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ABSTRACT 

This research explores the students’ perceptions of online group work applying Bandura’s Social Cognitive 

Theory as a framework, focusing on the inter-relationship between personal, behavioural, and environmental 

factors. Respondents participating in this study were 250 undergraduates from two Malaysian universities, 

responding to a 23-item Likert-scale survey adapted from Aderibigbe (2021), with good reliability (α = .891). 

Results depict that students reported high cognitive presence in terms of disseminating and using new 

information,  strong social presence in collaborative chances, and high teaching presence in instructional clarity 

and resources. From the correlation analyses, it is revealed that all three factors showed moderate positive 

relationships, indicating mutual inter-dependencies that influence online group work dynamics. The findings on 

the importance of trust, clarity, and active engagement resonate with past studies in collaborative learning. The 

study also provides insights on how group work can be enhanced by adapting cognitive, social and teaching 

presence.  

Keywords: Online group work, Social Cognitive Theory, cognitive presence, social presence, teaching presence, 

collaborative learning.  

INTRODUCTION  

Nowadays, the world has witnessed an increasing leap from traditional physical classroom learning to online and 

blended learning. This has made online group work a central feature of modern education. Therefore, in order to 

complete tasks, solve problems and share knowledge, students need to collaborate virtually. While online group 

work offers access and flexibility, it still has drawbacks. Sometimes online group work can lead to 

miscommunication, uneven participation and difficulties in establishing social connections (Systematic Review, 

2023). Therefore, it is important to comprehend how students perceive and engage in online group work in order 

to increase their efficacy.  

Online group work actually refers to collaborative tasks conducted by students using internet-based platforms. 

There are a few examples of online platforms such as video conferencing, discussion forums, and shared 

documents. According to Hrastinski (2019), technology alone is insufficient for online collaboration, students 

need to be active while interacting with their group members, build trust and be a role model among group 

members. Meanwhile, blended learning is no longer viewed as a mix of online and in-person methods, but as an 

integration of pedagogical thoughtfulness and purposeful in order to enhance flexibility, engagement and 

learning outcomes.(Bozkurt, 2022).  

Over the past two decades, even though extensive research on online learning has been conducted, the relevance 

of studying group work in online learning remains high. This happened after a huge pandemic that attacked us 

in 2020, COVID-19, where many institutions opted for online or hybrid learning as a norm (Bond et al., 2021). 

Furthermore, a few challenges have emerged due to online group work, such as digital fatigue, unequal digital 
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literacy and the importance of creating online group environments that can make individuals feel safe to express 

themselves without fear of judgment, ridicule or punishment (Robinson & Held, 2024)  

This study aims to explore how students perceive personal factors, behaviour and the environment in online 

group work. Furthermore, this study also aims to determine whether a relationship exists between these three 

factors. Therefore, by examining students’ perceptions across these three factors, it is hoped that this can 

contribute to a deeper understanding of the mechanisms that facilitate or hinder effective collaboration in online 

learning environments.  

Statement of Problem   

In recent years, online learning has become a significant mode of education delivery, with group work as one of 

the essential components of collaborative learning strategies. According to Robinson and Held (2024), digital 

platforms can help students facilitate learning through flexible group interactions. However, these researchers 

also highlighted that students often face issues such as a lack of motivation, digital fatigue, and unequal 

participation. Another study also revealed that students find it difficult to build trust and understand when 

working through online platforms (Van der Toorn, Van der Wijst, & Damen, 2015).  

Therefore, these issues raise several questions on how students perceive their role in online group work (personal 

factors), how students behave during online group work (behavioural factors), and how the online environment 

itself (medium, tools, and group structure) influences collaboration. Hence, there are lots of studies that focus on 

these factors separately, however, only a few studies have looked at how all factors work together using 

Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (SCT).  

A recent study conducted by Bach and Thiel (2024) mentioned that more research is needed to explore how 

students’ personal and environmental factors work together in order to ensure students actively participate in 

online groups. This study also found that relationships between group members, such as trust and respect, and 

thinking-based activities like decision-making have helped improve group results. However, the researchers also 

stated that more thorough studies focusing on how personal, behavioural and environmental factors are connected 

or influence each other in online group work need to be conducted. This aligns with the current study, which 

aims to investigate three factors, which are personal, behavioural and environmental factors as interrelated 

components influencing online group work interaction. It is hoped that by addressing this gap, this study will not 

only explain how students experience online group work, but it will also help educators in designing collaborative 

tasks.   

