 

Sometimes 29.55 25.00 -4.55 22.58 22.58 0.00 

Often 40.91 31.82 -9.09 41.94 48.39 6.45 

Very often 25.00 36.36 11.36 29.03 25.81 -3.22 
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Table 4.5: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.16 

 

1.16 Tutored or taught other college students (paid or voluntary) 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 36.36 36.36 0.00 45.16 35.48 -9.68 

Sometimes 36.36 40.91 4.55 38.71 54.84 16.13 

Often 18.18 9.09 -9.09 6.45 6.45 0.00 

Very often 9.09 13.64 4.55 9.68 3.23 -6.45 

 

 

Table 4.6: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.19 

 

1.19 Used email or an online forum to communicate with teaching staff 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 18.18 22.73 4.55 16.13 29.03 12.90 

Sometimes 43.18 43.18 0.00 58.06 58.06 0.00 

Often 31.82 20.45 -11.37 19.35 9.68 -9.67 

Very often 6.82 13.64 6.82 6.45 3.23 -3.22 

 

 

Table 4.7: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 1.28 

 

1.28 Had conversations with students who are very different to you in terms of their religious beliefs, 

political opinions or personal values 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 15.91 11.36 -4.55 11.36 12.90 1.54 

Sometimes 25.00 0.00 -25.00 0.00 29.03 29.03 
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Often 34.09 65.91 31.82 65.91 22.58 -43.33 

Very often 25.00 22.73 -2.27 22.73 35.48 12.75 

 

 

Table 4.8: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 2.1 

 

Q.2 During the academic semester (September to December 2015, or January to May 2016), 

how much has your coursework emphasised the following intellectual activities? 

2.1 Memorising facts, ideas or methods from your subjects and coursework so you can repeat them in 

pretty much the same form 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Very Little 9.09 9.09 0.00 9.68 3.23 -6.45 

Some 25.00 31.82 6.82 35.48 35.48 0.00 

Quite a bit 54.55 45.45 -9.10 32.26 48.39 16.13 

Very much 11.36 13.64 2.28 22.58 12.90 -9.68 

 

 

Table 4.9: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 2.4 

 

2.4 Making judgements about the value of information, arguments or methods, (e.g. examining how 

others gather and interpret data and assessing the quality of their conclusions) 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Very Little 22.73 9.09 -13.64 25.81 9.68 -16.13 

Some 27.27 43.18 15.91 48.39 45.16 -3.23 

Quite a bit 36.36 36.36 0.00 19.35 32.26 12.91 

Very much 13.64 11.36 -2.28 6.45 12.90 6.45 

 

 

Table 4.10: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 2.5 
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2.5 Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Very Little 18.18 6.82 -11.36 22.58 12.90 -9.68 

Some 27.27 56.82 29.55 45.16 35.48 -9.68 

Quite a bit 47.73 34.09 -13.64 22.58 38.71 16.13 

Very much 6.82 2.27 -4.55 9.68 12.90 3.22 

 

 

Table 4.11: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 3.2 

 

Q.3 In a typical week, how many exercises, lab reports, problem sets and tutorial questions 

do you complete? 

3.2 Number of pieces of work that take more than one hour to complete 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

None 2.27 4.55 2.28 12.90 3.23 -9.67 

1-2 52.27 38.64 -13.63 58.06 41.94 -16.12 

3-4 22.73 38.64 15.91 22.58 51.61 29.03 

5 11.36 6.82 -4.54 6.45 0.00 -6.45 

 7+ 11.36 11.36 0.00 0.00 3.23 3.23 

 

 

Table 4.12: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 4.2 

 

Q.4 During the academic semester (September to December 2015, or January to May 2016), 

approximately how many: 

4.2 Books or journal articles (not assigned) for personal enjoyment or academic enrichment have you 

read? 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 
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None 29.55 22.73 -6.82 29.03 19.35 -9.68 

