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Abstract 

Students’ weaknesses in learning 3-Dimensional (3D) geometry are mostly 

associated with their low level of geometric thinking. Although a 3D software 

has been proposed as a manipulative learning tool, they had difficulties using it. 

Therefore, a suitable learning strategy should be designed to overcome the 

problems. The purpose of the study was to assess a learning strategy, known as 

Video Tutorial Screencast SketchUp Make (VTS-SUM), which integrates 

screencast techniques with a 3D software. VTS-SUM is a know-how video that 

assists students to visualize steps in drawing the orthogonal projections for 3D 

objects. A total of 180 students from a secondary school were involved in the 

study, conducted using a quantitative approach, where, a van Hiele Geometric 

Thinking (vHGT) test was employed to find out the level of students’ geometric 

thinking. The findings obtained showed that the majority of the students were at 

the Lowest Level (Level L1). As for usability test, a total of thirty students were 

selected from among those below this level. They were given some time to watch 

the video and perform hands-on activities using the software. A seven-point 

Likert scale questionnaire, comprising four constructs, namely, usefulness, ease 

of use, ease of learning and satisfaction, was used to measure the students’ 

perceptions of the usability test. The results obtained indicated that the students 

had positive perceptions towards the usage of VTS-SUM in their learning, thus 

accentuating its good potentials to enhance learning in mathematics. 

Keywords: 3D geometry, Low achievers, Screencast, SketchUp make, VTS-SUM. 
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1.  Introduction 

The issue of difficulties in learning geometry is not new in Mathematics education. 

In Malaysia, students’ weaknesses in geometry had been recognized by the Ministry 

of Education (MOE). A report from Trend in Mathematics and Science Study 

(TIMSS) showed that only 33% of Malaysian students answered geometry questions 

correctly, while 53% and 28% of them mastered the cognitive domain of knowledge 

and cognitive domain of reasoning, respectively [1]. This proved that students’ 

performance in geometry is very alarming. Studies had shown that one of the reasons 

for this was their low level of geometric thinking [2-4]. Another identified reason was 

a low level of visual-spatial skills [2, 5]. These two cases were highlighted by the 

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) as the important factors that 

influenced students’ performance in geometry [6]. As such, an appropriate teaching 

strategy should be planned to enhance learning in geometry. 

Fuys et al. [7] proposed the level of geometric thinking applied in this study, 

which was based on a geometry thinking model. The model stated that a person 

will go through five levels of development thinking in learning geometry, 

namely, level 1 (Visualization), level 2 (Analysis), level 3 (Informal 

Deduction), level 4 (Formal Deduction), and level 5 (Rigor). Usiskin [2], 

Wahab et al. [5] and Vojkuvkova and Haviger [8] used the van Hiele Geometric 

Thinking (vHGT) test widely. In Malaysia, studies had shown that there was a 

relationship between students who had problems in geometry and their level of 

geometric thinking [5, 9, 10].  

Most of the studies focused on high-achiever students in elementary schools 

[10], lower secondary schools [9] and upper secondary schools [11]. Not many 

studies have been done for low achievers in upper secondary schools, although 

all students in upper secondary schools are compelled to learn 3D geometry for 

their Malaysian Certificate of Education. Moreover, learning 3D geometry is vital 

for upper secondary school students to prepare them for university courses, such 

as engineering and social sciences [12]. Therefore, a suitable learning strategy 

for 3D geometry should be exposed to all students, especially those with a low 

level of geometric thinking.  

Plan and elevation is a 3D geometry topic in Mathematics for upper secondary 

school students. An analysis conducted by Malaysian Examinations Syndicate [13] 

revealed that the majority of the students were unable to answer questions for this 

topic. They failed to correctly plot dashed lines (hidden sides) for Y-elevation and X-

elevation and were unable to compare objects and orthogonal lines. Hence, 3D virtual 

manipulatives, such as using 3D software, should be embedded in learning to enhance 

spatial thinking [14, 15]. The 3D software should be utilized, along with the blended 

learning concept recommended by MOE to teachers [16]. According to Wahab et al 

[11] and Panorkou and Pratt [17], the software will help students in their learning 

engagement and assist them in visualizing 3D objects. However, problems had been 

identified when using computers in teachings, such as students’ different cognitive 

levels [15] and their attitude towards the use of computers [18, 19]. Therefore, it is a 

challenge for educators to produce an effective learning strategy that can motivate 

students to learn geometry. 
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2.  Literature Review 

