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Abstract

The article deals with the assessment of the ways to develop collaborative skills. In the study, the students were
suggested to do activities in teams using traditional practices and by means of Google Docs and Meeting Words web
applications. Using the criteria of equality, participation and shareness the development of collaborative skills was
assessed. The mixed research method which combined the survey of the students and the content analysis of students’
projects helped to reveal the effectiveness of using technology in the development of collaborative skills.
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1. Introduction

Collaboration is seen as a core skill in the 21st
century. Cambridge dictionary defines collaboration
as the activity of working together to create or
achieve the same thing, or a product of this [1]. The
benefits of collaboration and team work in education
include peer support and feedback on the students’
practices. Collaborative skills are necessary to solve
complex, interdisciplinary problems. Besides, they
promote the understanding of alternative
perspectives, which is vital for the progression of
society and useful for achieving educational goals.
Moreover, learning how to collaborate allows
students to have a broader set of skills that will help
industries and economies progress.

In recent years the characteristics of collaborative
learning have been carefully investigated. Numerous
studies show that collaborating in group assignments
and projects, compared to working independently,
results in deeper information processing and more
meaningful psychological connections among the
participants [2]. But little research is done to
investigate the development and assessment of
collaboration skills as an educational outcome.
Meanwhile this goal would help to create more
effective activities to satisfy the learners’ needs. In
this study, we suggested that the development of
collaboration skills will be more effective in case of
using technology. For his reason, we asked the
students to choose Google Forms or Meeting Words
applications to do a task in teams. The mixed
research method made it possible to compare the

effectiveness of collaboration using the traditional
and online methods.

2. Literature review

Modern researchers agree that the goal of
collaboration is to create new insights during
discussions [3]. While working together, students
build new understanding by challenging others’
ideas and defending their own. As a result, this
creates a product that is different from what any
individual could produce alone. The most important
criteria for collaboration is the synthesis of
information — that is, creating a new product
through the combination of different perspectives
and ideas, as well as a more or less equal
contribution from each participant [4].

Collaborative skills are considered as both
cognitive and social skills. Cognitive skills include
task regulation and knowledge building, whereas
social skills include participation, perspective taking
and social regulation [5]. Their development
presupposes the use of McGrath’s Input-Processes-
Outcomes mode [6]. Input generally includes
students’ prior knowledge, the need to do a group
task and interpersonal personal relationships. The
collaboration process then leads to output, which
includes learners’ new constructed knowledge,
membership in the collaborating group, and the
satisfaction of the learning process [7, 41]. Thus,
students’ team work is usually analyzed and
assessed in terms of: (a) equality, or to what extent
contributions are equal; (b) participation, or how
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much interaction occurs; and (c) shareness, or what
portion of ideas are shared with the whole group.

3. Methods of research

This research was done in 2018 at Baranovichi State
University (the Republic of Belarus), the department
of professional foreign language training, in the
course of “Intercultural communication” on the topic
“Cross-cultural education”. All together, there were
thirty 3rd year students (six males and twenty four
females), who were pre-service English teachers.
The trainees were enrolled in the four hours module
on the topic “Teaching compliments and responding
to them”. The task was to design a set of exercises
according to the six levels of educational objectives:
remembering, understanding, applying, analyzing,
evaluating and creating [8].

Three teams of students in the controlled and

experimental groups with five members in each were
asked to do activities in collaboration. The themes of
their projects included: (A) “Language structures
that are used in compliments”, (B) “Why a
compliment can become a source of cross-cultural
misunderstanding?” and (C) “Ways to respond to a
compliment in the target culture.”

In the controlled group collaboration was
organized in the traditional way, without the use of
technology.

In the experimental group in order to choose a
technology to collaborate, we asked students about
Google Docs and Meeting Words web applications
in relation to the development of collaborative skills.
The survey included a written statement about
students’ perceived benefits of each web application
(Tables 1 and 2).

Table 1
Student reported benefits of the Google Docs application
Reported benefits Number of students (n=15)

1: Numerous functions and opportunities: add and load video, audio, 6
pictures and documents.