Objective of the Study  and Research Questions  

This study is conducted to investigate online group work. Specifically, this study is done to answer the following 

questions;  

● How do learners perceive personal factors in online group work?  

● How do learners perceive behaviour in online group work?  

● How do learners perceive the environment in online group work?  

● Is there a relationship between all factors in online group work?  

Theoretical Framework: Social Cognitive Theory  

  This study is grounded in Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory in which one of the key aspects is the emphasis 

on the role of self-efficacy which is the belief in one’s ability to be successful in specific situations or in 

accomplishing tasks. Bandura (1997) determined self-efficacy as an essential factor in how people approach 

goals, tasks and challenges (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). A greater motivation and persistence could be the 

result of having higher self-efficacy, whereas lower self-efficacy can lead to avoidance and a lack of effort.  

In relation to the concept of self-efficacy is another key aspect of the social cognitive theory which is the concept 

of observational learning. This concept suggests that learners improve or learn from one another through 

http://www.rsisinternational.org/


ILEIID 2025 | International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science (IJRISS)  

ISSN: 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS 

Special Issue | Volume IX Issue XXIV October 2025 

Page 346 www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

observation, imitation and modelling. In such cases, effective models will bring trust, admiration and respect 

towards the other learners or observers and this may result in the learners visualising attaining for themselves 

(Mimiaga et al., 2009). They further added that learners are more motivated in practicing behaviours that are 

perceived as having positive consequences or ones that are associated with a sense of self-efficacy such as 

selfperceived competence. This shows that group work may contribute to positive outcomes especially when 

effective models are present as indirect motivators for the other learners. Learners will tend to develop confidence 

and replicate behaviours when involved in group forums, peer evaluations and collaborative projects which have 

direct impacts on their academic achievement.  

Types of Presence in Online Group Work  

 Group work is a common arrangement that is carried out in learning institutions. According to Rahmat (2020), 

group work, regardless of it being physical or online, promotes collaborative communication as well as 

encourages critical thinking skills. In order for group work to function well, the members of the group have to 

interact effectively. This is even more so when online group work is conducted as learners are physically 

distanced  from one another which could lead them to be disengaged. Garrison et. al (2000) came up with the 

Community of Inquiry (CoI) framework where it emphasised the importance of three interdependent elements 

in making online learning experiences effective namely social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching 

presence.  

 According to Garrison et al. (2000), social presence is the ability of learners to make themselves perceived 

socially and emotionally in a community. This promotes learners to be able to communicate purposefully in an 

environment while at the same time able to develop relationships by projecting their respective personalities. 

The ability to do this will ensure effective collaboration between the learners as good rapport and open 

communication have been established.  

Cognitive presence is related to the ability of learners in constructing meaning through reflection and discussion. 

Where group work is concerned, cognitive presence occurs when the learners solve problems, discuss topics 

critically and co- construct knowledge among themselves. According to Garrison et al. (2000), cognitive 

presence involves four phases which are (1) a triggering event, where an issue is recognised for further inquiry; 

(2) exploration, where a learner explores the issue; (3) integration, where learners concept meaning from ideas 

formed in the previous phase and (4) resolution, where learners can apply the newly-learnt skills and knowledge 

into a real-world application.  

The facilitation and direction of the cognitive and social processes is called teaching presence where learners are 

guided in achieving learning outcomes. According to Anderson et al. (2001), teaching presence involves 

instructional design and organisation (focuses on planning and structuring the course), facilitating discourse 

(guiding interactions among learners) and direct instruction (offering subject matter expertise and explaining 

errors). They also emphasised that when it comes to online group work, teaching presence can also be shared 

among the learners and is not solely dependent on the instructor.  

