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Indonesia and many other developing countries have a vast youth population, yet limited facilities for
physics learning. The major purposes of this study are to develop low-cost, technology-enhanced physical
and virtual laboratories and to investigate their effects on various learning objectives, including conceptual
understanding, inquiry performance, scientific inquiry self-efficacy, and enjoyment. The virtual laboratory
(VL) used the physics education technology to simulate a pendulum, while the physical laboratory (PL)
was a technology-enhanced physical laboratory utilizing the Camera Stopwatch and Smart Tools
applications. In this quasiexperimental design, a total of 68 secondary school students in Indonesia were
randomly assigned to the PL and VL settings. The participants conducted the pendulum experiment guided
by an inquiry worksheet along with pre- and postconceptual tests, scientific inquiry self-efficacy, and
enjoyment questionnaires. The result revealed that the guided inquiry-based VL was as effective as the PL
for simple concepts, but was more effective for improving difficult concepts and scientific inquiry self-
efficacy. Nevertheless, the PL group performed better on crucial inquiry activities, that is, planning,
experimenting, and further improvement of the experiment. Moreover, both the PL and VL significantly
promoted enjoyment. It was concluded that the PL and VL were successful for achieving different learning
objectives.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The use of technology-enhanced laboratories to improve
inquiry is an evolving issue in many countries. Their effects
have been evinced in numerous studies by applying various
technologies such as simulation [1–4], microcomputer-
based laboratories [5–8], remote laboratories [9,10], and
augmented reality [11,12]. The use of technology can
support students’ experience of inquiry and the constructive
process of science in the laboratory [13]. Moreover, the
technology could make inquiry less demanding for students
by eliminating unrelated factors [13]. In the laboratory
activities, students may be discouraged when they fail to
get the expected results after following procedures and not
being able to figure out what was wrong [14] because many
traditional instruments are unreliable. For example, heat
and temperature experiments cannot avoid environmental
influences on the calorimeter. This could increase students’

cognitive load and restrict their ability to draw meaningful
conclusions. Technology-enhanced laboratories increase
the number of successful experiences, which are important
for cultivating competence [13]. In addition, technology-
enhanced laboratories could reduce the time needed for
inquiry. Time constraints are a major reason why technol-
ogy should be used to replace traditional laboratories [15].
Simulation could save the time of data collection for
analysis, discussion, and evaluation.
Technology use for inquiry has grown considerably in

developed countries (see Table I), but it has not yet spread
widely to assist 21st-century students in developing
countries (e.g., Indonesia). Nor have many studies on
technology-based learning been conducted in Indonesia
[16]. This situation could be caused by both the fact that
most teachers do not have the means or capability to use
technology in promoting learning [17] and the lack of
technical support [18–20]. Indonesia encounters particular
challenges due to poor network systems and shortages of
ICT equipment, inadequate government policy and unco-
ordinated administration systems, lack of teachers’ and
learners’ knowledge, and lack of teachers’ motivation [16].
Quality research yields practical solutions to some of
these problems and inputs momentum for innovative
teaching. This study thus aimed to develop and evaluate
affordable technology-enhanced laboratories for Indonesian
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secondary school students. The results could help
Indonesian teachers, as well as teachers from other
developing countries, to understand students’ inquiry
learning, and to select and design appropriate laboratories
for their students.
Table I lists a summary of the experimental studies in the

last 10 years (2008–2018) involving technology-enhanced
laboratories for inquiry in physics. The review focused on
physics, inquiry, and comparisons between virtual and
physical laboratories or with lectures. Based on Table I,
it was found that most studies were done in countries where
the curricula were strongly influenced by western coun-
tries. The early Indonesian educational system had some
input from the Dutch, but overall it has experienced
autonomous development. It has a strong cultural back-
ground where students respect and listen to, but do not
challenge or question teachers; thus, teaching is highly
teacher centered [21]. Marambe et al. [21] surveyed
university freshmen in Indonesia, Sri Lanka, and
Netherlands. Indonesian students reported relatively fre-
quent use of memorizing and rehearsing strategies com-
pared with Sri Lankan and Dutch students. Their
conceptions of learning were more diploma, self-test,
and vocation oriented, and they viewed learning as intake
and use of knowledge, rather than inspiration or collabo-
ration. Inquiry learning, which emphasizes deep process-
ing, critical thinking, the use of metacognitive strategies,
and active learning, appears to be challenging to educa-
tional systems such as this. This study aimed to fill this
research gap by investigating the learning effects of a
guided inquiry-based physical laboratory (PL) and virtual
laboratory (VL) in Indonesia.

A. Inquiry

This current study defines inquiry as various activities
in which scientists explore and interpret the world based
on evidence [31]. Inquiry learning refers to both an
instructional approach and curriculum materials for the
students to learn science and scientific ways of obtaining
knowledge [32–34]. Based on the extent to which a
laboratory investigation provides guidance, the inquiry
could be categorized as confirmation, structured inquiry,
guided inquiry, open inquiry, or authentic inquiry [35]. This
current study was designed as a guided inquiry to enable
students who lacked experience in laboratories to conduct
experiments without teacher instruction, which could
become teacher centered according to the culture, thus
eliminating the essence of inquiry. The laboratory manual
provides the problem, the background, and guidance of
the procedures, but the methods of analysis, interpretation,
and conclusion are for the students to generate [35]. For
example, the guided-inquiry worksheet provided informa-
tion about the problem to test the relationship between the
period and the length of the pendulum, but asked students
to select the learning objectives and establish a plan before

the experiment, such as the amount of data to collect and
operational variables. Moreover, the review section pre-
sented eight questions to guide the students to reason the
possible relationships between variables. Guided inquiry,
rather than open or authentic inquiry, was chosen for a
number of reasons. First, the subjects in the current study
were considered to be low achievers based on their past
academic performance. Second, they had not previously
experienced experiment settings. Overall, Indonesia still
lacks laboratory activities to support learning processes
[36] because the ability of teachers to design inquiry
laboratory activities is still low [37] and the facilities are
not adequate [16]. Consequently, most teachers teach
students by lecturing, and seldom adopt inquiry-based
approaches. The few laboratories students had, if any,
were at the level of confirmation and were structured.