1-4 40.91 34.09 -6.82 48.39 48.39 0.00 

5-10 9.09 31.82 22.73 19.35 22.58 3.23 

11-19 2.27 9.09 6.82 3.23 3.23 0.00 

 20+ 18.18 2.27 -15.91 0.00 6.45 6.45 

 

 

Table 4.13: Student Engagement Questionnaire – Question 5 

 

Q.5 Tick the box below that best represents the extent to which your assessments during the 

current academic year have challenged you to do your best work? 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

1 (Very little) 0.00 2.27 2.27 12.90 3.23 -6.67 

2 6.82 4.55 -2.27 3.23 3.23 0.00 

3 2.27 9.09 6.82 9.68 12.90 3.22 

4 27.27 15.91 -11.36 22.58 16.13 -6.45 

 5 20.45 38.64 18.19 12.90 16.13 3.23 

 6 22.73 13.64 -9.09 25.81 22.58 -3.23 

 7 (Very much) 20.45 15.91 -4.54 12.90 25.81 12.91 

 

 

Table 4.14: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 6.1 

 

Q.6 During the academic semester (September to December 2015, or January to May 2016), 

about how often have you done each of the following? 

6.1 Attended an art exhibition, play, dance, music, theatre or other performance 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 34.09 31.82 -2.27 22.58 45.16 22.58 

Sometimes 47.73 59.09 11.36 70.97 45.16 -25.81 
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Often 6.82 4.55 -2.27 6.45 6.45 0.00 

Very Often 11.36 4.55 -6.81 0.00 3.23 3.23 

 

 

Table 4.15: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 6.3 

 

6.3 Examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on a topic or issue 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 11.36 15.91 4.55 16.13 0.00 -16.13 

Sometimes 38.64 40.91 2.27 35.48 45.16 9.68 

Often 38.64 34.09 -4.55 35.48 29.03 -6.45 

Very Often 11.36 9.09 -2.27 12.90 25.81 12.91 

 

 

Table 4.16: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 6.4 

 

6.4 Improved knowledge and skills that will contribute to your employability 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 11.36 9.09 -2.27 12.90 6.45 -6.45 

Sometimes 31.82 50.00 18.18 38.71 32.26 -6.45 

Often 40.91 36.36 -4.55 19.35 35.48 16.13 

Very Often 15.91 4.55 -11.36 29.03 25.81 -3.22 

 

 

Table 4.17: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 6.7 

 

6.7 Tried to better understand someone else's views by imagining how an issue looks from their 

perspective 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 
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Never 4.55 4.55 0.00 12.90 0.00 -12.90 

Sometimes 31.82 40.91 9.09 48.39 29.03 -19.36 

Often 36.36 38.64 2.28 29.03 61.29 32.26 

Very Often 27.27 15.91 -11.36 9.68 9.68 0.00 

 

 

Table 4.18: Student Engagement Questionnaire – Question 6.11 

 

6.11 Explored where to look for jobs relevant to your interests 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 18.18 22.73 4.55 9.68 3.23 -6.45 

Sometimes 40.91 34.09 -6.62 38.71 45.16 6.45 

Often 29.55 36.36 6.81 29.03 32.26 3.23 

Very Often 11.36 6.82 -4.54 22.58 19.35 -3.23 

 

 

Table 4.19: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 7.3 

 

Q.7 Which of the following have you done, or do you plan to do, before you graduate from 

college? 