2.1. Screencast 

Based on studies by Zhang et al. [20], a screencast is a technique to capture 

computer screens (digital video and audio recording) and it give learners the 

opportunity to control their learning pace. A learner can stop, rewind and replay a 

screencast video as many times as he or she wishes while progressing at his or her 

own pace. According to Smith and McDonald [21], a screencast video is also 

known as a ‘know-how’ video, due to its capability to record all the steps involved 

in a process. Therefore, a screencast enables a learner to have his cognitive load 

lessened in comprehending a process [22]. Special effects, such as screen draw, 

zoom-n-pan and wide arrow with texts can be embedded in a screencast video to 

highlight the steps. Sadik [23] referred to these special effects as ‘visual effects’. 

Screencasting, popular since digital media players reached the market in 2013, 

is well known among educators [24]. Recent studies by Veronika [25] showed that 

teaching writing recount text by using screencasting has motivated junior high 

school students to learn and write the kind of narrative texts. Screencasting was 

also proven to have positive effects on the performance of National Open 

University undergraduates in educational technology in Kwara State, Nigeria [26]. 

Even speaking ability can be improved by using screencast techniques [27]. 

Besides, technical subjects, such as programming skills [28], chemistry [29] and 

mathematics [30] also can be taught using screencasting. Screencast devices are 

simple to configure, portable, and inexpensive [31]. 

Studies by Zhang et al. [20] and MacLeod et al. [32] showed that a screencast 

video is an effective tool to assist students in learning new software. Screencast 

video tutorials had been accepted by MOE for subject Information Communication 

and Technology (ICT) Year-4 [16]. The videos, in CD, are used as supporting 

materials for students to learn new software for editing image, audio and video. 

Therefore, the students must learn three software, namely, mtPaint, audacity and 

avidemux. Figure 1 shows an example of a flow map from the textbook, which 

consists of steps to edit an image. Students should refer to the videos from the CD 

to master the editing skills. Hence, the videos are used as a medium to support 

blended learning in teaching and learning process. 

 
Fig. 1. A flow map in ICT Year-4 textbook. 
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2.2. SketchUp make 

SketchUp Make is a free 3D modelling software that is available online. It is also 

known as a versatile 3D Computer Aided Design (CAD) software. SketchUp Make 

has two versions, free and pro. Although the free version was used for this study, it 

was found to be sufficiently powerful while also being readily available to be a 

valuable teaching and learning tool to assist students in learning. SketchUp Make 

is widely used in teaching 2D [14, 15] and 3D Geometry [5, 17, 33] and it also 

applied in other fields, such as architecture and engineering [34].  

SketchUp Make can enhance student’s spatial skills in learning geometry. This 

has been proven in studies by Wahab et al. [11] and Turgut and Urgan [15] who 

found that using tools in SketchUp could facilitate students in visualizing and 

creating mental images. Wahab et al. [11] emphasized four tools, namely, orbit, 

position camera, standard view and section cut in SketchUp Make to enhance 

visual-spatial skills. These tools were used for rotating, viewing, transforming and 

cutting the 3D object, respectively. In their study, a group of form-five high 

achievers were given tasks to be completed using SketchUp Make for topic plans 

and elevations in Mathematics. The findings obtained proved the selected tools to 

be capable of improving students’ visual-spatial skills. 

Meanwhile, Turgut and Urgan [15] did a study on students’ spatial visualization 

ability, where tasks involving 2D mental rotations skills were given to the 

respondents. A few tools in SketchUp Make, such as top view, pan, select, move, 

rotate, lines, eraser, rectangle, paint bucket and measurement box were selected. 

The findings showed that some tools were easy to be used by students, while some 

others needed instrumental reinforcement. The results obtained also showed that 

students whose spatial ability performance was better than the other, could finish 

the given tasks easily. 

On the other hand, Kwon [33] claimed that SketchUp Make could assist students 

in learning Mathematics. Kwon [33] conducted a study among seven- to twelve-grade 

students, who participated for summer camps. They were given a task to create 3D 

objects using SketchUp Make. They not only received help from teachers and friends 

but were also given the opportunity to watch video tutorials provided by SketchUp 

Make. The findings showed that SketchUp Make had a positive influence on the 

students’ mathematical skills, motivation and technical skills. 

