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DO STUDENTS THINK COURSE WEBSITES MAKE A DIFFERENCE?

This paper is based on a study that examined students’ perceptions of social-academic climate in several faculties
and departments at the Ariel University Center over five years. Findings indicate the significance that students attribute
to various dimensions of social-academic climate. Findings also show that students attribute greater significance to in-
structors’ attitude to students and less significance to course organization in faculties and departments, which is cha-
racterized by positive inter-personal interactions between students and instructors. In faculties and departments in
which interpersonal interactions between students and instructors are not intensive, students attribute significance to
scholastic aspects of courses. Even in the technological era, social-academic climate has not lost is importance, and its

contribution to students’ sense of satisfaction is critical.
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Introduction of IT and its impact on teaching and
learning. In the past decade, higher education systems
have experienced two revolutions (Bennet, 2005). As a
result of the first revolution, we are witnessing an enorm-
ous increase in computer and information technologies
(henceforth IT) that are changing the entire world. The
number of computers per household has increased by tens
of percentage points each year. In the US, the ratio of
computers and pupils was 1:10 in 2000, compared to
1:125 in 1984 (Coley, Cradler, & Engel, 2000). In 2001,
two-thirds of all US household with school-aged children
had a computer (US Census Bureau). Figures for 2007
showed another dramatic increase: 93% of all US children
between the ages of 12 and 17 were connected to the internet
at home (MacGill, 2007a). The numerous computer applica-
tions, including data processing, information systems, graph-
ic design, presentations, access to movies, electronic com-
munications, have all transformed the PC to a tool that is in-
volved in all aspects of everyday live. As computer applica-
tions have become universally accessible, individuals today
are used to a computerized reality. The second revolution,
which some call the “quiet revolution”, is reflected in the re-
placement of the teaching culture that dominated higher
education by a learning culture. Since the 1990s, recognition
is growing that the aim of higher education institutions is not
to teach but to cultivate learning, using various means and
methods (Barr & Tagg, 1995). The dissemination of IT
changed significantly with their global development. At the
same time, the establishment of the Internet created a new
reality that meshed with the social and cultural reality (Yo-
gev, 1999). IT addresses the process of information creation
and processing, and as such it has a significant impact on the
pace of life. Exposure to infinite quantities of information at
the click of a button is one of the greatest revolutions that
human civilization has ever experienced (Rotem, 1997). It
seems that the impact on society of IT exceeded and even
surprised the most daring forecasters. The Internet created a
parallel sphere with its own language, and unprecedented
ethical codes. The Internet era is the information era, which
poses a special challenge to the higher education system,
which is responsible for creating and disseminating informa-
tion. Almost automatically, IT is perceived as having enorm-
ous potential to change the practices of both teaching and
learning (Schrum & Berenfeld, 1997). There is a latent, pre-
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sumption that these technological changes and their assimila-
tion in learning environments will create a change for the
better in learners’ everyday life and learning process (Ba-
nyard, Underwood, & Twiner, 2006). Many have claimed
that assimilating IT applications creates a positive revolution
in learning environments (Hazan, 2008). As a result of these,
higher education institutions currently encourage their staff
to develop web-based, online courses (Davis, 2000; Vrasi-
das, 2002). Nonetheless, as some have pointed out, it must
be acknowledged that technology-supported teaching is not
always superior to conventional teaching that has withstood
the test of time. Instructors who are extremely knowledgea-
ble in their field, who impart their own experience in the
field to their students, who spice their lectures with relevant
personal anecdotes — may be more effective than technology-
based teaching as far as students’ motivation to learn and as-
similate the material is concerned (Miller, Martineau, &
Clark, 2000). Nevertheless, in this context, many scholars
have already noted that even a lecture by a gifted speaker
may be enhanced by using video technology and computer
applications in the classroom (Bensusan, 1997). Technology-
supported teaching may not be essential for all classes, but it
offers not inconsiderable assistance in illustrations, it diversi-
fies lectures, and facilitates learning. The use of such or other
computer applications is not in itself a goal. It should be seen
as a means to encourage active learning, immediate feed-
back, improved communications between teachers and stu-
dents, etc (Chickering & Ehrmann, 1996). One of the most
promising areas which have attracted much expectation is
the field of online courses. These, also known as “virtual
courses” are learning environments comprising linked web-
pages that contain fragments of information, notice boards,
glossaries, and the like. Webpages typically contain activities
that require student initiative, such as completing course as-
signments, sending email messages, participating in a course
forum, and following links to other websites. All these web-
pages, and their links, create the learning environment (Oliv-
er, Herrington, & Omari, 1996). The learner’s environment,
or the learning climate, is a minor topic in most studies that
focus mainly on a single dimension of online teaching: stu-
dents’ achievements. Developmental efforts invested in on-
line teaching mainly focus on the teachers rather than the
students. Teachers provide their opinion on course planning,
and the presentation of course materials using new technolo-