B. Theoretical framework and empirical
studies on PL and VL

The technology-enhanced laboratories involved in
this study were a pendulum VL using the physics edu-
cation technology (PhET) and a PL utilizing the
Camera Stopwatch and Smart Tools applications. Bivall,
Ainsworth, and Tibell [38] stated that learning is strongly
influenced by sensory-motor processing. According to
embodied cognition [39,40], human’s neural resources
are devoted principally to perceptual and motoric process-
ing whose cognitive activities consist of direct interaction
with the environment. As a result, learning with multiple
inputs from the environment such as visual, tactile, audi-
tory, and linguistic inputs may result in better outcomes.
Compared with mainly visual input in the VL settings, the
embodied cognitive theory supports PL. On the other hand,
cognitive loading theory offers a different view for multiple
inputs. Human working memory can handle only a limited
amount of information [41]. Multiple inputs and inter-
actions may cause high cognitive load [42]. The inherent
features and design of VL could resolve the students’
intrinsic cognitive load.
If a VL creates learning effects as well as physical

laboratories do, educators and policy makers would opt for
the VL because of its apparent extra advantages such as low
cost per use (assuming that computers, the Internet, or
smartphones are available), its convenience, manageability,
and affordance of multiple representations. Thus far the
comparison between PL and VL demonstrates inconsistent
results regarding whether VL are more effective than or
equally as effective as PL (Table I). Some researchers have
found that students’ conceptual understanding in virtual
laboratories outperformed that of students in physical
laboratories [1,26]. Other researchers have found that the
effects are similar in terms of students’ achievement
[8,15,22,24,29]. Chen et al. [8] argued that more specific
experiments should be carried out to more clearly under-
stand the effectiveness of VL. First of all, the information
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accessibility and dynamic visualization provided by VL
and PL are not equal. For example, in the laboratories about
dynamic electricity, VL students could observe the current
and electron flows inside a bulb on the screen, something
which is absent from a PL [2,25,43]. Hence, PL students
may encounter process-related problems involving averted
development of an appropriate conceptual model because
only the VL affords a view of the current flow [25].
Moreover, the post-laboratory test may favor the VL group
because of using similar representations. If the PL group
had access to the same amount of information, the
comparison results might have been different.
Second, students’ prior knowledge or experience might

supplement their sensory learning in a physical laboratory.
Consequently, physicality is not necessary for students to
obtain a higher score if the concept could be constructed
without further sensory-motor information or if students
have previous experience of manipulating the objects.
However, for many science concepts, drawing from the
research in neuroscience [44,45], motor experience may
still play a significant role in the learning.
Third, the effectiveness of PL and VL in terms of

integrated cognitive and affective learning objectives is
missing. Most previous studies focused on and emphasized
conceptual learning (Table I), while laboratory learning
could pursue a whole range of learning objectives (e.g.,
cognitive, affective, and motor) to generate more convinc-
ing results [13,46,47]. Indeed, an extensive review of
papers on the comparison studies of nontraditional (virtual
and remote) versus traditional (hands-on) laboratories [48]
found that the inquiry performance was the least assessed
learning objective (n ¼ 4, 7%). Inquiry performance
assesses how students perform the inquiry task, where
students make observations, ask questions, develop and
use a model, and plan and carry out an investigation [49].
Similarly, scientific inquiry self-efficacy (SISE) has not
received adequate attention, either. Self-efficacy is a stu-
dent’s belief in their ability to perform specific tasks or
processes and to successfully achieve designated results
[50–52]. As for inquiry, it can be defined as a student’s
perceived capability to perform the tasks corresponding to
scientific inquiry [53]. Students with high SISE are more
likely to work harder at an inquiry task, to see the difficulty
as a challenge [53], and to successfully achieve learning
goals [54] over less self-efficacious students. Self-efficacy
has been reported as a strong predictor of academic achieve-
ment [54], and inquiry-based curricula could act as a catalyst
to improve students’ self-efficacy [53,55]. As a result, SISE
was considered as an important dependent variable in the
current study. Finally, inconsistent results of affective
aspects, that is enjoyment, were found from previous studies.
Students mentioned that PL was more enjoyable than VL in
postlaboratory interviews [8], Rice et al. [56] and Rong et al.
[57] found that VL enhanced the enjoyment of learning,
while Renken and Nunez [29] reported that PL is as

enjoyable as VL. Therefore, when evaluating laboratories
for Indonesian secondary schools, the enjoyment factor
was taken into consideration. Considering the objectives
of the laboratories according to the literature and the
National Science Education Standards [52], a systematic
and thorough evaluation of these two technology-enabled
lab formats would cover the above-mentioned variables to
understand and enhance their values.

C. Research question

This study was driven by the following research
question:
To what extent do guided inquiry-based PL and VL

affect conceptual understanding, inquiry performance (IP),
scientific inquiry self-efficacy, and enjoyment?