2. Edit and change the text. 4
3. Work of a number of students. 3
4. Commentary is available. 3
5. Modern, simple interface. 2
6. Publication in PDF may be done. 2
7. Checking the changes. 1

Table 2

Student reported benefits of the Meeting Words application

Reported benefits Number of students (n=15)
1. Everyone can continue, edit, correct one's’ own or other’s ideas. 8
2.There is a chat to discuss the challenging areas. 7
3. The teacher can follow the process and check everyone’s impact to 3
the final product.
4. Everybody can produce a text on a number of problems. 3
5. Group / team work is done. 3
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End Table 2
6. Interaction of the participants. 2
7. Every participant is easily identified by the personal color. 2
8. Everyone is allowed to suggest an idea. 1

Having correlated the students’ responses next to
the criteria of collaboration, we see that they find it
possible and beneficial to use both tools in order to
develop collaborative skills and complete a group
project: Google Docs (points 2, 3, 4, 7) and Meeting
Words (all the points). The evident benefit of the
latter web application includes the option that the
teacher can follow the collaborative process from the
very beginning, because it is easy to track each
student contribution to the team work. Each
participant can be identified on the written text by a
specific colour.

That is why for this study, we gave our students
the option of using either Meeting Words or Google
Docs in their project. As a result, in the experimental
group, two teams (A and B) chose Google Docs and
one team (C) collaborated by means of Meeting
Words.

In the phase of reflection, after designing the sets
of exercises, each student from controlled and
experimental groups assessed the effectiveness of
their collaboration on the criterion of equality. The
students answered how many words they used in the
task, and how many exercises they suggested in the

set. After that, the content analysis of students’
projects of the controlled and experimental groups
was done in order to determine the quality of the
suggested activities. We used the parameters of
order of exercises and language literacy to assess the
students’ participation and shareness.

4. Data presentation

In the controlled group, the students prepared three
sets of exercises with five (in one group) or six
tasks. The total number of words was 1,158 (346 /
457 / 355). The average number of exercises was
approximatelyl.2 per person in each group.

In the experimental group, the final projects
looked much more different. We found out that 14
students (93.33%) collaborated when doing their
projects (one student did not participate for technical
reasons). Altogether, 21 exercise was analyzed (3;
10; 8 accordingly in each set) with a total of 1,607
words (143; 871; 593 words in each set). The
average number of exercises constituted 2.27 per
person: group A — 1.6 per person; group B — 2.6;
group C — 2.6 (Table 3).

Table 3
Collaboration in the experimental group
Group Group Member Number of Words (%) Number of Exercises
A Altogether (5) 143 (100%) 3
A 1 27 (18.88%) 2
A 2 31 (21.67%) 1
A 3 55 (38.46%) 3
A 4 0 (0%) 0
A 5 30 (20.97%) 2
B Altogether (5) 871 (100%) 10
B 1 355 (40.76%) 4
B 2 146 (16.76%) 3
B 3 115 (13.2%) 2
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B 4 183 (21.01%) 2

B 5 72 (8.27%) 2

C Altogether (5) 593 (100%) 8

C 1 58 (9.78%) 3

C 2 140 (23.61%) 2

C 3 145 (24.45%) 2

C 4 66 (11.13%) 1

C 5 184 (31.02%) 5

5. Discussion

The students in the controlled group, before
designing the sets of exercises distributed all the
tasks according to the educational objectives:
remembering, understanding, applying, analyzing,
evaluating and creating. After that, some students in
two groups added one more task to their sets. As a
result, cooperative work was done by the students
with little actual collaboration which presupposes
discussions of their suggestions with mates.

In the experimental group, the obtained data
demonstrates to what extent contributions were
equal within each team. The results showed that,
according to the criteria of equality, the majority of
students collaborated doing activities. Sixty percent
of trainees contributed with more than 20% of words
that constitute the sets of exercises. Also, 80 % of
students participated in the design of more than one
activity. These data proves the benefits of using
technology in collaborative work.

Having obtained the quantitative data, we
analyzed the quality of the suggested sets of
exercises using the markers of sequence of exercises
and language literacy. It showed that in the
experimental group the exercises were presented in
the logical order, the complexity of thinking skills
was taken into consideration (only one mistake was
made in their sequencing); meanwhile, in the
controlled group, the students suggested good
exercises, but not all of them were arranged in the
appropriate order, moreover four exercises had
inappropriate goals. Also, in the set of exercises that
were presented by the experimental group, there
were fewer language mistakes. All of that proves
that better participation (the interaction of the

members of the group) and more shareness (the
portion of ideas which are shared with the whole
group) were done by trainees in the experimental
group. It means that technology is effective for the
development of collaborative skills.