gies; yet online course design focuses less on the issue of
how students learn using the new technologies (Boud &
Prosser, 2002). For example, one study on this issue directed
readers’ attention to the fact that a large portion of the devel-
opment and assessment of the new technological methodolo-
gy focused on improving students’ exam grades, while much
less effort has been invested by developers in exploring the
question of whether students’ experiences improved as a re-
sult of assimilation of the new method (Alexander &
McKenzie, 1998). Ultimately, there are those who claim that
development of online teaching should concurrently invest in
both areas: the design of teaching, and the informed explora-
tion of the students’ learning process. The impact of online
learning and teaching on students’ academic-social climate is
a topic that has been neglected in most studies on online
teaching and learning in the academe (Sherry-Steinberg,
2000). In the present study, an attempt was made to emphas-
ize this almost forgotten dimension of online learning — stu-
dents’ academic-social climate and its significance for stu-
dents’ academic success.

Social-academic climate in online learning envi-
ronments. Many studies have focused on examining
classroom climate and its psychological components
(Fraser 1982, 1986, 1989; Fraser & Waldberg 1991), or
what is called “social-academic climate.” Social-academic
climate is valuable in teaching and learning in all educa-
tional settings. Nonetheless, the study of social-academic
climate in online learning environments is in its infancy.
Very few studies have examined the development of this
dimension of online courses in higher education institu-
tions. One of the major studies in Israel was conducted on
Tel Aviv University’s online courses. Sherry-Steinberg
(2000) examined the development of social atmosphere in
two online courses offered by Tel Aviv University. One
course was conducted entirely online, and the second was
conducted as an online course that included classroom ses-
sions. The researcher sought to examine to what extent social
atmosphere is dependent on face-to-face interactions. Find-
ings showed that students in the exclusively online course,
who participated in the discussion groups, developed a
stronger and longer-lasting sense of constructive social at-
mosphere. Discussion groups established a “cafe atmos-
phere” and facilitated discussions on course topics (ibid). In
contrast, students in the combination online-classroom
course did not develop a similar sense of social atmosphere,
but rather reflected the social atmosphere that characterized
the classroom sessions. Nachmias, Mioduster, & Shemla, A
(2000) examined the effect of combining online courses and
classroom teaching on social atmosphere. Their study find-
ings show that the use of online courses significantly affects
learning and teaching by increasing students’ involvement
and participation. Online courses supported by classroom
sessions intensify the group’s sense of constructive social
climate and their joint work. In contrast to the findings of
Sherry-Steinberg, the researchers concluded that the space of
online courses significantly contribute to social-academic
aspects of learning, and enhances learning in general. Cohen
(2006) launched an online learning site for elementary school
pupils, and sought to examine the impact of the site on pu-
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pils’ learning experience. Findings of this study show that
the website forum made a significant contribution to the rela-
tionship between the teacher and the pupils, among the pupils,
and between the teacher and the parents. The researcher
claimed that the forum created a “platform” that pupils used to
express their opinions and emotions, which led to a construc-
tive social atmosphere. Generally, social-academic climate in
online courses is examined on the basis of the nature of the
group discussions that develop in the virtual sphere. Some
have claimed that online discussions may pose obstacles for
students due to the absence of face-to-face interactions. It has
been argued that distance and the absence of non-verbal cues
create social inhibitions that prevent openness in learning or
the construction of new ideas (MacLoughlin & Luca, 2000).
Nonetheless, students are able to feel part of the online group,
and this feeling is a function of participants’ discussion and
interaction style, course structure, the instructor’s role, and
other technical features of the medium (Wegerif, 1998). In on-
line courses, students go through a learning experience togeth-
er, in which they learn the method of online work, and how to
use the medium in order to complete their assignments. Creat-
ing a sense of community among students is important to en-
hance the efficient use of online courses (Sherry-Steinberg,
2000). The sense of belonging and the sense of convenience
offered by online courses create a sense of flow that is typical
of discussion groups that use web-based learning activities as
part of their classroom activities. In their study, Chan and
Repman (1999) found that the sense of convenience and flow
was characteristic of groups whose group members were pre-
viously acquainted. This sense promoted the achievement of
academic goals by allowing students to work effectively and
offer feedback, and by creating a sense of achievable challenge
(ibid). In addition to discussion groups that represent a step up
in the development of constructive social-academic climate,
instructors in e-courses may also constitute a key factor in en-
couraging such a climate. The course instructor may determine
the level of discussions and their boundaries, with the aim of
advancing students in the learning process (Anderson & Ka-
nuka, 1997; Wolcott, 1995). Instructors who assume the role
of “social hosts” may increase participation levels by provid-
ing feedback, presenting examples, and encouraging learners
in a fruitful learning process (MacLoughlin & Luca, 2000). E-
courses that are supported by classroom meetings require that
instructors use their insights from the classroom dynamics in
order to give individual treatment to students (Hara, Bonk, &
Angeli, 2000). With the correct leadership and management,
course instructors may create a climate that is suitable for joint
work and facilitates development of intellectual discussions
(Collison, Elbaum, Haavind, & Tinker, 2000; Gabriel, 2007;
Salmon, 2000).