7.3 Participate in a study group or learning community 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Do not know about 11.36 9.09 -2.27 16.13 6.45 -9.68 

Have not decided 25.00 22.73 -2.27 29.03 19.35 -9.68 

Do not plan to do 9.09 2.27 -6.82 9.68 12.90 3.22 

Plan to do 38.64 40.91 2.27 32.26 41.94 9.68 

 Done 15.91 25.00 9.09 12.90 19.35 6.45 

 

Table 4.20: Student Engagement Questionnaire – Question 7.5 
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7.5 Independent study e.g. outside your course 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Do not know about 11.36 2.27 -9.09 3.23 3.23 0.00 

Have not decided 9.09 15.91 6.82 22.58 6.45 -16.13 

Do not plan to do 2.27 9.09 6.82 6.45 9.68 3.23 

Plan to do 52.27 43.18 -9.09 38.71 61.29 22.58 

 Done 25.00 29.55 4.55 29.03 19.35 -9.68 

 

 

Table 4.21: Student Engagement Questionnaire – Question 8.2 

 

Q.8 Which of these boxes best represent the quality of your relationships with people at 

your college? 

8.2 Relationships with teaching staff 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

1 (Unsupportive, Unfriendly) 2.27 0.00 -2.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2 4.55 2.27 -2.28 0.00 3.23 3.23 

3 4.55 4.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

4 13.64 9.09 -4.55 16.13 16.13 0.00 

 5 18.18 27.27 9.09 25.81 9.68 -16.13 

 6 34.09 36.36 2.27 45.16 41.94 -3.22 

 7 (Supportive, friendly) 22.73 20.45 -2.28 12.90 29.03 16.13 

 

 

Table 4.22: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 8.3 

 

8.3 Relationships with administrative staff 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 
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Start End Difference Start End Difference 

1 (Unsupportive, Unfriendly) 4.55 0.00 -4.55 3.23 0.00 -3.23 

2 2.27 6.82 4.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 

3 11.36 2.27 -9.09 6.45 6.45 0.00 

4 13.64 9.09 -4.55 9.68 19.35 9.67 

 5 13.64 22.73 9.09 25.81 16.13 -9.68 

 6 31.82 36.36 4.54 41.94 35.48 -6.46 

 7 (Supportive, friendly) 22.73 22.73 0.00 12.90 22.58 9.68 

 

 

Table 4.23: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 9.2 

 

Q.9 Approximately how many hours do you spend in a typical seven-day week doing each of 

the following? 

9.2 Working for pay outside of college 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

None 4.55 6.82 2.27 12.90 16.13 3.23 

1-5 4.55 4.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

6-10 6.82 4.55 -2.27 3.23 3.23 0.00 

11-15 6.82 11.36 4.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 16-20 47.73 52.27 4.54 45.16 38.71 -6.45 

 21-25 13.64 9.09 -4.55 22.58 6.45 -16.13 

 26-30 9.09 6.82 -2.27 12.90 22.58 9.68 

 30+ 6.82 4.55 -2.27 3.23 12.90 9.67 

 

 

Table 4.24: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 9.8 

 

9.8 Being at college, excluding time spent in class 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 
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Start End Difference Start End Difference 

None 18.18 18.18 0.00 22.58 22.58 0.00 

1-5 50.00 43.18 -6.82 54.84 48.39 -6.45 

6-10 4.55 13.64 9.09 9.68 29.03 19.35 

11-15 9.09 2.27 -6.82 3.23 0.00 -3.23 

 16-20 13.64 13.64 0.00 3.23 0.00 -3.23 

 21-25 4.55 6.82 2.27 3.23 0.00 -3.23 

 26-30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 30+ 0.00 2.27 2.27 3.23 0.00 -3.23 

 

 

Table 4.25: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 10.4 

 

Q.10 To what extent does your institution encourage each of the following? 

10.4 Helping you cope with your non-academic responsibilities (e.g. work, family, etc.) 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 54.55 38.64 -15.91 48.39 58.06 9.67 

Sometimes 29.55 43.18 13.63 41.94 29.03 -12.91 

Often 15.91 15.91 0.00 9.68 9.68 0.00 

Very Often 0.00 2.27 2.27 0.00 3.23 3.23 

 

Table 4.26: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.1 

 

Q.11 Has your experience at your institution contributed to your knowledge, skills and 

personal development in the following areas? 