II. THE STUDY

This study aimed to investigate the effectiveness of the
VL and PL on students’ conceptual understanding, IP,
SISE, and enjoyment using the same learning method, a
guided inquiry activity. Typically, a physical laboratory
enables students to manipulate real tools, while virtual
laboratory activities allow students to manipulate virtual
materials on a PC screen or mobile device. Because of the
wide adoption of technology-enhanced laboratories, there
are some physical laboratories utilizing technology in
which students still manipulate real tools but merged with
technology, such as microcomputers from PASCO and
using apps to avoid disproportionate information acces-
sibility, technology affordance, and measurement quality.
The PL in this study was not a traditional laboratory. It used
a technology-enhanced simple pendulum. Applications
(apps) such as Stopwatch Camera were used to count the
period, and Smart Tools were used to measure the length
of the pendulum rope and deviation angle. Moreover, most
available VLs outside mechanics come with dynamic
visualization and multiple representations such as molecular
movement, which may affect the students’ understanding. In
order to control these factors, we decided to use topics in
mechanics, out of which pendulums had not been conducted
in the participants’middle schools. Hence, pendulummotion
was selected so that the results would not be disturbed by
previous physical manipulation.What students looked at and
manipulated on the PC screen in the VL class was similar to
what the students did in the PL.
This was a comparison study of pre- to post-tests in the

control and experimental groups. Both groups were pro-
vided with the same guided inquiry-based worksheet
including nine sections. In each section, guiding questions
were presented to promote learning. The summary of
students’ activities and examples of the guiding questions
are presented as follows:
(1) Goal setting. Students set their own learning goals

for the laboratory. They were asked: What learning
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objective (s) would you like to achieve in this
laboratory? A list of six objectives such as to design
an experiment to answer a question and describe the
relationship between the period (T) and the length
of pendulum rope (L) were provided for students’
reference.

(2) Review of the concept. Students reviewed the
pendulum motion concept by responding to eight
questions presented as paragraphs. For example,
they were guided to think about their experience
on a swing: if you want to go faster, which means T
is □ smaller or □ bigger, the rope should be □

longer or □ shorter. They clicked on the boxes.
After several similar guiding questions, they tried to
formulate the simple pendulum equation.

(3) Constructing an experiment question and identifying
variables. Students constructed the experiment ques-
tion to investigate the relationship between T and L
and identified the variables. An example of the latter
was as follows: Based on your research question,
what are the control, independent, and dependent
variables?

(4) Planning. The students made several important
decisions about the experiment design. For example,
they had to think about how many data points should
be collected to convince others that the result was
trustworthy and why, and the initial deviation of the
pendulum.

(5) Experimenting. The students conducted experiments
and recorded data. They had to decide which vari-
ables to record and had to calculate the gravitational
acceleration.

(6) Evaluating, designing, and improving the experi-
ment. The students evaluated the possible experi-
mental flaws, designed an improvement, and then
improved the experiment. They were guided to
observe their own results as well as those of the
other groups to evaluate if the equation T ¼
2π

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
L=g

p
is applicable to all situations. Then they

were encouraged to use text/figures to describe their
further improvement of the experiment.

(7) Analyzing errors and plotting graphs. The students
analyzed and observed whether the errors increased
or decreased from the first to the second experi-
ments, followed by plotting the L − T and L − T2

graphs based on their own data.
(8) Interpreting results. The students interpreted their

results. For example, they explained the meaning of
the slope.

(9) Designing a new experiment. Each student proposed
a new research question and designed a new experi-
ment to answer the question.

This framework was modified by following the sugges-
tion of Chen et al. [8] and Chien et al. [30], where they
moved the design of a completely new experiment to the

last part of the worksheet and reduced the guidance in the
second half of the worksheet.
During nine tasks, the students conducted the experiment

twice, in sections V and VI. They conducted the second
experiment after analyzing the experimental flaws in the first
experiment. Most students experimented with the pendulum
using a big deviation (e.g., >100); however, the pendulum
formula worked only on a small deviation. The smaller the
deviation, the smaller error because of the small deviation.
Both groups took the same 135 min to conduct the experi-
ment and fill in theworksheet. Each of the pre- and post-tests
and questionnaires took 45 min to complete.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Sample

The participants of this study were 68 10th graders
(54 females, 14 males; Mage ¼ 15.8 years, SD ¼ 0.67) of
a public secondary school in Bangkalan, Indonesia. The
school taught religious affairs 10 h per week in addition to
regular subjects. Based on the students’ past performance
on the entrance exam and taken into account the context of
their educational background and opportunities so far in life,
they were considered as low achievers. Compared with high
achievers, low achievers benefit more from guidance in
inquiry-based experiments [30]. Therefore, we chose this
group of students for this study. The participants were
randomly assigned to a control group (PL) and an exper-
imental group (VL), each consisting of 34 students.

B. Curriculum materials

This study centered on the simple pendulum module of
the guided inquiry curriculum. The goals were for the
students to set experiment objectives, review the concepts,
plan, conduct an experiment, analyze the experimental
flows, improve an experiment, plot the graphs, interpret
data, and design a new experiment. One week before the
laboratories, the teacher trained all participants in how to
use the apps. Then the teacher gave brief explanations of
the above-mentioned goals at the beginning of the session.
The instructor informed the students that they would
conduct the experiment twice. If the gravitational accel-
eration was not 9.8 m=s2 in the first experiment, they
needed to find the variables that affected it, and try to fix it
in the second experiment. Since instructors’ intervention
significantly influences students’ learning in a laboratory
[58] and an inquiry [59], there was no teacher instruction
during the laboratories so as to avoid unequal interventions
and confounded results due to teacher instruction. Students
were randomly assigned by the teacher to work in pairs, and
each submitted individual reports for grading.