The IT environment and teaching practice. Tech-
nological changes are, of their very nature, designed to
serve man and satisfy human needs, yet technological
changes frequently transform society and individuals.
Technological inventions are incorporated into the social
agenda as an integral part of a new social order. A review of
research that focuses on the impact of new technologies is a
good indication of society’s assimilation of technology. For
example, in the 1950s and 1960s, the effectiveness of televi-




sion as a teaching medium was compared to the effective-
ness of traditional teaching methods. In the 1970s and 1980s,
a broad range of computer-aided teaching methods and dis-
tance learning were topics of comparative studies designed to
examine their relative effectiveness (Bernard et al., 2004).
More recently, higher education institutions the world over
have expanded their use of technologies for teaching and
learning. (Jones & O'Shea, 2004) Much effort has been in-
vested in constructing online environments, to exploit the
flexibility in time, space and pace of learning that e-learning
offers (Inglis, Ling, & Joosten, 2002). Furthermore, a series
of advantages are identified with these technologies, includ-
ing a significant improvement in the utilization of learning
time, decreased learner’s dependence on the place or learn-
ing extended boundaries of learning and information sources,
cancellation of dependence on textbooks as an exclusive
source of knowledge, the potential for developing an active
learning environment, extending the learning dialogue,
among other benefits (Hiltz, 1998). Despite numerous bene-
fits, use of IT has not yet proven itself unequivocally. For
example, Bernard and associates (2004) performed a meta-
analysis on data from 232 studies conducted between 1985
and 2002 in the field of e-learning. The researchers com-
pared distant learning and classroom learning on three main
dimensions: achievements, attitudes, and dropout rates. They
found that classroom teaching generated superior achieve-
ments for synchronous learning, but distance learning gener-
ated superior achievements for asynchronous learning. Lou,
Abrami, and d'Apollonia (2001) compared the use of com-
puter technologies in group to individual learning. Findings
of this study indicated that computer-supported learning in
small groups is more effective than learning with a computer
alone. The researchers concluded that effectiveness of com-
puter usage as a learning tool is largely dependent on the
learner’s traits. The researchers distinguished between stu-
dents who prefer independent learning environments, and
ones who need a learning environment that incorporates hu-
man interaction. The first group will be more successful at
individual distant learning, and the second group will be
more successful when they learn in a group (Diaz & Cartnal,
1999). Turney, Robinson, Lee & Soutar (2009) examined
benefits of using technology to improve students’ achieve-
ments in higher education. The researchers found that assi-
milation of computer applications may significantly improve
students’ achievements, provided that the study goals are as-
similated in the computer modules. According to the re-
searchers, the fact that e-courses allow students to review the
pool of course materials, imposes on students' responsibility
for their own learning, and adjusting the materials to their
individual pace of learning. Furthermore, computer applica-
tions provide feedback to students and navigate them
through the learning process, allowing them to enhance their
achievements. In synchronous learning methods, online
learning methods are not suitable for all students. Some stu-
dents miss the “campus atmosphere” and unmediated contact
with peers and instructors (Keith, 1999). Nonetheless, it ap-
pears that e-learning loses some of its potential in the ab-
sence of proper instruction. In such cases, e-learning is per-
ceived by students as merely a tool that offers convenience,