11.1 Acquiring job-related or work-related knowledge and skills 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 27.27 11.36 -15.91 29.03 29.03 0.00 
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Sometimes 36.36 47.73 11.37 45.16 22.58 -22.58 

Often 34.09 34.09 0.00 12.90 32.26 19.36 

Very Often 2.27 6.82 4.55 12.90 16.13 3.23 

 

 

Table 4.27: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.3 

 

11.3 Speaking clearly and effectively 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 13.64 9.09 -4.55 6.45 6.45 0.00 

Sometimes 31.82 34.09 2.27 45.16 45.16 0.00 

Often 36.36 43.18 6.82 29.03 41.94 12.91 

Very Often 18.18 13.64 -4.54 19.35 6.45 -12.90 

 

 

Table 4.28: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.4 

 

11.4 Thinking critically and analytically 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 0.00 2.27 2.27 3.23 0.00 -3.23 

Sometimes 43.18 36.36 -6.82 25.81 25.81 0.00 

Often 43.18 50.00 6.82 48.39 64.52 16.13 

Very Often 13.64 11.36 -2.28 22.58 9.68 -12.90 

 

 

Table 4.29: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.6 

 

11.6 Using computing and information technology 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 
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Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.23 3.23 0.00 

Sometimes 9.09 6.82 -2.27 6.45 3.23 -3.22 

Often 34.09 40.91 6.82 29.03 22.58 -6.45 

Very Often 56.82 52.27 -4.55 61.29 70.97 9.68 

 

 

Table 4.30: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.7 

 

11.7 Working effectively with others 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 4.55 0.00 -4.55 6.45 6.45 0.00 

Sometimes 36.36 25.00 -11.36 45.16 25.81 -19.35 

Often 40.91 45.45 4.54 25.81 58.06 32.25 

Very Often 18.18 29.55 11.37 22.58 9.68 -12.90 

 

 

Table 4.31: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.10 

 

11.10 Understanding people of other racial, ethnic and national backgrounds 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 15.91 11.36 -4.55 25.81 25.81 0.00 

Sometimes 36.36 18.18 -18.18 22.58 41.94 19.36 

Often 25.00 45.45 20.45 35.48 19.35 -16.13 

Very Often 22.73 25.00 2.27 16.13 12.90 -3.23 

 

 

Table 4.32: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.11 
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11.11 Solving complex, real-world problems 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 20.45 6.82 -13.63 19.35 19.35 0.00 

Sometimes 43.18 47.73 4.55 41.94 32.26 -9.68 

Often 29.55 34.09 4.55 22.58 35.48 12.90 

Very Often 6.82 11.36 4.54 16.13 12.90 -3.23 

 

 

Table 4.33: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 11.12 

 

11.12 Developing a personal code of values and ethics 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Never 20.45 6.82 -13.63 25.81 22.58 -3.23 

Sometimes 34.09 38.64 4.55 35.48 51.61 16.13 

Often 40.91 45.45 4.54 29.03 16.13 -12.90 

Very Often 4.55 9.09 4.54 9.68 9.68 0.00 

 

 

Table 4.34: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 13 

 

Q.13 Overall, how dissatisfied or satisfied are you with your programme of study? 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Very Dissatisifed 0.00 2.27 2.27 0.00 6.45 -6.45 

Dissatisifed 9.09 9.09 0.00 16.13 12.90 -3.23 

Satisified 77.27 81.82 4.55 61.29 70.97 9.68 

Very Satisfied 13.64 6.82 -6.82 22.58 9.68 -12.90 
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Table 4.35: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Question 14 

 

Q.14 If you could start all over again, would you re-enrol in the same institution? 