C. Manipulatives

In the traditional pendulum laboratory, students are
usually asked to count the pendulum time for 10 harmonic
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motions using a stopwatch, then divide it by 10 to get the
period along with measuring the deviation angle using a
protractor. There will be some errors due to the air friction,
human error, and parallax. Human errors are usually caused
by switching on and off the stopwatch, and parallax errors
are due to deviation angles often being ignored or not
measured. In the current study, the PL students manipulated
objects by engaging real equipment (e.g., stative rods, bobs,
ropes) with technology support to measure the period and
deviation. They utilized apps, such as Stopwatch Camera
and Smart Tools, to root the physical laboratory in a more
precise way. How Stopwatch Camera works is based on
dividing the recorded video into frames so users can choose
a range of what frame number they want to determine the
time. The Smart Tools app provides some measurement
functions including a ruler and protractor. Students could
exploit the protractor to measure the deviation angle.
These apps could work with a camera mobile phone and
the data shown on the screen. On the other hand, the VL
students manipulated the virtual instruments in the PhET.
Experiments are set up by ticking the photogate timer,
determining the mass and length, dragging the bob to a
certain deviation, and clicking the start icon on the
photogate timer.

D. Measures

A conceptual test was administered to assess the stu-
dents’ understanding of pendulum-related concepts. In the
current study, four pendulum concepts were covered in
10 items:
(1) Simple harmonic motion.
(2) Simple pendulum formula and application, that is,

how much the percentage of the pendulum length
should be changed if gravitational acceleration
increases while the period remains the same, and
calculating the pendulum length while the other
variables are provided (e.g., the amount of swing
in 1 min)

(3) Analyzing data and L − T graphs.
(4) Creating hypotheses and variables.
Based on the conceptual pretest, the test items were split

into simple and difficult questions depending on the
percentage of correctness. The multiple-choice questions
were collected from several previous unpublished
Indonesian studies with high internal consistency in the
range of 0.75–0.91 and the content validity based on
experts’ reviews. The test was piloted with 60 high school
students and the KR 20 was 0.74. Moreover, students’ IP
was measured by analyzing their responses on the work-
sheet. However, we noted that this metric might not be an
accurate measure of IP, since we would show that many VL
students did not pay much attention to the worksheet;
see Sec. VII. SISE and enjoyment data were collected by
questionnaires which were coded using a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from strongly disagree (¼1) to strongly agree

(¼5). The SISE questionnaire was adopted from Ketelhut’s
[60] Scientific Inquiry Self-Efficacy. Reliability (α ¼ 0.90)
and content and construct validity were established in the
original paper. Sample items include the following: “I can
use graphs to show what I found out in my experiment,” “It
is hard for me to look at the results of an experiment and tell
what they mean,” and “I can design an experiment to test
my ideas.” The enjoyment questionnaire was developed by
Liang et al. [61], and was found to have acceptable factorial
and criterion validity, internal consistency (α ¼ 0.93), and
test-retest reliability. The seven items were framed in the
context of “When I am doing lab activities…” “…I feel
bored” or “…I dislike it.” They were expressed negatively,
so higher scores indicated lower enjoyment. The ratings
were reversed for analysis.
The worksheet and questionnaires were translated from

English into Indonesian by the researcher, instructor, and
one Master’s student. The instruments were piloted with
three students to ascertain that they understood the meaning
of both the worksheet and questionnaire statements as the
researchers expected. Based on the pretest data, the con-
struct validity was examined by confirmatory factor analy-
sis. For SISE, correlations were found between two items
and four out of 12 items were deleted due to their low factor
loadings. For enjoyment, two correlations between items 1
and 2 and between items 4 and 5 were identified in our
model. The analyses demonstrated good model fit for both
SISE and enjoyment. CFI and TLI were above the criterion
of 0.95, SRMR was lower than the criterion of 0.09 [62],
and the χ2=df ratio was lower than the recommended 2.0
[63]. SRMR, rather than RMSEAwas used due to the small
sample size [64].

IV. DATA ANALYSIS

The analysis involved paired sample t tests to compare
the pre- to post-tests on simple and difficult concepts, SISE,
and enjoyment, to investigate the effectiveness of each
laboratory. ANCOVA was administered afterward to iden-
tify any differences between the PL and VL in the post-tests
after the pretests were controlled as the covariates. Effect
sizes, that is, Cohen’s d, partial η2, and their 95% CI (CI
0.95), were estimated. The CI 0.95 was converted from the
lower and upper limits of the CI 0.95 on the noncentrality
parameter [65,66]. Moreover, independent t tests were
administered to compare the PL and VL goups’ IP in
the nine sections of the worksheet: setting goals, reviewing
concepts, forming questions and identifying variables,
planning, experimenting, further improvement of the
experiment, analyzing errors and plotting graphs, interpret-
ing data, and designing a new experiment.
Students’ IP was graded by two teachers based on a rubric

developed by the researchers. It has interrater reliability of
0.93 measured by Cohen’s kappa. The total maximum and
minimum scores were 69 and 0. For questions that had
correct answers, 0 and 1 were given to no response or
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incorrect and correct answers. For open-ended questions,
criteria based on relatedness, correctness, and rationality
were created. For example, for data recording, the criteria
were (i) data being taken systematically, (ii) correct calcu-
lation, and (iii) careful with the use of decimals. Then, 4, 3,
2, and 1 were given when three, two, one, and none of the
criteria were fulfilled, respectively, while 0 was assigned to
no response. Similarly, the criteria for plotting graphs were
correct shape of graphs, a systematic scale, and plotting
based on their data. For analyzing experimental flaws, the
criteria were (i) analyzing based on the data, (ii) logical
reasoning, and (iii) using scientific concepts.