"Hayka i ocgima", Ne9, 2012

Koenimueni npoyecu ma meopuicmo

communications, and classroom management (Kvavik, Ca-
ruso, & Morgan, 2004; Meister, 2002), and they remain ob-
livious to the learning potential it embodies. Active participa-
tion in group discussions does not necessarily attest to ex-
panded knowledge. Davies & Graff (2005) examined the
connection between participation in online discussions and
students’ final course grades. They found that active partici-
pation in course website activities and discussions does not
necessarily lead to better grades. While assimilation of tech-
nology may function as a catalyst for learning, it requires a
paradigmatic transformation and shift of emphasis from
teaching to learning. (Rogers, 2000) Indeed, technology has
a deep effect on teaching styles and information access
(Connolly, Jones, & O'Shea, 2005) but we are as yet unable
to state with certainty that technological changes and the in-
corporation of e-courses lead to better learning results. Stu-
dies attest to a high degree of dichotomy in all regards to the
effectiveness of technology for learning. Some view tech-
nology as an effective tool that enhances teaching and learn-
ing outcomes (Pifarré, 2007; Salpeter, 1998; Wenglinsky,
1998; Wodecki, 2006). Others claim that studies that support
technology-aided learning are context-specific and are not
generalizable (Healy, 1998). Some specifically claim that
technology does not improve learning or knowledge com-
pared to traditional, technology-free learning (Wright, 2008).
One of the concerns that arise in the context of learning and
technology is the attitude toward learning. Learning may be
perceived as a simple act of knowledge acquisition, a transi-
tion from nothing to something. According to another, more
complex perspective, learning is a process whose goal is not
only to acquire knowledge but an activity that contributes to
the individual’s development and enrichment (Vygotzky,
1978). This type of learning is perceived as a factor that con-
tributes to an individual’s broadening horizons and enrich-
ment of his inner world (Renshaw, 1992). This is learning in
which the socio-cultural dimension exposed to the learner is
more significant that the level of concrete knowledge. When
learning is viewed in its broad context, the social dimension
of learning is emphasized. Some scholars have argued that
the social dimension of learning may disappear in e-courses
that ostensibly neglect this aspect of the learning process.
This dimension of e-learning has hardly been examined
systematically. Nonetheless, the question is raised regard-
ing the contribution of e-courses to a broad definition of
learning, learning that enriches, expands and empowers the
inner world of the learner, and incorporates social and cul-
tural dimensions into the learning process. As a review of
the literature illustrates, the revolution caused by technolo-
gical developments pose a challenge for education system
in general, and higher education, in particular (Leung &
vy, 2003). The new tools require reconsideration of our
methodologies in the field of academic teaching (Passig,
2003), especially in view of the fact that the higher educa-
tion system has become more accessible than ever to stu-
dents (Offir, Lev, Barth, & Shteinbok, 2004). This trans-
formation requires a study of the effectiveness of technolo-
gy applied to learning and teaching (Mioduser, Nachmias,
Lahav, & Oren, 1999). The enormous growth since 1999 in
the number of e-courses in Israeli institutions of higher edu-




cation is mainly attributed to the national policy of the
Commission of Higher Education (CHE), and its executive
body, Meital (Center for Inter-University Knowledge on
Learning Technologies). The CHE’s call for a new pedagogy
to accompany these new technological tools has, however,
largely remained unanswered (Tel-Aviv University, 2003).
A preliminary examination of academic e-courses in Israel
indicates that the technology burst forward, leaving pedago-
gy behind in its wake. There is a lack of methodologies,
guidelines, and assessment methods in higher education con-
cerning development and construction of e-courses that are
well-grounded in theory, objective principles, and research
findings. The majority of existing e-courses are based on the
personal intuition or experience of instructors or developers
(Nachmias & Mioduser, 2001; Saba, 2001). Although con-
clusions have been drawn on a local level, based on local as-
sessment studies, there is no repository of rules or guidelines
based on the totality of conclusions concerning effectiveness
of e-courses in higher education (Guri-Rosenblit, 2003; Na-
veh, Tubin, & Pliskin, 2003; Shelma & Nachmias, 2004;
Soffer, Nachmias, Raban, & Ram, 2004). Furthermore, very
few assessment studies have been conducted on e-courses, a
fact that emphasizes the extent to which technological adop-
tion has preceded a corresponding transformation in pedago-
gy (Nachmias, Mioduser, Oren, & Lahav, 1999; Nachmias
& Segev, 2003). This situation is apparent not only in the
“how” of online learning environments but also in the
“what” — what we wish to teach our students to prepare them
as knowledgeable individuals, each in his\her own field, and
responsible citizens of the 21st century. Questions such as
these have not been granted sufficient attention in the field of
curricular development in general, and in the field of tech-
nological adoption planning in particular (Blomeyer, 2002;
Dyson, 1998).

The Case Study Methodology. The study analyzed
below was conducted at an academic institution in Israel,
with the aim of examining the level of usage, effectiveness,
and contribution of course websites, as part of assessment of
the results of an institutional initiative to encourage instructors
to add course materials to course websites and to teach courses
that are supported by websites. The study focuses on a single
department: the Department of Mathematics and Computer
Sciences, in which most of the institution e-courses are based,
thanks to a Meital grant. Furthermore, this department has a
unique character: in addition to a discipline unto itself, the de-
partment also provides core courses in mathematics and com-
puter sciences to students in other departments (such as the
Faculty of Science), or introductory courses in mathematics
and computer sciences to students in departments such as
Business Administration and the School of Health Sciences.