  
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start End Difference Start End Difference 

Definitely no 0.00 4.55 -4.55 3.23 3.23 0.00 

Probably no 13.64 9.09 -4.55 16.13 12.90 -3.23 

Probably yes 63.64 63.64 0.00 61.29 70.97 9.68 

Definitely yes 22.73 22.73 0.00 19.35 12.90 -6.45 
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8. Appendices 

 

Appendix 1: Student Engagement Questionnaire - Sample Question Structure 
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Appendix 2: Social Learning Activity Feedback Form 
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Appendix 3: Student Engagement Comparison between Treatment & Control Groups 

 

Student Engagement Questionnaire Results Comparison (Combined Group Average Score) 

 
Treatment Group Control Group 

Start of 

Semester 

End of 

Semester 
Difference 

Start of 

Semester 

End of 

Semester 
Difference 

Question 1 1109.08 1205.30 96.22 1069.89 1069.88 0.01 

Question 2 247.73 248.48 0.75 227.95 261.29 33.34 

Question 3 84.09 83.52 -0.57 62.90 73.39 10.49 

Question 4 126.70 144.32 17.62 91.94 111.29 19.35 

Question 5 73.59 70.41 -3.18 64.77 73.35 8.85 

Question 6 623.48 585.34 -38.14 624.72 647.31 22.59 

Question 7 400.57 417.05 16.48 396.77 439.52 42.75 

Question 8 230.64 238.59 7.95 237.68 240.84 3.16 

Question 9 283.95 293.91 9.96 245.68 263.48 17.80 

Question 10 253.03 263.64 10.61 270.97 245.16 -25.81 

Question 11 646.97 697.73 50.76 636.56 644.09 7.53 

Question 12 62.95 61.43 -1.52 60.31 53.86 -6.45 

Question 13 68.18 64.40 -3.78 68.82 61.29 -7.53 

Question 14 69.70 68.18 -1.52 65.59 61.54 -4.05 
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Appendix 4: Social Learning Activity Feedback Analysis 

PBL Activity No.1  (71 attended, 14 completed forms returned) 

Ref. 

About YOU in this Activity About the Activity 

Other comments or 

suggestions? 
Your Role Most important thing 

you learned 

What you would 

have liked to spend 

more time on 

What part of the 

activity did you do 

your best work on? 

What was the most 

enjoyable part of the 

activity? 

What was the least 

enjoyable part of 

the activity? 

PBL1 

Typing guy 
Do not make decision 

before the group agree 
All the activity ‘blank’ 

To be more tolerant 

with people who were 

not focused to work as 

a group 

‘blank’ 
We should have more activity 

like this 

PBL2 
Chair Vector 

Storing object in the 

vector 
‘blank’ ‘blank’ ‘blank’ ‘blank’ 

PBL3 

Taking main 

control of the 

action to take 

To be more prepared and 

to try to delegate more 

I believe there was not 

enough time to finish 

because person needed 

time 

Identifying where was 

the interaction needed 

That we could all talk 

about what we were 

learning & sharing our 

knowledge 

As we don’t have 

much practice 

programming, it was 

frustrating to all of us, 

not to have enough 

time 

I did enjoy working in teams, 

but at the end, I was getting 

frustrated as I knew we didn’t 

have time and started making 

more mistakes. Nevertheless, 

I think I learnt a good couple 

of things today. 

PBL4 
Member Vectors Storing Vectors The main menu Sharing different ideas 

It’s fun when working 

as a group 
It was very helpful 

PBL5 
Group member 

It is interesting to work in 

a group 

I wish to spend more 

time working in groups 
As a group member 

Every person has its 

own role that is 

enjoyable 

‘blank’ Very good experience 

PBL6 

Chair Practice 

I wish I could have 

more Java support 

classes. Anyway, we 

tried our best 

We tried out best Ran the program Planning ‘blank’ 

PBL7 
Scriber I learned I can work in a 

group. Although I most of 

Designing a more 

visually pleasant menu 
Designing the menus. I 

enjoy programming but 

Seeing a code made in 

less than 90 minutes 

Planning! That’s 

boring! 
I did enjoy the activity. I’d 

appreciate more activities 
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the times would rather 

work alone, working in a 

group does make 

problem solving a lot 

easier 

I’m 100% aware that 

my designing skills are 

way better than my 

programming skills. I 

wish we had more 

opportunities like this 

one to practice. 

running and working! like that in the future. I need 

more opportunities to code 

in class where I can seek ‘the 

lecturer’s’ help or a friends 

help when/if I need to. I feel 

like most people are coming 

to the lectures, learning but 

not retaining the knowledge 

because of a lack of practice. 