Past Studies  

A lot of studies were conducted to examine various facets of online group work, with a particular focus on 

understanding the dynamics of interaction, presence, and their impact on learning outcomes (Barberà et al., 2011; 

Anyau et al., 2023). Researchers have examined how different types of presence that relate to social, cognitive, 

and teaching contribute to the effectiveness of collaborative online learning environments (Donelan & Kear, 

2023; Thomas & Thorpe, 2018; Watson et al., 2023; Singh et al., 2022). Strong social presence, characterised by 

open communication and perceived connection among participants, has been found to significantly enhance 

learner engagement and satisfaction in online group activities (Bentley et al., 2015). This is particularly critical 

in asynchronous contexts, where a robust teaching presence has been linked to higher engagement, satisfaction, 

and overall learning effectiveness (Watson et al., 2023).  

In light of this, Wang et al. (2025) investigated cognitive and social presence in asynchronous online learning 

through their Generative Co-Learners (GCL) system, which simulated peer learners using multimodal 
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communication, shared notes, and real-time feedback. Twelve university students, all with basic Python skills 

but no prior knowledge of data structures and algorithms, participated in the study. Using pre- and post-quizzes, 

Likert-scale surveys, usage logs, and interviews, the researchers found that GCL significantly enhanced 

perceived cognitive and social presence compared to a non-interactive baseline. Although short-term learning 

gains did not differ significantly, the study illustrates how AI-mediated peer modelling can foster collaboration, 

self-efficacy, and social reinforcement in line with Social Cognitive Theory (SCT).  

In a related study, Borup et al. (2025) examined ways to strengthen social presence in AI-augmented 

asynchronous learning. They proposed a hybrid model combining AI-generated text with instructor- and 

studentcreated asynchronous videos. Drawing from prior empirical work, reflection, and design heuristics, they 

found that pairing AI with human-generated video content humanises online interactions, strengthens perceived 

connections, and clarifies the boundaries between human and AI contributions. This aligns with SCT’s emphasis 

on purposeful environmental design and social reinforcement.  

Similarly, Anyau et al. (2023) explored students’ perceptions of cognitive, social, and teaching presence in online 

group work. Surveying 200 undergraduates at a Malaysian public university, they measured these presences 

using a validated instrument adapted from Aderibigbe (2021). Results revealed strong interrelationships among 

all three presences, indicating that higher levels of each dimension positively influence the quality of group work. 

The findings underscore the interconnected nature of the CoI framework and support SCT’s proposition that 

environmental structure, social engagement, and cognitive integration mutually shape collaborative learning 

outcomes.  

Adding another perspective, Presley et al. (2023) compared cognitive and social presence across synchronous 

and asynchronous online instruction. Their survey of 233 university students found that synchronous 

environments promote stronger real-time social connections, while asynchronous formats benefit from structured 

prompts that sustain cognitive engagement. This highlights the importance of aligning environmental design 

with the learning modality to optimise both social and cognitive presence.  

  In addition, earlier research done by Kear et al. (2014) examined whether simple design features could reduce 

the impersonality often associated with asynchronous, text-based communication. In an experimental study 

involving 124 distance-learning students from The Open University (UK), they compared online forums with 

and without enhanced profile features such as personal photos. Findings showed that personal profiles 

encouraged more personal exchanges and fostered a stronger sense of community, offering a low-tech but 

effective strategy for enhancing social presence.  

Other than that, Shea and Bidjerano (2010) expanded the CoI framework by introducing “learning presence,” 

defined as learners’ self-efficacy and self-regulation. Using data from 3,165 online and hybrid learners across 42 

institutions, they applied structural equation modelling and found that teaching and social presence significantly 

predicted cognitive presence, with self-efficacy and effort regulation mediating the relationship. This reinforces 

SCT’s principle of reciprocal determinism and highlights the central role of personal agency in shaping online 

group work outcomes.  

Collectively, these studies demonstrate that personal, behavioural, and environmental factors work in concert to 

shape effective online group work. Across the literature, social, cognitive, and teaching presence emerge as 

mutually reinforcing elements, while student agency and self-regulation consistently drive positive outcomes. 

Effective learning design should therefore integrate environmental structure, technological affordances, and the 

cultivation of learner self-efficacy and engagement. As online education evolves— especially with the rise of 

AI-enhanced platforms—the key challenge lies in balancing innovation with the human dimensions of learning.  