Study population - This study is based on data from
194 courses offered in the Department of Mathematics and
Computer Sciences between the academic years 2002/3
and 2008/9. Of these 194 courses, 112 courses (by 13 in-
structors) have been offered as e-courses since 2004/5,
and 82 courses (by 14 instructors) are not supported by
online materials. In each year, the grades and assessment
scores of each instructor were calculated, over all the
courses each instructor taught. Data analysis includes bi-
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directional analyses of variance by year and course type
(e-course, traditional course). Analyses were performed
on course grades and instructors’ scores (overall evalua-
tion, course structure and organization, clarity of lectures,
instructor’s attitude to students, and correspondence be-
tween lectures and tutorials) awarded by students.

Research tools and research design. The following
questionnaires were used to examine the contribution of
website-supported courses to students’ learning as pre-
cisely as possibly:

1. Student feedback questionnaire: Students’ as-
sessments of instructors and courses, awarded on a Likert
scale from 1 to 5 (5 represents the highest score). The ques-
tionnaire comprises five items related to teaching, including
an overall evaluation of the instructor’s teaching perfor-
mance and two items related to course tutors (overall evalua-
tion, and correspondence between tutorials and lectures).

2. Course exam scores. Students’ final course
grades are derived from their exam scores in courses. Af-
ter instructors marked the exams, exam scores were col-
lected over several years, spanning the period before and
after the incorporation of a course website.

Semester A and B grades in each of the study years
were collected. Student feedback questionnaires were admi-
nistered in the classroom, during the final three weeks of the
course. Students were informed that their data would be used
for the purpose of assessing their instructors and courses on-
ly. Questionnaires were anonymous.

Summary of Findings and Discussion. The findings
of the present study point to a consistent picture: the major
contribution of course websites, as perceived by students,
related mainly to expanded access to course materials and
level of course organization and structure. According to
students’ evaluations, website-support did not enhance
lecture clarity, instructors’ attitude to students, or the cor-
respondence between lectures and tutorials. Such findings
unfortunately underline the fact that the shift from tradi-
tional to website-supported courses was not accompanied
by a corresponding improvement in teaching quality, in
terms of clarity or correspondence between the material
covered in the lectures and the tutorials, or in teachers’
attitude to their students. The findings point to the regrett-
able situation in which instructors have not fully unders-
tood or implemented the pedagogical potential of online
technology as a means for improving their practice and
their students’ learning. Most institution-wide studies on
e-learning focus on the number of courses, number of par-
ticipating students, and instructors’ impediments to e-
teaching. Very little attention has been given to the manner
in which technology can be utilized to enhance teaching and
learning, and use e-learning to upgrade various pedagogical
aspects of teaching such as interactions between students and
teachers, or enrichment of course materials. Therefore it is
not surprising to discover that in Israel today, institutions of
higher education have not overcome their traditional bias to-
ward research — a bias that rewards faculty for publications
and research efforts, but extends less attention or apprecia-
tion for academic development and academic quality. As a
result, the institutions view e-learning as a project outside




core interests rather than an integral part of the institution’s
operations and an integral part of instructors’ responsibilities.
The findings of this study point to several factors that explain
how technology precedes pedagogy in the world of higher
education. Additional factors include insufficient attention to
faculty training and acquisition of technical skills, marketing
considerations of the institutions, and a lack of comprehen-
sive models and methods of assessment that might support e-
learning project development. As educators who acknowl-
edge that these new technologies have created a paradigmat-
ic change, we must embark on a mission to discover and as-

REFERENCES

a. Hebrew

1. Central Bureau of Statistics. (2002). Undergra-
duate Students 2000, 2001. Jerusalem.

2. Central Bureau of Statistics. (2004). Findings of
Household Expenditure Study 2003. Available online:
www.chs.gov.il

3. Central Bureau of Statistics. (2005).Computer
and Internet use by lIsraelis aged 20 and over — Findings of
the 2003 Social Survey. Jerusalem. Press Release 176/2005.

4. Central Bureau of Statistics. (2008). Computer and
Internet use by lIsraelis aged 20 and over — Findings of the
2002-2006 Social Survey. Jerusalem. Press Release 045/2008.

5. Cohen, A. (2006). How is classroom learning
supported by "the teacher's notebook" as an online learn-
ing environment. Unpublished master’s thesis. Tel-Aviv
University, Israel.

6. Davies, J. & Graff, M. (2005) Performance in e-
learning: Online participation and student grades. British
Journal of Educational Technology. 36, 657-663.

7. Hara. N., Bonk. C.J., Angeli.C., 2000. Content
Analysis of Online Discussion in an Applied Educational
Psychology Course. Instructional Science. 28: 115-152.