PBL8 

Asking questions 

for the group 

I learned that working in 

a group is very important 

To learn more about a 

buffered reader 
Creating classes 

Working as a group, 

you learned different 

ideas 

To make things 

happen as a group 

Yes I do mainly the positive 

side of working as a group is 

support and flexibility; I wish 

we could proceed doing this 

in the near future. 

PBL9 I help my group to 

create time 

getters and 

setters 

I learn how to create 

vectors, variables and 

objects 

Coding, sharing ideas 
Creating the getter and 

setters 

Sharing ideas and 

coding 
Not enough time ‘blank’ 

PBL10 
Group member 

I learned about different 

ways to find a solution 
‘blank’ Programming ‘blank’ ‘blank’ ‘blank’ 

PBL11 

Code drafting 
Better idea on organising 

code 
Getting help 

Writing the code and 

trying to organise it 
Working in a group 

We needed the 

teacher to help us 

more, and we needed 

more time 

Even though we have 

colleagues helping, we 

needed more help 

PBL12 

Chair Sharing ideas 
Researching the topic 

vectors 

Organising group 

members 

Flexibility of the 

lectures 

The way we got lost 

and found by the 

lecturer 

It was great idea to do this 

activity as it was open up the 

way we approach the main 

assignment – great stuff keep 

it up. 

PBL13 Group member Storing object in a vector Buffered reader Creating the menu ‘blank’ ‘blank’ ‘blank’ 

PBL14 

Group member 

The most important thing 

I have learned is that we 

must list all the tasks that 

have to be done before 

I think we did 

everything well 

I do my best work of 

the programming part 
Programming Planning the work 

The positive side of the 

activity is that we could see 

how it is to work as a group 

on a project 



International Conference on Engaging Pedagogy (ICEP), Griffith College, Dublin, Ireland, Dec. 14 & 15, 2017   33  33 

 

starting the project 

PBL Activity No.2 (45 attended, 10 completed forms returned) 

Ref. 

About YOU in this Activity About the Activity 

Other comments or 

suggestions? 
Your Role Most important thing 

you learned 

What you would 

have liked to spend 

more time on 

What part of the 

activity did you do 

your best work on? 

What was the most 

enjoyable part of the 

activity? 

What was the least 

enjoyable part of 

the activity? 

PBL15 
Manager 

How important it is to 

code review 

Manager realistic 

expectations 

Keep track of the work 

done 
Code review 

Manage expectations 

under pressure 
‘blank’ 

PBL16 
Programmer 

The appropriate use of 

the word ‘static’ 
An abject creation Coding Code review Typing ‘blank’ 

PBL17 

Group member Vector Vector 
Group discussion and 

some solutions 

Many ideas to solve a 

problem 
Time bound 

These activities really makes 

more interaction among 

friends and for a given 

problem, we can solve it with 

many the best ways. And 

need to be continued in the 

coming weeks. 

PBL18 
Group member Vector Yes I do Create list 

Comments and working 

as a group 
Time Get more time 

PBL19 
Planner 

More details about 

objects 
Writing the code, logic 

Setting data for the 

program 
Studying the subject Knowing how to start ‘blank’ 

PBL20 

Research and 

debugging the 

code 

Work in groups, learn to 

build a program based on 

everyone’s knowledge 

Support classes earlier 

so I wouldn’t feel so 

lost as the beginning 

Helping debugging the 

code 

Work with a team, 

share knowledge and 

problem solving 

together 

Frustrated a bit as the 

code wasn’t running 

at the end 

Really enjoyable as I am 

better working with people. 