For the present study, this means that integrating AI tools into online collaborative writing should not be limited 

to technical enhancement; it must actively foster all three presences and empower learners to take ownership of 

their contributions. By doing so, AI can function not only as a support tool but also as a catalyst for deeper 

engagement, stronger peer connections, and more meaningful writing outcomes within the digital academic 

environment.  
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Conceptual Framework  

Figure 1 below exhibits the study’s conceptual framework. This study combines the social cognitive theory 

(Bandura, 2012) and Aderibigbe’s  (2021)  categories of presence to understand interactions in online group 

work. This study explores the relationship of different types of presence in online group work.  One of the 

challenges of online learning is that learners' attention is divided between the learning task and other non-learning 

tasks (Rahmat, et.al., 2021) . It may seem that students are more independent in an online learning environment, 

the teaching presence needs to be sufficient to provide an initial push into independent learning with ample 

learning prompts and materials. This study is anchored from the Bandura’s (2012) social cognitive theory which 

claims that in learning, there is a dynamic interaction between personal factors, behaviour and the environment. 

Personal factors refer to the learners’ beliefs and thoughts of a situation. This is in accordance with the concept 

of cognitive presence where it refers to the learners’ thought processes. Next, Bandura(2012) posits that 

behaviour refers to the learners’ social world and how the social world influences their learning. This is similar 

to social presence by Aderibigbe (2021) where it refers to the learners’ feelings of being connected to the online 

social community. Finally, the environment is a crucial factor for learning. A conducive learning environment 

allows learners to learn through observation and modelling. The concept of learning environment is similar to 

teaching presence by Aderibigbe (2021) as the instructor is responsible to provide a learning environment for 

learners; be it face-to-face or traditional classroom. The learning environment is a “place” where learners can 

learn by observing, imitate, and model good learning behaviour from the instructor and from their peers.  

  

Figure 1 Conceptual framework   

Relationship between all factors in online group work.  

METHODOLOGY  

This quantitative study is conducted to examine students’ perceptions of online group work. A convenient sample 

of 250 participants responded to the survey. The instrument used is a 5 Likert-scale survey. Table 1 below shows 

the categories used for the Likert scale; 1 is for Never, 2 is for Rarely, 3 is for Sometimes, 4 is for Very Often 

and 5 is for Always.   

Table 1 Likert Scale Use  

1  Never  

2  Rarely  

3  Sometimes  

4  Very Often  

5  Always  
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Table 2 Distribution of Items in the Survey  

SECTION  SOCIAL COGNITIVE  

THEORY (Bandura, 2012)  

ELEMENTS  

(Aderibigbe, 2021)  

NO. OF 

ITEMS  

CRONBACH 

ALPHA  

B  PERSONAL FACTORS   COGNITIVE PRESENCE  7  .769  

C  BEHAVIOUR   SOCIAL PRESENCE  8  .789  

D  ENVIRONMENT  TEACHING PRESENCE  8  .908  

    TOTAL ITEMS  23  .891  

 

Table 2 shows the distribution of items in the survey. The instrument is anchored from social cognitive theory 

by Bandura (2012) and replicated from Aderibigbe (2021) to reveal the variables in table 3 below. Section B has 

7 items on Personal factors. Section C has 8 items on Behavioural factors and section D has 8 items on 

Environmental factors.  

Table 2 also shows the survey’s reliability results. The analysis indicates a Cronbach alpha of .769 for Personal 

factors, .789 for Behavioural factors and .908 for Environmental factors. The total Cronbach alpha for all 23 

items is .891 and this signals a good reliability of the instrument chosen (Jackson, 2015). Further SPSS analysis 

is conducted to present findings to fulfil the research questions for this study  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

Demographic Analysis  

Table 3 - Percentage for Demographic Analysis  

Question  Demographic Profile  Categories  Percentage (%)  

1  Gender  Male  26%  

    Female  74%  

  

2  Semester  1-3  62%  

    4-6  27%  

    7 and above  11%  

3  University  Local public university  94%  

    Local international university  6%  

4  Online Learning Experience  Less than one year  35%  

    One year and above  65%  

5  Duration of online learning per week  2-4 hours per week  42%  

    5-8 hours per week  40%  

    More than 8 hours per week  18%  
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6  Class type  Mostly lectures  56%  

    more activities than lectures  11%  

    More lectures than activities  29%  

    Mostly activities  4%  

 