8. Hazan, H. (2008). Epistemological perceptions
of boys and girls concerning computer use and the inter-
net as a learning environment. Unpublished master’s the-
sis, Tel-Aviv University, Israel.

9. Nachmias, R. & Mioduser, D. (2001). Integrating the
internet in education. Eureka — Journal for the Instruction of
Sciences and Technology in Elementary Schools, 14, 6-16.

10.Rotem, A. (1997). Spotlight on IT, Education and
in Between. Nejudat Or, 2, Oranim College, Institute for
Improving Teaching Methods.

11. Sherry-Steinberg, A. (2000). Development of so-
cial climate in various discussion groups that are incorpo-
rated in difference models of distant learning. Unpub-
lished master’s thesis, Tel-Aviv University, Israel.

12. Tel-Aviv University. (2003). Activity report on aca-
demic online learning at Tel-Aviv University 2001-2002.

13.Yogev, T. (1999). Internet and teaching. Comput-
ers in education: Quarterly of Advanced Technology in
Education 49, 21-25.

b. English

14. Alexander, S. & McKenzie, J. (1998). An evalua-
tion of information technology projects in Australian
higher education. Canberra: Australian Government Pub-
lishing Services.

15.Banyard, P., Underwood, J., & Twiner, A.

"Hayka i ocgima", Ne9, 2012

Koenimueni npoyecu ma meopuicmo

similate new pedagogies that are uniquely suited to the new
technological options currently available to educators. To
improve instructors’ equality of teaching, it is advised to
reinforce the pedagogical aspects of these new technological
tools, and propose programs to assimilate new technologies
as an integral part of the practice of teaching, rather than as
an external teaching and learning aid. The authors believe
that computers will never replace instructors, but instructors
who master the pedagogical aspects of IT and harness them
for the purpose of enhancing the quality of teaching and
learning, will eventually replace those who do not.

(2006). Do enhanced communication technologies inhibit
or facilitate self-regulated learning? European Journal of
Education, 41, 473-489.

16.Barr, R. B. & Tagg, J. (1995). From teaching to
learning — A new paradigm for undergraduate education.
Change, 17, 12-25.

17.Bennet, S. (2005). Righting the balance. Ohio
State University Libraries. Internet: www. libraryspacep-
lanning.com/assets//resource/library-as-place.pdf#page=
18 Accessed 25/05/09.

18.Bensusan, G. (1997). Lecture and beyond. Edu-
cation at a Distance, 11, J11-J12.

19.Bernard, R., Abrami, P., Lou, Y., Borokhovski,
E., Wade, A., & Wozney, L. (2004). How Does Distance
Education Compare With Classroom Instruction? A Meta-
Analysis of the Empirical Literature. Review of Educa-
tional Research, 74, 379-439.

20.Blomeyer, R. (2002). Virtual schools and e-
learning in K-12 environment: emergent policy and prac-
tice. Policy Issues — A research based analysis of educa-
tional issues. NCREL — North Central Regional Educa-
tional laboratory. Retrieved from: http://ericit.org/ full-
text/iro21677.pdf.

21.Boud, D. & Prosser, M. (2002). Appraising new
technologies for learning: A framework for development.
Education Media International, 39 (3/4), 237-245.

22.Chan, T., & Repman, J. (1999). Flow in web
based instructional activity: An exploratory research
project. International Journal of Educational Telecommu-
nications, 5, 225-237.

23. Chickering, A. W. & Ehrmann, S. C. (1996). Im-
plementing the seven principles: Technology as a lever.
AAHE Bulletin, 42 (2), 3-6.

24.Coley, R. J. Cradler, J., & Engel, P. K. (2000).
Computers and the classroom: The status of technology in
U.S. schools. Princeton, NJ: Policy Information Center,
Educational Testing Service.

25. Collison, G., Elbaum, B., Haavind, S., & Tinker,
R. (2000). Facilitating online learning. Madison, WI: At-
wood Publishing.

26. Connolly, M., Jones, N., & O'Shea, J. (2005).
Quality assurance and e-learning: reflections from the
front line. Quality in Higher Education, 11, 59-67.

27. Davis, N. (2000). Information technology for teach-
er education at its first zenith: the heat is on! Journal of In-
formation Technology for Teacher Education, 9, 277-286.

28. Diaz, D. P. & Cartnal, R. B. (1999). Students' learn-



http://www.cbs.gov.il/
http://www.libraryspaceplanning.com/assets/resource/library-as-place.pdf#page=18
http://www.libraryspaceplanning.com/assets/resource/library-as-place.pdf#page=18
http://www.libraryspaceplanning.com/assets/resource/library-as-place.pdf#page=18
http://ericit.org/fulltext/iro21677.pdf
http://ericit.org/fulltext/iro21677.pdf

ing styles in two classes. College Teaching, 47 (4), 130-135.
29.Dyson, F. J. (1998). Imagined Worlds. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

30. Fraser, B. J. (1982). Development of short forms
of several classroom environment scales. Journal of Edu-
cational Measurement, 19, 221-227.