Sung et al. [14] and Panorkou and Pratt [17] reported the same argument. The 

former conducted a study using SketchUp Make among fifth-grade students on 

topic surface-area for composite solids. The students were divided into an 

experimental and a control group. The tools in SketchUp Make selected for this 

study were a rotation, colouring, top view, perspective view, unfolded view, 

shifting and filling. The results obtained revealed that, the experimental group, 

which used SketchUp Make exhibited a better performance on achievement tests, 

compared to those who received traditional instructions. The findings also showed 

that students with low and moderate abilities from the experimental group exhibited 

significantly greater improvements of attitudes towards learning Mathematics, 

compared to those who received traditional instructions. 

Panorkou and Pratt [17] done another study, which aim was to explore whether 

SketchUp Make could facilitate 10-year-old students in learning dimensions. 

According to them, a dimension might refer to a line as one-dimensional and a 
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filled-in square as two-dimensional. The tools used for the study were line tool, 

shaded surface tool, orbit tool and push/pull tool. Panorkou and Pratt [17] referred 

to the tools as ‘dimensional tools’. The findings showed that SketchUp Make could 

facilitate students’ experiences about dimensions. 

2.3. VTS-SUM 

VTS-SUM is a video tutorial that combines screencast software (Camtasia Studio) 

with SketchUp Make. The video was designed using the ADDIE model. In this 

study, Camtasia Studio was selected to produce the video as it is the best-known 

screencasting software [35], one of its strengths being its ability to produce ‘visual 

effects’ as shown in Fig. 2. 

 

 
Fig. 2. Example of visual effects in VTS-SUM. 

In this study, VTS-SUM was used as a learning strategy for students to learn 

the concept of orthogonal projection for a cube. This topic is a subtopic for plan 

and elevation. The first part of the video shows steps to draw a cube in SketchUp 

Make using tools, such as shape (rectangle), line tool, push/pull tool, measurement 

box and orbit tool. The second part of the video shows the steps to produce an 

orthogonal projection for the cube. The tools selected were a tape measure, line tool 

and shaded surface tool. Through this learning strategy, students were provided 

with scaffolds to develop knowledge about the orthogonal projection, until they 

could visualize the orthogonal projection that presents 2D views of a 3D object at 

a 90-degree angle to each other. The video can be accessed at 

www.camtasia2u.com. 
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3. Purpose of study 

In this study, a learning strategy using VTS-SUM was proposed. The aim of this 

study was to examine the effects of using VTS-SUM among low achievers in 

learning 3D geometry for topic plane and elevation. For this aim, the following 

research questions were pursued. 

 What is the students’ level of geometrical thinking? 

 Is there any significant gender difference in vGHT scores? 

 What is the students’ perception of using VTS-SUM in learning 3D geometry? 

4.  Methodology 

4.1. Method 

The research design is a survey research. The data were collected using two tools, 

namely, vHGT test and usability questionnaire. The study was conducted at a 

secondary school in Melaka. 

4.2. The vHGT test 

The vHGT test was administered to gauge the students’ level of geometric thinking. 

According to Usiskin [2], if the respondents answered correctly at least 3 of 5 items 

at any level in vHGT, they were considered to have mastered it. The level of 

students’ geometrical thinking is defined by calculating their scores, based on the 

weighted score established by Usiskin [2], as shown in Table 1. As an example, for 

students who obtained the scores at levels 1, 3 and 4, their scores would be counted 

as 13 (1+4+8). 

Usiskin [2] described a total of 32 scores, starting with score 0 to 31, to facilitate 

the development of students’ geometrical thinking in the categories above. 

Subsequently, the table of van Hiele’s level of force (as shown in Table 2) should 

be referred to, in order to determine the students’ level of geometric thinking [9]. 

Table 1. Weighted van Hiele geometric thinking test scores. 

Item no. Level of vHGT test Score 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 L1 1 

6, 7, 8, 9, 10 L2 2 

11, 12, 13, 14, 15 L3 4 

16, 17, 18, 19, 20 L4 8 

21, 22, 23, 24, 25 L5 16 

Table 2. Table of Van Hiele’s level of force. 