6. Conclusion

In the study we used the criteria of equality,
participation and shareness to assess the
development of collaborative skills. The results of
an experiment proved the effectiveness of
technology (Google Docs and Meeting Words web
applications) to provide collaboration among
University students. The perspectives of this study
are seen as considering the didactic conditions which
are necessary to develop the collaborative skills
without technology, as far it is still problematic
sometimes to use technology while doing home
assignments.
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OuiHloBaHHA HABMYOK CHiBIpalli CTyAeHTIB

bapanoBuucekuii nep>xaBHuil yHiBepcuTer, By [lapkosa, 62, m. bapanosudi, 225320, bpectcpka o0ur.,
PecniyOiika binopycs

E-mail:pinyuta@msn.com

B crarTi posrnsgaeTbes THTAaHHSA OI[iHIOBaHHA 3aco0iB PO3BUTKY HABWUUOK CHIBIpaIll CTYyAEHTIB. B
TOCTIKEHH] CTyIEeHTaM 3alpOolOHOBaHI BUAM KOMAaHIHO! iSUTPHOCTI 3 BUKOPUCTAHHIM TPaTUIIHHX
MerojiB HaB4aHHs Ta [HTepHeT momatkiB Google Docs, Meeting Words. OrtiHroBaHHS 3/IiHICHIOBAIOCH 3
BUKOPHUCTaHHS KPUTEPIiB PIBHOCTi, y4acTi Ta PO3MOALTY BIAMOBIiTaIbHOCTI. KoMITIEKC AOCTIiMHUIBKAX
METO/IIB, IIO MOETHAB CIIOCTEPEKEHHS 3a CTYICHTAaMH Ta KOHTEHT aHali3 CTYJACHTCHKHUX IPOEKTIB JOIOMIr Y
BHSIBIICHHI €()eKTHBHOCT1 BUKOPUCTAHHS JaHOI METOJUKH y PO3BUTKY BMIHHSI CITiBIIPAIIi.

KarouoBi ciioBa: criBnpans; piBHICTE; y9acTh; PO3MOJLT, KOMIUIEKC BIIPaB; BMiHHSI.

H. B. ITunrora

OuenuBaHyue HAaBBIKOB COBMECTHOM POOOTHI y CTYACHTOB

bapanoBuuckuii rocynapcTBeHHbIN yHiBepcuTeT, yiI. [lapkoBas, 62, r.bapanoBnun,225320, bpecrckas 00:1.,
Pecniyonuka benapych

E-mail:pinyuta@msn.com

B cratee paccmaTpuBaeTcs BOIMPOC OLIEHUBAHUS CIIOCO00B ()OPMUPOBAHHS HABHIKOB COBMECTHOM PabOTHI y
CTyACHTOB. B nccrnenoBannu cryneHTaM ObUTH MpEIOKEHBl BUABI KOMaHJHOM paboThl ¢ MCHOIb30BAHUEM
TpagULMOHHBIX MeTomoB M WHTepHer mpunoxenuidt Google Docs and Meeting Words. OuenuBanue
MPOBOAMUIIOCH C HCIOIb30BAHUEM KpPUTEPHEB PABHOCTH, YYacTHA Ta paclpeneieHus o0sS3aHHOCTEH.
Kommieke uccnenoBaTeIbCKUX METOOB, KOTOPBIA OXBaThIBaeT HAOMIOJEHWE 3a CTYACHTAMH M KOHTEHT
aHaJIM3 CTYACHYECKUX MPOEKTOB IIOMOT B BBISIBICHUU 3()(HEKTHBHOCTH MCIIONB30BAaHUS JaHHOH METOAUKU B
Pa3BUTHH YMEHHUSI COBMECTHON PabOTEHI.

KirodeBble ci10Ba: coBMecTHas paboTa; paBeHCTBO; y4yacTHe; paclpelielleHne; KOMIUIEKC YIpaKHEHUM;
yYMEHUS.
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