31.Fraser, B. J. (1986). Classroom Environment.
London: Croom Helm.

32.Fraser, B. J. (1989). Twenty years of classroom
climate work: progress and prospect. Journal of Curricu-
lum Studies, 21, 307-327.

33.Fraser, B. J. & Waldberg, H. J. (Eds.). (1991).
Educational Environments: Evaluation, Antecedents,
Consequences. London: Pergamon.

34. Gabriel, M. A. (2007). Instruction in e-learning en-
vironments. pp. 173-190 In M. Bullen & D. P. Janes, Mak-
ing the transition to e-learning — Strategies and issues (pp.
173-190). Hershey, PA: Information Science Publishing.

35. Guri-Rosenblit, S. (2003). A top-down strategy
to enhance information technologies into Israeli higher
education. Retrieved from: www.irrodl.org/ con-
tent/v2.2/rosenblit.ntml Accessed January 2006.

36.Healy, J. M. (1998) Failure to Connect. New
York: Simon & Schuster.

37.Inglis, A., Ling, P., & Joosten, V. (2002) Deliver-
ing digitally. London: Kogan Page.

38.Jones, N. & O’Shea, J. (2004). Challenging Hie-
rarchies: The Impact of e-Learning. Higher Education, 48,
379-395.

39. Keith, H. (Ed.). (1999). Higher education through
open and distance learning. New York: Routledge.

40.Kvavik, R. B., Caruso, J. B., & Morgan, G.
(2004). ECAR Study of Students and Information Tech-
nology, 2004: Convenience, Connection, and Control.
Boulder, CO: EDUCAUSE Center for Applied Research.
Retrieved from: http://www.educause.edu/ers0405/.

41. Leung, Y. L. & Ivy, M. I. (2003). How useful are
course websites? A study of students' perceptions. Journal of
Hospitality, Leisure, Sport & Tourism Education, 2 (2), 15-24.

42.Lou, Y., Abrami, P., & d'Apollonia, S. (2001).
Small Group and Individual Learning with Technology: A
Meta-Analysis. Review of Educational Research, 71, 449.

43. MacGill, A. R. (2007a). Teens and social media.
PEW Internet, Retrieved from: www.pewinternet.org/.
Accessed: 24/10/08.

44, McLoughlin, C. & Luca, J. (2000). Developing
professional skills and competencies in tertiary learners
through on-line assessment and peer support. In J. Bour-
deau & R. Heller (Eds.). Ed-Media 2000 (Vol. 1, pp. 633-
638). Montreal: Association for the Advancement of
Computing in Education.

45. Meister, J. (2002). Pillars of e-learning success.
New York: Corporate University Exchange.

46. Miller, J. W., Martineau, L. P., & Clark, R. C.
(2000). Technology infusion and higher education:
Changing teaching and learning. Innovative Higher Edu-
cation, 24 (3), 227-241.

47. Mioduser, D., Nachmias, R., Lahav, O., & Oren,
A. (1999). Web-based Learning Environments: Current
Pedagogical and Technological State. International Jour-

"Hayka i ocgima", Ne9, 2012

Koenimueni npoyecu ma meopuicmo

nal of Research in Computers in Education, 33 (1), 55-76.

48. Nachmias, R., Mioduser, D., Oren, A., & Lahav,
0. (1999). Taxonomy of educational websites — A tool for
supporting research development and implementation of
web-based learning. International Journal of Educational
Telecommunications, 6 (2), 141-158.

49.Nachmias, R., Mioduster, D., & Shemla, A.
(2000). Internet usage by students in an Israeli high
school. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 22
(1): 55-73.

50. Nachmias, R. & Segev, L. (2003). Usage of con-
tent in web-supported academic courses. Academic Ex-
change Quarterly, 7 (1), 5-15.

51.Naveh, G., Tubin, D., & Pliskin, N. (2003). Criti-
cal success factors of e-learning implementation at uni-
versity. Retrieved from: www.biu.ac.ul/bar-e-learn
/success.pdf Accessed January 2006.

52.Offir, B., Lev, Y., Barth, |.,, & Shteinbok, A.
(2004). An integrated analysis of verbal and nonverbal
interaction in conventional and distance learning envi-
ronments. Journal of Educational Computing Research,
31 (2), 101-118.

53. Oliver, R., Herrington, J. and Omari, A. (1996)
Creating effective instructional materials for the World
Wide Web. In R. Debreceny and A. Ellis (eds) Proceed-
ings of AusWeb96: The Second Australian WorldWide-
Web Conference, also available at http://www. scu.edu.
au/ausweb96/ (pp. 485-91) Southern Cross University.