Level of vHGT Test Score total weight 
L1* 0, 2, 4, 8, 16, 18, 20 or 24 

L1 1, 5, 9, 17, 21 or 25 

L2 3, 11, 19 or 27 

L3 6, 7, 22 or 23 

L4 13, 14, 15, 29, 30 or 31 

Not in any weighted 10, 12, 26 or 28 
 Level *L1 is categorized for phase under L1 
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4.3. Usability test 

A general definition of usability can be found in the International Standards 

Organization's "Ergonomics of Human System Interaction Part 11: Guidance on 

Usability" [36], which defines it as the extent to which, a product can be used by 

specified users to achieve specified goals with effectiveness, efficiency and 

satisfaction in a specified context of use". In this study, usability was defined as users’ 

acceptance of VTS-SUM and four attributes, namely, usefulness, satisfaction, ease of 

use and ease of learning were selected. “Usefulness” is to study if the students will 

get benefit from the video tutorial and “satisfaction” is to test users’ attitudes towards 

the video. Meanwhile, “ease of learning” is to determine whether the video tutorial is 

easy to learn and “ease of use” is focusing on whether the video is easy to be used for 

beginners. Lund [37] prepared the questionnaire for this study in reference to USE 

(Usefulness, Satisfaction, Ease of Use and Ease of Learning). 

4.4. Participant 

A total of 180 students, 96 male and 84 female were involved in the study. They 

represented the whole population of form-five students in the school. Students from the 

lowest level of geometric thinking were subsequently selected for the usability test. 

According to Nielsen [38], the minimum sample quantity for a usability test is five. 

4.5. Procedure 

The students had learnt 3D geometry for topic plane and elevation in class prior to using 

VTS-SUM. The video tutorial showed the way to draw an orthogonal projection for a 

cube. Only thirty students, selected based on their level of geometric thinking, were 

involved in the usability test. The study was conducted in a computer lab, where the 

students watched the video tutorial and were assigned a task to draw on their own and 

the orthogonal projection for a cube using SketchUp Make. A usability questionnaire 

was distributed to each of the students, right after the task was completed. 

4.6. Data analysis 

A quantitative method was implemented in this study and the data analysis was 

performed using SPSS 22.0. 

5.  Results 

5.1. The vHGT test 

The findings obtained showed that the majority of the students (61.7%) were at 

level 1 (L1), while approximately a quarter of them (26.7%) were below L1 (*L1) 

and 11.6% were at L2, as presented in Table 3. 

Table 3. Levels of geometric thinking. 

Level Male Female Total % 

*L1 22 26 48 26.7 

L1 60 51 111 61.7 

L2 14 7 21 11.6 

L3 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 

Total 96 84 180 100.0 
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5.2. The vHGT test 

Since the distribution of the vHGT scores of the groups was not normal, these 

scores were compared with those obtained from the Mann-Whitney U test, which 

results are shown in Table 4. As seen in Table 4, the average rank of the male group 

is 95.41 and that of the female group is 84.89. 

Table 4. Rank test for VhGT. 

Mean Rank Sum of  

ranks 
95.41 9159.00 

84.89 7131.00 

  

Table 5, meanwhile, shows that the Z value obtained is -1.565 with p (Asymp. 

Sig. 2-tailed) >0.05 with median score for males and females. This means that there 

was no significant gender difference in vGHT scores, based on the results of Mann-

Whitney U-test (U=3561.00, p>.05). Therefore, it was proved that the male and the 

female groups were equivalent in terms of van Hiele geometric thinking levels and 

neither group overran the other, initially. 

Table 5. Mann-Whitney U Test for vHGT. 

 Score 
Mann-Whitney U 3561.000 

Z -1.565 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 118 

5.3. Usability test 

Based on the findings from vHGT test, a total of 30 students, 18 male and 12 

female, from the lowest level of Geometric Thinking (*L1) were selected for the 

usability test. The findings revealed that the means of all of the constructs were 

high, the highest of which, being ‘satisfaction’, as shown in Table 6. 

Table 6. Usability test. 