V. RESULT

A. Conceptual understanding

Based on paired t tests, there was a statistically signifi-
cant improvement from the pre- to post-tests in both the PL
and VL for simple conceptual understanding, tð33Þ ¼ 3.41
and 5.26 (p < 0.01), respectively, and Cohen’s d ¼ 0.89
and 1.21, denoting big effect sizes for both groups
(Table II). The CI 0.95 of d further revealed that the effect
size of the PL ranged from medium to large, whereas the
range of the VL was relatively larger.
Furthermore, there was no statistically significant pro-

gress after the PL and VL for difficult conceptual under-
standing, tð33Þ ¼ 1.42 and 1.63 (p > 0.05), respectively

(see Table II and Fig. 1). Moreover, ANCOVA found no
significant difference for the simple concepts (F½1;65�¼
1.40, p ¼ 0.240, partial η2 ¼ 0.021), but there was a
significant difference for the difficult concepts (F½1; 65� ¼
4.98, p ¼ 0.029, partial η2 ¼ 0.071).

B. Inquiry performance

Independent t tests were used to examine students’ IP of
nine sections starting with setting goals to design a new
experiment, as shown in Table III.
It was found that the VL and PL students performed

equally well in terms of analyzing errors and plotting
graphs. This means that both groups had equal ability to
figure out the experimental errors in different experiments,
as well as scale graphs systematically and correctly.
Moreover, the PL students performed significantly better
than the VL students on several tasks, that is, selecting
more learning objectives, reviewing the pendulum motion
concept, constructing the experiment question and identi-
fying variables, planning, experimenting and recording
data, and evaluating, designing, and improving experi-
ments. On the other hand, the VL group performed better
than the PL group on the tasks of interpreting data and
designing a new experiment. In sum, the effectiveness
of the VL was different from that of the PL for students’ IP.
PL students performed better than VL students on
several important inquiry activities, that is, planning,

TABLE II. Means, standard deviations, and comparisons of conceptual understanding in the pre- and post-tests.

Group Conceptual level Pretest M (SD) Post-test M (SD) t p Cohen’s da and Its CI 0.95

PL (n ¼ 34) Simpleb 18.53 (9.89) 27.06 (9.05) 3.41 <0.01 0.89 CI 0.95¼½0.33; 1.45�
Difficultb 4.71 (7.06) 6.76 (5.89) 1.42 0.165 0.31 CI 0.95¼½−0.13; 0.76�

VL (n ¼ 34) Simpleb 14.41 (8.24) 24.71 (8.61) 5.26 <0.001 1.21 CI 0.95¼½0.67; 1.76�
Difficultb 7.65 (8.90) 11.47 (10.19) 1.63 0.113 0.40 CI 0.95¼½−0.09; 0.89�

aEffect size d ¼< 0.3 small effect, 0.5–0.8 medium effect, and >0.8 large effect.
bHighest possible score was 50.
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FIG. 1. (a) The enhancement of simple concepts for the PL and VL. (b) The enhancement of difficult concepts for the PL and VL.
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experimenting, and further improvement of the experiment.
Finally, the VL group performed better on the last two
sections of the worksheet which involved higher cognitive
skills.

C. Scientific inquiry self-efficacy

Regarding SISE, the VL group improved significantly
from the pre- to post-tests, tð33Þ ¼ 2.81, p < 0.01, Cohen’s
d ¼ 0.62, CI 0.95¼½0.15; 1.10�, but there was no signifi-
cant difference in the PL group’s result [tð33Þ ¼ 1.96,
p ¼ 0.059, CI 0.95¼ ½−0:01; 0.66�] (Table IV). Moreover,
ANCOVA found no significant difference for SISE between
the post-test of the PL and VL groups (F½1; 65� ¼ 0.858,
p ¼ 0.358, partial η2 ¼ 0.013).

D. Enjoyment

Both the PL and VL groups improved significantly from
the pre- to post-tests, tð33Þ ¼ 2.20, p < 0.05, d ¼ 0.35,
CI 0.95 ¼ ½0.03; 0.67� and tð33Þ ¼ 2.87, p < 0.01, d ¼
0.53, CI 0.95¼ ½0.14; 0.92�, respectively. There were small

and medium effect sizes for the PL and VL (Table V).
Moreover, ANCOVA found no significant difference for
enjoyment between the PL and VL (F½1; 65� ¼ 0.006,
p ¼ 0.939, partial η2 ¼ 0.000). In sum, both the VL and
PL were as effective in terms of improving students’
enjoyment after the laboratory.

VI. DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to investigate the effectiveness
of guided inquiry-based PL and VL on various learning
objectives, including conceptual understanding, IP, SISE,
and enjoyment. After some auxiliary factors were con-
trolled (i.e., the curriculum, guided inquiry worksheet, time
of experiment, and technology-enhanced), the conceptual
test revealed that the VL was as effective as the PL for
promoting simple concepts, but the VL seemed to be
effective for difficult concepts. Finkelstein et al. [2] and
Zacharia and de Jong [25] found that VL could promote
students’ performance of solving simple and complex
circuits, respectively, because it affords a view of current

TABLE III. Comparison of students’ IP.