(I’m a really nervous person 

and individual evaluations 

makes me so nervous that I 

cannot concentrate). 

PBL21 
Take notes, 

connect the ideas 

I learned I need to 

develop the ability to 

programme faster and 

under pressure 

To write the program At task division meeting The ending 

Translate the 

proposal into code 

language 

Not at this moment 
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PBL22 
Coding 

To come up with a 

solution to a problem 
Coding Coding Coding  None 

Applying our skills in a real 

life situation was very helpful 

PBL23 

Research 
To understand more the 

subject and teamwork 

On the code in great, I 

think need more of 

these support classes 

for us to understand 

more. 

Wish I could help more, 

it was research, I need 

more knowledge of the 

subject to help 

Practice To not understand 

I need more support classes, 

team activities to practice, 

examples of full code every 

class and ask for us to do this 

on our own 

PBL24 

No role 

I did not get the idea of 

the project. We were just 

trying to solve the 

programming with no 

idea, because I do not 

think that we have 

enough learning to apply 

it. 

Spend more time 

learning about Java and 

how to use the codes to 

resolve the main 

assignment. 

Trying to solve the 

programme. 
‘blank’ ‘blank’ 

As I wrote before, I did not 

get the main idea of the 

project. I felt that we missed 

one class that could be used 

to learn code (since it is a 

programming class) and 

apply it to the main 

assignment. The idea of 

project in a group we already 

had in the business class. 

PAL Activity No.1 (62 attended, 6 completed forms returned) 

Ref. 

About YOU in this Activity About the Activity 

Other comments or 

suggestions? 
Your Role Most important thing 

you learned 

What you would 

have liked to spend 

more time on 

What part of the 

activity did you do 

your best work on? 

What was the most 

enjoyable part of the 

activity? 

What was the least 

enjoyable part of 

the activity? 

PAL1 
Assist the group 

Working with a team to 

construct the software 
‘blank’ ‘blank’ 

Trying to solve the 

problem 
Finding errors ‘blank’ 

PAL2 
‘blank’ ‘blank’ 

Practicing the exercises 

and asking for help with 

the teachers 

Helping to build the 

software 

Learning with tutors 

and trying to solve a 

problem 

Discuss the project 

with my classmates 

I would love to see the 

teacher in the class and to 

solve the problem for us 

PAL3 
Group member I have not 

Learning from my 

classmates 
Brain storming Not much 

Discussing the 

problem 
‘blank’ 

PAL4 Research Working with others in a 

group with different 
‘blank’ ‘blank’ The challenge Short on time ‘blank’ 
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points of view 

PAL5 

Act as a team 

leader 

Think and construct the 

programme. Collect all 

the idea of the group 

members and sort which 

is easy to do without 

complications 

Scripting 
Help to script, Java 

programming 
Group discussion Error finding ‘blank’ 

PAL6 
Chair Objects and vectors Vector 

Working with 

classmates 

It’s a challenge but I 

enjoy it 
‘blank’ 

I wish the teacher could be 

present and do more of this 

with us 

PBL Activity No.3 (54 attended, 9 completed forms returned) 

Ref. 

About YOU in this Activity About the Activity 

Other comments or 

suggestions? 
Your Role Most important thing 

you learned 

What you would 

have liked to spend 

more time on 

What part of the 

activity did you do 

your best work on? 

What was the most 

enjoyable part of the 

activity? 

What was the least 

enjoyable part of 

the activity? 

PBL25 
Leader 

Creating a project with 

Java 
Creating arrays String Working as a group 

Failure to run the 

program properly 

Sharing ideas, working as a 

group was the most positive 

thing. 