Construct Mean SD 
Usefulness 5.96 0.44 

Ease of use 5.97 0.47 

Ease of learning 6.06 0.71 

Satisfaction 6.23 0.48 

6.  Discussions 

Geometrical thinking is a vital element in teaching and learning Mathematics. The 

results of the case study showed that the majority of the students (61.7%) were at 

level L1 and approximately a quarter of them (26.7%) were at below L1. Only 11.6 

% of them were above level L1. The same results were also reported by Wahab et al. 

[5], where the majority of the respondents who were high achievers were found to be 

at level L1. Based on the matrix provided by the National Council of Teachers of 

Mathematics [6], form-five students were supposed to be at L4. The findings also 

revealed that there was no significant gender difference in vHGT. On the other hand, 
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results of the usability test showed that all of the constructs, namely, usefulness, ease 

of use, ease of learning and satisfaction were high and the highest construct found 

was satisfaction. Thus, the overall findings revealed that the low-achiever students 

had positive attitudes towards using VTS-SUM to learn about the concept of 

orthogonal projection. This proved the capability of the screencast technique to assist 

learners in learning new software [21, 33]. VTS-SUM can reduce learners’ cognitive 

load in visualizing the steps involved in the process [23]. Another factor that 

contributed to user satisfaction was the 3D software. According to Sung et al. [14], 

these findings were also in agreement with those in a study by which, it was found 

that SketchUp Make was proven to be an effective learning tool to motivate low 

achievers in learning Mathematics. Moreover, as stated by Wahab et al. [11], Turgut 

and Urgan [15] and Ponorkou and Pratt [17], the tools provided in SketchUp Make 

play important roles in visualizing 2D and 3D objects. 

7.  Conclusions 

The aim of this study was to examine the effects of using VTS-SUM to low achievers 

in learning 3D geometry for topic plane and elevation. As highlighted earlier, the low 

achievers need to be able to master 3D geometry in order to further their studies in 

certain courses at the university level. Therefore, VTS-SUM is a very useful learning 

tool in learning 3D geometry.  

The know-how video permits students to draw orthogonal projections of the 3D 

objects on their own. Teachers will only need to guide students to complete the given 

tasks. In addition, students also will be guided by the steps, which are embedded in 

the video. Hence, they will be able to create mental images of the 2D and 3D objects. 

The findings of the study showed that students had positive perceptions about VTS-

SUM. Thus, this video tutorial provides scaffolding for low-achiever students to 

visualize 2D and 3D objects.  

Moreover, the video assists students to learn tools and features for a new software. 

Besides, teachers can use this video as their teaching aid and they will have more time 

to guide students. As a conclusion, this learning strategy using VTS-SUM should be 

recognized by policymakers, such as MOE as a solution to overcome problems in 

teaching and learning geometry in Mathematics. 

The respondents in this study were students from a secondary school in Melaka, 

selected based on their vHGT test scores. They were identified as those below the 

lowest level of geometric thinking. Meanwhile, VTS-SUM was developed for only one 

subtopic for plan and elevation. Future studies on moderate- and high-achiever students 

are recommended, with the learning strategy, VTS-SUM to cover all topics under plan 

and elevation.  

VTS-SUM should also be used to focus on visual-spatial skills, as recommended 

by NCTM, other than geometric thinking. More tools in SketchUp Make must be 

explored, to test whether this learning strategy could improve both students’ level of 

geometrical thinking as well as their visual-spatial skills. 
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CAD Computer-Aided Design 

ICT Information Communication and Technology 

MOE Ministry of Education 

NCTM National Council of Teachers of Mathematics 

TIMSS Trend in Mathematics and Science Study 

vHGT van Hiele Geometric Thinking 

VTS-SUM Video Tutorial Screencast SketchUp Make 

References 

1. Mullis, I.V.S.; Martin, M.O.; Foy, P.; and Arora, A. (2012). Timss 2011 

international results in mathematics. Massachusetts, United States of America: 

TIMSS & PIRLS International Study Center and Amsterdam, The 

Netherlands: International Association for the Evaluation of Educational 

Achievement (EIA), EIA Secretariat. 

2. Usiskin, Z. (1982). Van Hiele levels and achievement in secondary school 

geometry. Cognitive Development and Achievement in Secondary School 

Geometry (CDASSG) Project. University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois. 

3. Pınar, A. (2014). Predictor variables for primary school students related to van 

hiele geometric thinking. Journal of Theory and Practice in Education, 10(1), 

259-278. 