The table shows the demographic profile. The data shows that the greater part (74%) of the respondents were 

female and the remaining (26%) samples were male. The data also showed that most of the respondents (62%) 

were in their semester 1 to 3, followed by 27% from semester 4 to 6 and the remaining 11% were from semester 

7 and above. The largest proportion of the sample were from a local public university with 94% respondents and 

the rest were from a local international university with only 6% respondents. From the data, we can see that 65% 

of the respondents had been engaged in online learning for one year or more, while the 35% stated that they had 

not even a year of online learning experience. In terms of the duration of online learning spent per week, 42% 

responded that they spent 2 to 4 hours, while 40% spent 5 to 8 hours, and 18% of the respondents stated that they 

engaged in online learning more than 8 hours weekly. Finally, for class type, most respondents were involved in 

sessions that were mostly lectures (56%), followed by 29% who had more lectures than activities, 11% who 

experienced more activities than lectures, and only 4% whose classes were mostly activity-based.  

Findings for Personal Factors  

This section presents data to answer research question 1- How do learners perceive personal factors in online 

group work? In the context of this study, this is measured by cognitive presence.  

  

Figure 2 Mean for Personal Factors/ Cognitive Presence  

Figure 2 presents the mean for personal factors. Three items share the same mean of 4.1 The first is item 4 

(mean=4.1,SD=0.8) which states that group work facilitates exchange of information. Next, item 5 (man=4.1, 
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SD=8) reports that the team members are able to share new information. Item 7 (mean=4.1, SD=0.8) states that 

the team members used new ideas from the discussions. The lowest mean is item 2(mean=3.1, SD=0.9) which 

reports that team members are confused with the ideas discussed within the online group.  

Findings for Behaviour  

This section presents data to answer research question 2- How do learners perceive behaviour in online group 

work? In the context of this study, this is measured by social presence.  

  

Figure 3 Mean for Behavioural Factors/ Social Presence  

Figure 3 shows the mean for behavioural factors. Item SPQ8 shares the highest mean, which is 4 (SD=0.8), 

which states that online group discussions offer an opportunity for students to collaborate on a task with their 

team mates. Items SPQ6 and SPQ7 share the same mean of 3.8. Item SPQ6 reports that students were not hesitant 

to express their opinion when online (mean=3.8, SD=0.9). Meanwhile, item SPQ7 shows that online group 

discussions allow students to communicate clearly with their team members (mean=3.8, SD=0.9). The lowest 

mean is item SPQ2, which is 2.9 (SD=1.1). This item reveals that students can sense the team’s unhappiness 

when conducting an online group discussion.  
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Findings for Environment  

This section presents data to answer research question 3- How do learners perceive the environment in online 

group work? In the context of this study, it is measured by teaching presence.  

  

Figure 4 Mean for Environmental Factors/ Teaching Presence  

The findings indicate that in general, learners perceived the online group work environment positively, as 

reflected in consistently high mean scores for teaching presence. All items scored above 4.0, suggesting strong 

agreement that the teacher’s practices supported their learning. The highest-rated aspects were the use of 

templates for tasks (M = 4.3, SD = 0.7) and the use of relevant examples to aid topic understanding (M = 4.3, 

SD = 0.7), highlighting the value of clear, structured guidance and concrete illustrations. Similarly, learners 

reported benefiting from the teacher’s demonstrations (M = 4.2, SD = 0.7) and the clarity of task instructions (M 

= 4.2, SD = 0.7). Even the slightly lower mean for topic explanation clarity (M = 4.1, SD = 0.8) still indicates a 

high level of satisfaction. Overall, the results suggest that well-prepared materials, explicit demonstrations, and 

structured resources significantly enhance the perceived quality of the online learning environment.  

Findings for Relationship between all factors in online group work  

This section presents data to answer research question 4-Is there a relationship between all factors in online group 

work? To determine if there is a significant association in the mean scores between all factors in online group 

work, data is analysed using SPSS for correlations. Results are presented separately in table  4, 5 and 6 below.   
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Table 4 Correlation between Environment and Personal Factor  

    ENVIRONMENT  PERSONAL  

ENVIRONMENT  Pearson (Correlation  1  .407**  

  Sig (2-tailed)    .000  

  N  250  250  

PERSONAL  Pearson (Correlation  .407**  1  

  Sig (2-tailed)  .000    

  N  250  250  

 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)  

Table 4 shows there is an association between environmental and personal factors. Correlation analysis shows 

that there is a moderate significant association between environmental and personal factors (r=.407**) and 

(p=.000). According to Jackson (2015), coefficient is significant at the .05 level and positive correlation is 

measured on a 0.1 to 1.0 scale. Weak positive correlation would be in the range of 0.1 to 0.3, moderate positive 

correlation from 0.3 to 0.5, and strong positive correlation from 0.5 to 1.0. This means that there is also a 

moderate positive relationship between environmental and personal factors.  