PBL26 
Programmer 

Work as a team is the 

most important 

Bringing more ideas, 

and more time 
Planning Doing the activity 

Wish we had more 

time to complete the 

problem 

I can be doing this all of the 

time I don’t mind 

PBL27 

Group member 
To organise, sort the 

methods in the right way 
Vectors 

Main class registration 

form 

Organise ideas coding 

to a common 

understanding in the 

group 

Wait for collective 

decision 
‘blank’ 

PBL28 
Scribe 

Team work, sharing ideas 

and cooperative 

I wish I had spent more 

time vectors 

Set variable names, 

post box 
Creating object main 

Getting to memorise 

the buffered readers 
‘blank’ 

PBL29 
Non defined 

We used some tools in 

java 

I think we did what we 

should have 

Helping to clarify some 

parts of what we 

needed to do 

To work in a team ‘blank’ ‘blank’ 
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PBL30 

Scribe Learn about vectors 
To create the whole 

code together 
To create the object Just the initial party 

Creating the code for 

making selection 

Sorry to say, but were not 

detailed on lectures on Java 

especially related to main 

assignment 

PBL31 

Researcher 

Work in teams and come 

up with solutions by 

listening to everyone’s 

ideas 

On the coding itself 
Organising people’s 

ideas into action 

Seeing different 

perspectives, to tackle 

the problem 

Deal with the 

frustration from the 

team members when 

we got stuck on one 

of the steps 

Overall it was a good activity 

PBL32 
Group member 

Share and work with 

different ideas 
Coding Organising ideas 

Different ways of 

working with the 

project 

Not enough time to 

work with the code 
‘blank’ 

PBL33 
Group member 

I always learn more when 

I work in a team 

To organise the 

opinions of everybody 
‘blank’ 

Work and learning in a 

group 
‘blank’ 

We should keep having 

activities like this, it was 

good! 

PAL Activity No.2 (50 attended, 7 completed forms returned) 

Ref. 

About YOU in this Activity About the Activity 

Other comments or 

suggestions? 
Your Role Most important thing 

you learned 

What you would 

have liked to spend 

more time on 

What part of the 

activity did you do 

your best work on? 

What was the most 

enjoyable part of the 

activity? 

What was the least 

enjoyable part of 

the activity? 

PAL7 
Generate the 

general idea 

How to work better in a 

group 

Coding and putting the 

piece of code together 
Structuring the code 

Realise we are not at 

the level we should be 

at and motivates us to 

work harder 

Some of the exercise 

set by the tutors were 

too short on time 

‘blank’ 

PAL8 

Group member 

The areas I was having 

problems with in my 

assignment are not 

sorted 

Coding the java 

program 

Coding and sharing 

ideas with others 

Coding, arguing with 

my colleagues on what 

comes first 

‘blank’ 

It was helpful, for some of us 

that had some problems on 

how to loop the program, we 

improved our skills. 

PAL9 
Group member 

Understand the general 

process to start and finish 

coding 

Creating proper menus Setters and getters Working in a group 
Forgetting some of 

the formats 
I realised my capacity 
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PAL10 
Didn’t have one 

Communication with 

others 

Knowing what the 

tutors are asking us to 

do 

‘blank’ ‘blank’ ‘blank’ 

I came in late today but 

would have loved to be here 

for the full class. 

PAL11 
Research 

To do things step by step 

and listen to the team 
Doing the programme Research 

Working with other 

classmates 

Sometimes the group 

don’t know how to 

solve a problem 

‘blank’ 

PAL12 

Group member 
I learned al little bit more 

about gets and sets 

Logic about 

programming and not 

only copy the codes 

from a file.  

Classes and variables 
To see what I need to 

learn more about 

To not know how to 

continue with the 

exercises 

‘blank’ 

PAL13 
Helping out 

How to run vectors and 

loops 

To learn more about 

the vectors and loops 

Creating calling 

methods and buffered 

readers 

Sharing ideas with the 

group 

We didn’t finish the 

whole project so that 

was not fun 

‘blank’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 