4. Ma, H.-L.; Lee, D.-C.; Lin, S.-H.; and Wu, D.-B. (2015). A study of Van Hiele 

of geometric thinking among 1st through 6th graders. Eurasia Journal of 

Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 11(5), 1181-1196. 

5. Wahab, R.A.; Abdullah, A.H.B.; Abu, M.S.B.; Mokhtar, M.; and Atan, N.A. 

(2015). A case study on visual spatial skills and level of geometric thinking in 

learning 3D geometry among high achievers. Man in India, 96(1-2), 489-499. 

6. National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (2000). Principles and 

standards for school mathematics. Reston, Virginia: National Council of 

Teachers of Mathematics. 

7. Fuys, D.; Geddes, D.; and Tischler, R. (1984). English translation of 

selected writings of Dina van Hiele-Geldof and Pierre M. van Hiele. An 

investigation of the Van Hiele model of thinking in geometry among 

adolescents. Ph.D. Thesis. School of Education, City University of New 

York, Brooklyn, New York. 

8. Vojkuvkova, I.; and Haviger, J. (2013). The Van Hiele geometry test at Czech 

secondary school. Part I. Proceedings of 22nd Annual Conference of Doctoral 

Students (WDS 2013). Prague, Czech Republic, 112-115. 

9. Abdullah, A.H.; and Zakaria, E. (2013). Enhancing students' level of geometric 

thinking through Van Hiele's phase-based learning. Indian Journal of Science 

and Technology, 6(5), 4432-4446. 

10. Tan, T.H. (2016). Effects of Van Hiele’s phases of learning and theory of 

geometry thinking on geometry learning of Malaysian year five students. Ph.D. 

Thesis. Universiti Putra Malaysia, Serdang, Selangor. 



Video Tutorial Screencast and SketchUp Make (VTS-Sum) for Low . . . . 69 

 
 
Journal of Engineering Science and Technology              Special Issue 11/2018 

 

11. Wahab, R.A; Abdullah A.H.; Abu, M.S.; Atan, N.A.; Mokhtar, M.; and 

Hamzah, M.H. (2018). A learning 3D geometry through sketchupmake 

(SPPD-SUM) to enhance visual spatial skills and the level of geometric 

thinking. Journal of Fundamental and Applied Sciences, 10(6S), 1005-1039. 

12. Başaran, M.; Ozalp, G.; Kalender, I.; and Alacacı, C. (2015). Mathematical 

knowledge and skills expected by higher education in engineering and the 

social sciences: Implications for high school mathematics curriculum. Eurasia 

Journal of Mathematics, Science & Technology Education, 11(2), 405-420. 

13. Malaysian Examinations Syndicate (2010). Critique of quality of answers in 

the 2010 Malaysian certificate of education examination. Kementerian 

Pelajaran Malaysia, Putrajaya. 

14. Sung, Y.-T.; Shih, P.-C.; and Chang, K.-E. (2015). The effects of 3D-

representation instruction on composite-solid surface-area learning for 

elementary school students. Instructional Science, 43(1), 115-145. 

15. Turgut, M.; and Urgan, C. (2015). Designing spatial visualisation tasks for 

middle school students with a 3D modelling software: An instrumental 

approach. International Journal for Technology in Mathematics Education, 

22(2), 45-51. 

16. Kementerian Pendidikan Malaysia. (2012). Pelan pembangunan pendidikan 

Malaysia 2013-2025. (Pendidikan Prasekolah hingga Lepas Menengah). 

Ringkasan Eksekutif, Putrajaya, Malaysia. 

17. Panorkou, N.; and Pratt, D. (2016). Using Google sketchup to develop 

students’ experiences of dimension in geometry. Digital Experiences in 

Mathematics Education, 2(3), 199-227. 

18. Herrera, M.A.; Badia Gargante, A.B.; Caro, C.P.S.; Sigerson, A.L. (2018). The 

impact of secondary history teachers’ teaching conceptions on the classroom 

use of computers. Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 27(1), 101-114. 

19. Hanafi, H.F.; Said, C.S.; Wahab, M.H.; Samsuddin, K. (2017). Improving 

students' motivation in learning ICT course with the use of a mobile augmented 

reality learning environment. Bristol, United Kingdom: IOP Publishing. 