M (SD)b t

Section PL VL da and CI 0.95 Positive effect PL VL

Setting goals 4.50 (2.30) 1.97 (0.97) 5.91** 1.43 [0.89,1.96] ✓
Reviewing the pendulum motion concept 5.68 (1.53) 4.62 (1.60) 2.79* 0.67 [0.19, 1.16] ✓
Constructing the research question and
identifying variables

3.56 (.70) 2.29 (0.76) 7.11** 1.72 [1.17, 2.29] ✓

Planning 8.71 (1.53) 6.35 (2.27) 5.02** 1.22 [0.70, 1.74] ✓
Experimenting 3.26 (1.05) 2.38 (0.89) 3.73** 0.81 [0.32, 1.31] ✓
Evaluating, designing, and improving the experiment 5.47 (1.13) 4.29 (1.17) 4.21** 1.02 [0.51, 1.53] ✓
Analyzing errors and plotting graphs 5.15 (1.89) 4.65 (1.52) 1.20 0.29 [-0.19, 0.77]
Interpreting results 2.65 (1.01) 3.29 (0.97) 2.69* 0.64 [0.16, 1.13] ✓
Designing a new experiment 0.91 (0.29) 1.47 (0.90) 3.46* 0.84 [0.34, 1.34] ✓

*p < 0.01.
**p < 0.001.
aEffect size d ¼< 0.3 small effect, 0.5–0.8 medium effect, and >0.8 large effect.
bThe full mark for each section is different.

TABLE IV. Means, standard deviations, and comparisons of SISE.

Group Pretest M (SD) Post-test M (SD) t p Cohen’s da and its CI 0.95

PL (n ¼ 34) 3.29 (0.55) 3.46 (0.48) 1.96 0.059 0.33 CI 0.95¼½−0.01; 0.66�
VL (n ¼ 34) 2.99 (0.40) 3.25 (0.43) 2.81 <0.01 0.62 CI 0.95¼½0.15; 1.10�

aEffect size d ¼< 0.3 small effect, 0.5–0.8 medium effect, and >0.8 large effect.

TABLE V. Means, standard deviations, and comparisons of enjoyment.

Group Pretest M (SD) Post-test M (SD) t p Cohen’s da and Its CI 0.95

PL (n ¼ 34) 3.99 (0.72) 4.21 (0.52) 2.20 <0.05 0.35 CI 0.95¼½0.03; 0.67�
VL (n ¼ 34) 3.82 (0.63) 4.13 (0.53) 2.87 <0.01 0.53 CI 0.95¼½0.14; 0.92�

aEffect size d ¼< 0.3 small effect, 0.5–0.8 medium effect, and >0.8 large effect.
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flow. The VL showed the motion of electrons which cannot
be seen in the PL. In the current study, the visualization
was controlled to be the same, but the VL students still
performed better on the difficult questions. Further research
should be conducted to understand why this difference in
understanding difficult concepts would arise. Simon [67]
particularly found that students in an inquiry-based VL
perceived the enhancement in analytical and critical think-
ing skills based on a pre- to post-survey compared with the
traditional laboratories. The current study also revealed that
the VL group appeared to interpret data and design new
experiments better as shown by the last part of their
worksheet. Both tasks belonged to higher cognitive skills.
Simply put, VL seemed to have greater potential to enhance
difficult conceptual understanding and high-level cognitive
thinking skills.
Nevertheless, according to the responses of the work-

sheet, the PL seemed to promote some inquiry tasks such as
setting goals for the laboratory, reviewing the pendulum
motion concept, constructing experiment questions and
identifying variables, planning, experimenting, and the
further improvement of the experiment. This was mostly
consistent with the results of Chen et al. [8] and the eye
tracking system results shown by Chien et al. [30]. This
result might have been influenced by students’ mindsets
and learning strategies [8]. Based on Chen et al.’s inter-
views, the VL students expressed an expectation that
computer simulations were perfect; hence, they often
expected them to have no manipulation restrictions or
errors. Olson, Clough, and Vanderlinden [68] found an
overwhelming trust in technology or computer simulation
among undergraduate students. Moreover, they were
amazed to undergo tremendous conditions and experiments
which could not be experienced in the traditional labo-
ratory. Therefore, the VL group tended not to conduct the
experiment as systematically and carefully as the PL group
did in sections V or VI. In the present study, although the
VL did not yield ideal data and the worksheet asked them to
improve the experiments, the VL students might have had
the perception that the computers create precise data. They
tended to lack a critical view of the results generated by the
PhET pendulum. Since having a skeptical view of results is
a principle of scientific inquiry [69], instructors will need to
tackle this challenge if VL is widely adopted.
Furthermore, embodied cognition and cognitive loading

theories may explain why PL tended to promote some
inquiry tasks from the beginning section, while VL boosted
the last sections such as interpreting data and designing a
new experiment. Based on the patterns of how the students
responded to the worksheet, PL seems to benefit more due
to multiple inputs through the environment in the begin-
ning. However, the students might have felt overloaded at
the end. Chien et al. [30] observed that the PL students
in their study spent most of their time working on the
worksheets. They had deeper cognitive processing of the

worksheet zone, while the VL students carried out more
trials and paid attention to the experiment zone. The VL
group tended to try out or run their experiments many more
times; hence, they might have learned from doing the
experiments insistently. There is a notion that VL is more
like “doing before thinking,” whereas PL is more like
“thinking before doing.” The open-ended questions on the
worksheet used in the current study may have created a
heavy loading for the students. As a result, they were so
overloaded that they could not persist to the last section.
Concerning SISE, the pre- and postsurvey revealed that