54. Passig, D. (2003). A taxonomy of future higher
thinking skills. Informatics in Education — An Interna-
tional Journal, 2( 1), 79-92. Retrieved from: http:/
/www.scu.edu.au/sponsored/ausweb96/educn/oliver/.

55. Pifarré, M. (2007). Scaffolding through the net-
work: analyzing. The promotion of improved online scaf-
folds among university students. Studies in Higher Educa-
tion, 32, 389-408.

56. Renshaw, P. D. (1992). On the experimental con-
text: Parents’ interpretations of the education motive during
teaching episodes. In: L.T. Winegar and J. Valsiner, Editors,
Children's Development within Social Context Vol. 2, Law-
rence Erlbaum Associates, Hillsdale, NJ (1992).

57.Rogers, D. L. (2000). A paradigm shift: Tech-
nology integration for higher education in the new mil-
lennium. Educational Technology Review, 20, 19-33.

58.Saba, F. (2001). Distance Education: Covering
Distance Education since 1995. Retrieved from:
http://www.distance-educator.com
/portals/research_dintro.html. Accessed May 3, 2007.

59.Salmon, G. (2000). E-moderating: The key to
teaching and learning online. London: Kogan-Page.

60. Salpeter, J. (1998). Taking Stock: What’s the
Research Saying? Technology and Learning, 18, 24-40.

61. Schrum, L. & Berenfeld, B. (1997). Teaching and
learning in the information age: A guide to educational tele-
communications. Boston, MASS: Allyn & Bacon.

62. Shemla, A. & Nachmias, R. (2004). Current state of
web-supported courses in higher education. Retrieved from:
www.biu.ac.il/bar-e-learn.shmla_anat_2004.doc ~ Accessed
January 2006.

63. Soffer, T., Nachmias, R., Raban, Y., & Ram, J.



http://www.irrodl.org/content/v2.2/rosenblit.html%20Accessed%20January%202006
http://www.irrodl.org/content/v2.2/rosenblit.html%20Accessed%20January%202006
http://www.lib.ncsu.edu/repository/scholpubs/search.php?page=journal&pos=1&jid=3096
http://www.lib.ncsu.edu/repository/scholpubs/search.php?page=journal&pos=1&jid=3096
http://www.pewinternet.org/
http://www.biu.ac.ul/bar-e-learn/success.pdf%20Accessed%20January%202006
http://www.biu.ac.ul/bar-e-learn/success.pdf%20Accessed%20January%202006
http://www.scu.edu.au/sponsored/ausweb96/educn/oliver/
http://www.scu.edu.au/sponsored/ausweb96/educn/oliver/
http://www.distance-educator.com/portals/research_dintro.html.%20Accessed%20May%203
http://www.distance-educator.com/portals/research_dintro.html.%20Accessed%20May%203
http://www.biu.ac.il/bar-e-learn.shmla_anat_2004.doc%20Accessed%20January%202006
http://www.biu.ac.il/bar-e-learn.shmla_anat_2004.doc%20Accessed%20January%202006

(2004). Diffusion of web-supported academic instruction.
www.biu.ac.ul/bar-e-learn/tal_sofer_2004.doc Accessed:
25/05/09.

64.Turney, C., Robinson, D., Lee, M., & Soutar, A.
(2009). Using technology to direct learning in higher edu-
cation. Active Learning in Higher Education, 10, 71-83.

65. Vrasidas, C. (2002). A working typology of in-
tentions driving face-to-face and online interaction in a
graduate teacher education course. Journal of Technology
and Teacher Education, 10, 273-296.

66. Vygotzky, L, S. (1978). Mind in Society, Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

67.Wenglinsky, H. (1998). Does it Compute? The

"Hayka i oceima", Ne9, 2012 56

Koenimueni npoyecu ma meopuicmo

Relationship Between Educational Technology and Stu-
dent Achievement in Mathematics. Princeton, NJ: Policy
Information Center, Educational Testing Service.

68. Wodecki, A. (2006). Why E-Learning at Univer-
sity? Dialogue & Universalism, 16, 81-87. Retrieved May
1, 2009, from Academic Search Premier Database.

69. Wolcott, L. (1995). The distance teacher as reflec-
tive practitioner. Education in Technology, 34 (3), 49-55.

70. Wright, J. (2008). Web-Based Versus In-Class:
An Exploration of How Instructional Methods Influence
Postsecondary Students' Environmental Literacy. Journal
of Environmental Education, 39, 33-46.

Ilooano oo pedaxyii 31.10.12



http://www.biu.ac.ul/bar-e-learn/tal_sofer_2004.doc.