20. Zhang, D.; Peng, X.; Yalvac, B.; Eseryel, D.; Nadeem, U.; and Islam, A. 

(2017). Integrating student-made screencasts into computer-aided design 

education. Computer-Aided Design and Applications, 14(sup1), 41-50. 

21. Smith, C.M.; and McDonald, K. (2013). The flipped classroom for 

professional development: Part II. Making podcasts and videos. Journal of 

Continuing Education in Nursing, 44(11), 486-487. 

22. Tisdell, C.; and Loch, B. (2017). How useful are closed captions for learning 

mathematics via online video? International Journal of Mathematical 

Education in Science and Technology, 48(2), 229-243. 

23. Sadik, A. (2014). The development and evaluation of a network for producing 

and sharing video presentations. Journal of Educational Technology, 11(2), 

28-40. 

24. Yang, I.; and Lau, B.T. (2018). Undergraduate students’ perceptions as 

producer of screencast videos in learning mathematics. Redesigning learning 

for greater social impact. Singapore: Springer Nature Singapore Pte. Ltd. 



70       F. H. Yahya et al. 

 
 
Journal of Engineering Science and Technology              Special Issue 11/2018 

 

25. Veronika, C. (2017). Developing media in teaching writing recount text by 

using screencast o matic for junor high school students. Undergraduate Thesis. 

Fakultas Bahasa dan Seni, Universitas Negeri Medan, Medan, Indonesia. 

26. Gambari, A.I.; and Hassan, S.A. (2017). Effects of instructional screencast on 

the performance of National Open University undergraduates in educational 

technology in Kwara state, Nigeria. Bulgarian Journal of Science and 

Education Policy, 11(1), 132-159. 

27. Sudharma, P. (2017). The effect of screencast o-matic on students' speaking 

ability on descriptive text (A quasi-experimental study at the eighth grade of 

MTs YASPINA Rempoa in the academic year 2016/2017). Undergraduate 

Thesis. Faculty of Educational Sciences, Syarif Hidayatullah State Islamic 

University, Jakarta, Indonesia. 

28. Kefalas, P.; and Stamatopoulou, I. (2017). Using screencasts to enhance logic 

programming skills. Proceedings of the 8th Balkan Conference in Informatics. 

New York, United States of America, Article No. 26. 

29. de Andrade, L.M.; Honorio, K.M.; and Bueno Filho, M.A. (2017). Collective 

action and collective scheme in the mobilization of learning chemistry 

according to vergnaud's theory of conceptual fields. Problems of Education in 

the 21st Century, 75(5), 419-433. 

30. Ghilay, Y. (2017). Math courses in higher education: Improving learning by 

screencast technology. GSTF Journal on Education (JEd), 4(2), 1-6. 

31. Tabuenca, B.; Kalz, M.; and Lohr, A. (2017). MoocCast: Evaluating mobile-

screencast for online courses. Universal Access in the Information Society, 17(4), 

745-753. 

32. MacLeod, L.; Bergen, A.; and Storey, M.-A. (2017). Documenting and sharing 

software knowledge using screencasts. Empirical Software Engineering, 

22(3), 1478-1507. 

33. Kwon, H. (2017). Effects of 3D printing and design software on students’ 

overall performance. Journal of STEM Education: Innovations and Research, 

18(4), 37-42. 

34. Schroeder, D.C.; and Lee, C.W. (2013). Integrating digital technologies for 

spatial reasoning: Using google sketchup to model the real world. Common 

Core Mathematics Standards and Implementing Digital Technologies, 

Chapter 8, 110-127. 

35. Siegle, D. (2013) Differentiating instruction by flipping the classroom. Gifted 

Child Today, 37(1), 51-56. 

36. ISO9241-11:1998. (1998). Ergonomic requirements for office work with 

visual display terminals (VDTs) Part II: Guidance on usability. Retrieved 20 

March 2018, 2017, from https://www.iso.org./standard/16883.html. 

37. Lund, A.M. (2001). Measuring usability with the USE questionnaire. STC 

Usability SIG Newsletter, 8(2), 3-6. 

38. Nielsen, J. (1994). Usability inspection methods. Proceedings of the 

Conference Companion on Human Factors in Computing System (CHI ’94). 

New York, United States of America, 413-414. 