the VL could significantly improve it through a single
intervention with medium effect size. SISE is an important
learning objective and predictor. It influences how people
feel, think, motivate themselves, and behave [70]. In the
classroom, it drives students to persist with difficult tasks
[71], and it is a strong predictor for academic achievement
[72]. The improvement of SISE in the VL group might be a
potential reason why they had a higher score on the difficult
concepts in the post-test and the more difficult part of the
worksheet (e.g., interpreting results and designing a new
experiment). Finally, regarding enjoyment of inquiry, both
the VL and PL groups improved significantly from the pre-
to post-tests. To pursue enjoyable learning, either PLs or VLs
are the right choice. Therefore, in particular for students who
have few chances to engage in student-centered inquiry, both
PLs and VLs may raise their enjoyment of inquiry.
Even Indonesian low achievers who have a strong

teacher-centered culture [21] could adapt well to inquiry
learning which emphasizes critical thinking, the use of
metacognitive strategies, and active learning. Additionally,
the students had no previous experience of guided inquiry
and received no teacher help. However, they could follow
the challenging activities and reported that they had more
positive feelings, that is, enjoyment. Both interventions
were effective in terms of promoting low achievers’ enjoy-
ment. This finding may motivate Indonesian teachers,
especially to escape from the continual use of the memo-
rizing strategy. Instead, well-designed technology-based
innovative curricula should be broadly popularized.
Developing countries have the same opportunities to utilize
technology for enhancing learning quality.

VII. CONCLUSION AND LIMITATION

It is essential to have an empirical base to examine the
effectiveness of PLs and VLs on various learning objec-
tives. This study provided Indonesian teachers with
technology-enhanced pendulum laboratories. The empiri-
cal results could inform physics teachers about how to
choose a laboratory to improve low achievement students’
conceptual understanding, IP, SISE, and enjoyment.
Between guided inquiry-based PL and VL, neither is
utterly better than the other. VL seemed to potentially
improve difficult and abstract concepts and SISE. However,
PL promoted several basic inquiry skills, such as planning,
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experimenting, and the further improvement of the experi-
ment. For the long term, the alternate use of PL and VL is
recommended in the classroom since they achieve different
learning objectives.
It should be noted that this study had some inherent

limitations. First, the study controlled students’ prior
conceptual knowledge. There was no significant difference
in the two groups’ pretests. However, the students’ prior
inquiry skills were not tested so it was not possible to avoid
the effect of prior inquiry skills on the guided inquiry
worksheet. Second, this study may not have granted
enough time for the low achievers to complete the labo-
ratories. According to Chien et al.’s [30] eye tracking
analysis, low achievers in a VL ran significantly more trials
than the high achievers, who also performed significantly
more trials than the high or low achievers in a PL. The VL
students first tended to conduct experiments rather than
focus on the worksheet. They interacted with the variables
in a trial-and-error mode without reading the worksheet,
while the PL students focused on the worksheet before
doing the experiment. This means that the VL students did
not pay as much attention to the worksheet while con-
ducting the experiment. VL students might need more time
to conduct the experiment due to trial-and-error behaviors.
For low achievers, the experiment time in this study might
have been insufficient. The time constraints might have
influenced their learning behaviors and could be a limita-
tion of this study.

APPENDIX: WORKSHEET

Think carefully about each step to plan your experiment.
Goals setting
What learning objective (s) would you like to achieve in

this laboratory? (You can choose more than 1 goal)
□ Goal 1: be able to design an experiment to answer a
question

□ Goal 2: be able to describe the relationship between the
period ðTÞ and the length of the pendulum rope ðLÞ

□ Goal 3: be able to determine the gravitational
acceleration of earth

□ Goal 4: be able to determine the control and
manipulate variables in an experiment

□ Goal 5: be able to figure out and solve experiment
errors and change the experiment to reduce errors

□ Goal 6: be able to design a new experiment to
investigate the relationship between the period ðTÞ
and variables choosing from the mass of the bob ðmÞ,
the density of the bob ðρÞ, deviation ðθÞ, or gravita-
tional acceleration ðgÞ

The experiment materials/equipment

a. Physical laboratory

(1) Stative rods (1 set) (Fig. 2)
(2) Marker (for marking the rope)
(3) Rope (at least 1,2 meter long)
(4) Bob (based on your decision)
(5) Smart tools app (downloaded from Play Store)

(Fig. 3)

FIG. 2. Apparatus.

Protractor to measure 
the amplitude  

Ruler to measure the 
length of the pendulum

Protractor to measure
the amplitude

Ruler to measure the
length of the pendulum

Protractor to measure 
the amplitude  

Ruler to measure the 
length of the pendulum

FIG. 3. Smart tools app.
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(6) Camera stopwatch app to measure the period (down-
loaded from Play Store) (Fig. 4)

Guidelines to use the camera stopwatch
(a) Record a video of your experiment “pendulum mo-

tion” by using your mobile phones
(b) Open the camera stopwatch and select the pendulum

motion video from your mobile phone’s storage
(c) The video will be divided into frame numbers; select

the frame number (the start and the end of frame) to
calculate the period

(d) Finally, you will get analysis results including video
and offset information. Pay attention to the offset
information (e.g., time, frame, and accuracy). The
period of pendulum motion is shown as time in the
offset information.