Table 5 Correlation between Personal and Behavioural Factor  

     PERSONAL  BEHAVIOURAL  

PERSONAL  Pearson (Correlation  1  .482**  

  Sig (2-tailed)    .000  

  N  250  250  

BEHAVIOURAL  Pearson (Correlation  .482**  1  

  Sig (2-tailed)  .000    

  N  250  250  

 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)  

Table 5 shows there is an association between personal and behavioural factors. Correlation analysis shows that 

there is a moderate significant association between personal and behavioural factors (r=.482**) and (p=.000). 

According to Jackson (2015), coefficient is significant at the .05 level and positive correlation is measured on a 

0.1 to 1.0 scale. Weak positive correlation would be in the range of 0.1 to 0.3, moderate positive correlation from 

0.3 to 0.5, and strong positive correlation from 0.5 to 1.0. This means that there is also a moderate positive 

relationship between personal and behavioural factors.    

Table 6 Correlation between Behavioural and Environment Factor  

    ENVIRONMENT  PERSONAL  

BEHAVIOURAL  Pearson (Correlation  1  .468**  

  Sig (2-tailed)    .000  

  N  250  250  

ENVIRONMENTAL  Pearson (Correlation  .468**  1  

  Sig (2-tailed)  .000    

  N  250  250  

 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)  
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Table 6 shows there is an association between behavioural and environmental factors. Correlation analysis shows 

that there is a moderate significant association between behavioural and environmental factors (r=.468**) and 

(p=.000). According to Jackson (2015), coefficient is significant at the .05 level and positive correlation is 

measured on a 0.1 to 1.0 scale. Weak positive correlation would be in the range of 0.1 to 0.3, moderate positive 

correlation from 0.3 to 0.5, and strong positive correlation from 0.5 to 1.0. This means that there is also a 

moderate positive relationship between behavioural and environmental factors.    

CONCLUSION  

Summary of Findings and Discussions  

Four research questions on how learners perceive personal, behavioural and environmental factors in online 

group work were addressed in this study. It also examines whether relationships exist among these factors. 

Students are shown to highly value the exchange and application of new knowledge, while confusion about 

discussed ideas scored lowest for personal factors (cognitive presence). This observation is consistent with 

Hrastinski (2019), who remarked that active engagement and information exchange are important for effective 

collaboration.   

Meanwhile, for the behavioural factors (social presence), the students scored opportunities to collaborate the 

highest and this is aligned with Bach and Thiel’s (2024) findings that collaborated projects promotes 

participation. However, the students scored perception of team unhappiness the lowest ratings indicating that 

emotional condition is less visible or less openly exhibited in online settings. This echoes Van der Toorn et al.’s 

(2015) findings on reduced interpersonal signals in online communication.   

  Finally, the environmental factors (Teaching presence) that receive high scores from the students to clear 

instructions, relevant materials and illustrative examples, aligns with Aderibigbe (2021) and Robinson & Held 

(2024), who highlight structured guidance for maintaining group productivity. Correlation analyses affirmed 

moderate positive relationships between all factor pairs, reflecting the relationship between cognitive, social, 

and teaching presence and this data supports Bandura’s (2012) hypothesis of reciprocal determinism between 

personal, behavioural and environmental facets in learning.  

Implications and Suggestions for Future Research  

The study validates the relevance of Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory in online collaborative contexts, showing 

that personal, behavioural and environmental factors do not operate independently but mutually strengthen each 

other. The framework is enhanced with the integration of Aderibigbe’s (2021) cognitive, social, and teaching 

presence factors within it, thus, provides strong conceptual insights for understanding group work dynamics in 

online learning. This relationship suggests that treatment to boost one factor may implicitly boost others.  