b. Virtual laboratory

▪ PhET interactive simulation Version 2.03.00 (Fig. 5)
Review of the concept
For many years pendulums have been used for keeping

time. If you pull back a pendulum and then let it go, the
time it takes to swing over and then return back to its
starting position is one period. Think about your experience
on a swing, if you want to go faster, which means that
period (T) is □ smaller or □ larger, the rope should be □
longer or □ shorter. If you swing on the moon, which
means that gravity acceleration is □ smaller or □ larger
compared with earth’s gravity acceleration, it will go □

faster or □ slower, and the period (T) will be □ smaller or
□ larger. Based on this information, we know that: When T
is larger (⇧), the length of the pendulum will be□⇧ or□⇩

and gravity acceleration will be□⇧ or □⇩, and vice versa.
Try to fill in the brackets with the relationships among these
variables:

T ¼ period

L ¼ length of pendulum;

g ¼ gravity accelerationwhere the pendulumworks

□ ¼ 2π

ffiffiffiffi
□

□

r

However, this equation works with some restrictions. It is
reasonably accurate for angles of a small degree, but for
large degrees the equation will be much more complex.
That is why the angular amplitude does not appear in it.
Research Question: If you want to test the relationship

between T and L, propose your research question here.
Based on your research question, determine which the

control variables, independent variable and dependent
variable are
▪ T is the period of the pendulum motion which is the

time the pendulum takes to swing over and then return back
to its starting position (s).
▪ L is the length of the pendulum rope (m).
▪ θ is the angle of deviation when you pull the pendulum.
▪ m is the mass of the bob (kg).
▪ ρ is the density of the bob. If the bob is made of

steel you have to see the iron’s density in the density table.
If you are not sure, you can calculate it based on this
formula (ρ ¼ m=V). Densitiy is mass of bob/volume of
bob (kg=m3)

Period of 
pendulum 
motion 

FIG. 4. Camera stopwatch app.
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▪ g is gravity acceleration where the pendulum does
harmonic motion (m=s2).
▪ Control variable
□T □θ □ρ
□L □m □g
▪ Independent variable
□T □θ □ρ
□L □m □g
▪ Dependent variable
□T □θ □ρ
□L □m □g
Planning: Making decision about materials and the

amount of data needed
(a) Think about how to manipulate the length of the

pendulum and measure one period.
(b) Think about how many pairs of period and length you

need to record so that you will convince others that
your result is trustworthy. Why?

(c) Think about how much you give a deviation θ ¼ � � �
(d) Predict L − T and L − T2 graphs and plot them in

Fig. 6 before you start the experiment.
(e) Predict the relationship between period (T) and the

length of the pendulum (L) in your own sentences.
Procedures

a. Physical laboratory

(1) Construct the experiment tool as shown in Fig. 2.
(2) Place it on the edge of the table.
(3) Try to use the smart tools app to measure your

independent variable and use the camera stopwatch
to measure your dependent variable. You can discuss
it with your classmates.

(4) Swing the pendulum and report your data on the table.

b. Virtual laboratory

(1) Open PHET of pendulum motion via laptop / iPad.
(2) Set up the mass of the bob and record it on the table.
(3) Set up the length of the pendulum.
(4) Select no friction on PhET and think about how

many bobs will you use in your experiment.
(5) Tick the photogate timer.
(6) Drag the bob, record the deviation angle on the table,

and release it.
(7) Record the period shown by the photogate timer on

the table.
Experimenting: Conducting experiments and record-

ing data
a. Collect data, calculate the gravitational acceleration

using suitable formula, and record them in Table VI.

FIG. 5. Pendulum PhET.

FIG. 6. (a) L − T and (b) L − T2 graphs.
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Evaluating: thinking about possible experimental flaws
Is g ¼ 9.8 m=s2? Is g value the same at each point?

Listen to/Look at the other groups. Do they have better/
worse results? Why?
Improving experiment: Designing an experiment to

improve the study
Think about how to improve the experiment to obtain

g ¼ 9.8 m=s2 / decrease errors. Please use text/figures to
describe your experimental design.

Experimenting: Conducting own experiments
(a) Re-collect data, calculate the gravitational acceleration

using suitable formula, and record them in Table VII.
Control Variables: …

(b) Analyzing errors jεn ¼ ðgn − 9.8Þ=9.8j: Calculate the
errors and compare with the first experiment. Do the
errors □ increase or □ decrease? Why?

(c) Plot the L − T graph in Fig. 7.
(d) Plot the L − T graph in Fig. 8.

TABLE VI. Results for experiment I.

No. Pendulum length (L) Period (T) T2 L=T2 Gravitational acceleration (g) Error jε ¼ ðg − 9.8Þ=9:8j
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
etc.

Note: Use units in International system, 4 decimals for T, T2, L=T2, and ε.

TABLE VII. Results for experiment II.

No. Pendulum length (L) Period (T) T2 L=T2 Gravitational acceleration (g) Error jε ¼ ðg − 9.8Þ=9.8j
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
etc.

Note: Use units in International system, 4 decimals for T, T2, L=T2, and ε.

FIG. 7. L − T Graph. FIG. 8. L − T2 graph.
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Evaluating and concluding: Evaluating results and inter-
preting the graphs
(a) Look at the L − T2 graph. Is it a straight line? What do

you think the slope means?
(b) Does it pass the origin (0.0) point? If not, what is the

meaning of the Y-axis intercept?
(c) Do you think the controlled variable is well con-

trolled? Give an explanation.

Designinganewexperiment:Generatingyourown research
questions and determining the experimental objectives
Think about variables other than the length of the

pendulum which may also influence the period, for
example, acceleration of gravity, amplitude, the mass of
the bob, and the density of the bob. Choose the variables
and design an experiment to investigate their relationship.
Use text/figures to describe your ideas.
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