Pedagogical Implications  

The findings of this study suggest several important implications for teaching and learning. Firstly, instructors 

should conduct more online group work or collaborative activities as these motivate knowledge sharing among 

learners. This aligns with the findings of this study which found that learners shared and used new information 

from the discussions. This shows that such activities encourage engagement which promotes social presence as 

well as cognitive presence. At the same time, having more online group work and collaborations allows for 

teaching presence among the learners as the role can be shared among the learners and they will not be dependent 

on the instructor. On another note, instructors should take into consideration the amount of content covered and 

the group size when conducting online group work to ensure learners are able to participate productively in the 

activities. Doing this too will help in enhancing the social and cognitive presence of the learners.  

Suggestions for Future Research  

Although this study provides valuable insights into learners’ perceptions towards online group work, future 

research could further explore other issues on similar topic. Future research could include a larger sample size 
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across different institutions so that the generalizability of the results could be enhanced. In addition, comparative 

studies could also be carried out to examine the learners’ academic performance when conducting physical group 

work versus online group work. This is important to see which mode of learning benefits learners the most.  

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  

 First and foremost, our utmost gratitude is dedicated to God the Almighty, whose blessings, strength, and 

guidance have made this research possible. We also extend our heartfelt appreciation to Dr. Hanim binti Rahmat 

and the Academy of Language Studies for their unwavering support, insightful guidance, and invaluable 

contributions to the success of this study.  

REFERENCES  

1. Aderibigbe, S.A. (2021) Can Online Discussions Facilitate deep learning for students in General 

Education? Heliyon, Vol 7(3) , pp 1-6. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e06414  

2. Anderson, T., Rourke, L., Garrison, D. R., & Archer, W. (2001). Assessing teaching presence in a 

computer conferencing context. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 5(2), 1–17. 

https://auspace.athabascau.ca/handle/2149/725  

3. Anyau, E., Abd Aziz, A., Abd Rahman, A. L., Abd Aziz, A., Xue, F. Y., & Rahmat, N. H. (2023). 

Exploring types of presence in online group work: A case study. International Journal of Academic 

Research in Business and Social Sciences, 13(8), 1253–1269. 

https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v13i8/17738  

4. Bach, A., & Thiel, C. (2024). Collaborative online learning in higher education—Quality of digital 

interaction and associations with individual and group-related factors. Frontiers in Education, 9, Article 

1356271. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1356271  

5. Bandura, A. (2012). Social cognitive theory. In P. A. M. Van Lange, A. W. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins 

(Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology (pp. 349–373). Sage Publications Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249215.n18  

6. Barberà, E., Virgili, M. E. T., & Guasch, T. (2011). Cognitive attainment in online learning environments: 

matching cognitive and technological presence. Interactive Learning Environments, 20(5), 467. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2010.531026  

7. Bentley, K. J., Secret, M., & Cummings, C. (2015). The Centrality of Social Presence in Online Teaching 

and Learning in Social Work. Journal of Social Work Education, 51(3), 494. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10437797.2015.1043199  

8. Bond, M., Bedenlier, S., Marín, V.I. et al. Emergency remote teaching in higher education: mapping the 

first global online semester. Int J Educ Technol High duc 18, 50 (2021). 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239021-00282-x  

9. Borup, J., West, R. E., Lowenthal, P., & Archambault, L. (2025). A framework for establishing social 

presence through the combination of AI-generated text with human-created video. Open Praxis, 17(1), 

64–78. https://doi.org/10.55982/openpraxis.17.1.769  

10. Bozkurt, A. (2022). A retro perspective on blended/hybrid learning: Systematic review, mapping and 

visualization of the scholarly landscape. Journal of Interactive Media in Education, 2022(1).  

11. Donelan, H., & Kear, K. (2023). Online group projects in higher education: persistent challenges and 

implications for practice. Journal of computing in higher education, 1–34. Advance online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12528-023-09360-7  

12. Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2000). Critical inquiry in a text-based environment: 

Computer conferencing in higher education. The Internet and Higher Education, 2(2–3), 87–105. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1096-7516(00)00016-6  

13. Hrastinski, S. (2019). What Do We Mean by Blended Learning? TechTrends, 63, 564-569. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-019-00375-5  

14. Jackson,S.L. (2015) Research methods and Statistics-A Critical Thinking Approach (5tH Edition) Boston, 

USA:: Cengage Learning.  

http://www.rsisinternational.org/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00282-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00282-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00282-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12528-023-09360-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12528-023-09360-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1096-7516(00)00016-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1096-7516(00)00016-6


ILEIID 2025 | International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science (IJRISS)  

ISSN: 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS 

Special Issue | Volume IX Issue XXIV October 2025 

Page 356 www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

15. Kear, K. L., Cunningham, J., & Donelan, H. (2014). Enhancing social presence in online forums through 

personalisation: Experimental findings from The Open University. Open Learning: The Journal of Open, 

Distance and e-Learning, 29(1), 2–17.  https://doi.org/10.1080/02680513.2014.897695  

16. Mimiaga, M. J., Reisner, S. L., Reilly, L., Soroudi, N., & Safren, S. A. (2009). Individual interventions.  

17. In K. H. Mayer & H. F. Pizer (Eds.), HIV prevention (pp. 203–239). Academic Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-374235-3.00008-X  

18. Presley, A., Hixon, E., & Staub, D. (2023). The impact of modality on social and cognitive presence in 

online learning environments. Online Learning, 27(2), 1–18.  https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v27i2.3415  

19. Rahmat, N. H. (2020) Conflict Resolution Strategies in Class Discussions. InternationalJournal of 

Education, 12(3). http://dx.doi.org/10.5296/ije.v12i3.16914  

20. Rahmat, N. H. ., Sukimin, I. S. ., Sim, M. S. ., Anuar, M. ., & Mohandas, E. S. (2021). Online Learning 

Motivation and Satisfaction: A Case Study of Undergraduates vs Postgraduates. International Journal of 

Asian Social Science, 11(2), 88–97. https://doi.org/10.18488/journal.1.2021.112.88.97  

21. Robinson, H., & Held, F. (2024). Psychological safety in online interdisciplinary student teams: What 

teachers can do to promote an effective climate for knowledge sharing, collaboration and 

problemsolving. Active Learning in Higher Education, 14697874241275346.  

22. Schunk, D. H., & DiBenedetto, M. K. (2020). Motivation and social cognitive theory.       

Contemporary Educational Psychology, 60.   

23. Shea, P., & Bidjerano, T. (2010). Learning presence: Towards a theory of self-efficacy, self-regulation, 

and the development of Communities of Inquiry in online and blended learning environments. Computers 

& Education, 55(4), 1721–1731. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.07.017  

24. Singh, J., Singh, L., & Matthees, B. J. (2022). Establishing Social, Cognitive, and Teaching Presence in 

Online Learning—A Panacea in COVID-19 Pandemic, Post Vaccine and Post Pandemic Times. Journal 

of Educational Technology Systems, 51(1), 28.  https://doi.org/10.1177/00472395221095169  

25. Thomas, G., & Thorpe, S. J. (2018). Enhancing the facilitation of online groups in higher education: a 

review of the literature on face-to-face and online group-facilitation [Review of Enhancing the facilitation 

of online groups in higher education: a review of the literature on face-to-face and online group-

facilitation]. Interactive Learning Environments, 27(1), 62. Taylor & Francis. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2018.1451897  

26. Van der Toorn, J., Van der Wijst, P. J., & Damen, T. G. (2015). Online versus face-to-face negotiations: 

Effects on interpersonal trust. Group Decision and Negotiation, 24(3), 553–567. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-014-9408-5  

27. Wang, T., Wu, T., Liu, H., Brown, C., & Chen, Y. (2025). Generative Co-Learners: Enhancing Cognitive 

and Social Presence of Students in Asynchronous Learning with Generative AI. Proceedings of the ACM 

on Human-Computer Interaction, 9(1), 1. https://doi.org/10.1145/3701198  

28. Watson, S., Sullivan, D. P., & Watson, K. (2023). Teaching Presence in Asynchronous Online Classes: 

It’s Not Just a Façade. Online Learning, 27(2). https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v27i2.3231  

http://www.rsisinternational.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.5296/ije.v12i3.16914
http://dx.doi.org/10.5296/ije.v12i3.16914
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-014-9408-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-014-9408-5

