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TECHNOLOGY

TEACHING

TOOLS



Role of discussion
Online vs. F-2-F

Structuring
Moderating
Evaluating
SiteScape

WebCT
Usenet



student-to-student interaction
peer vs. expert communication 

knowledge sharing 
engagement

meaningful learning
clarification

challenging prior conceptions
deep understanding 

critical thinking
collaborative problem-solving



? Equality of participation
? Moderating
? Class time

? Evaluation
? Quality of discussion



Asynchronicity provides opportunity for:

extension of class time
critical reflection 

articulation 
in-depth analysis

discussion of sensitive issues



The written trace of communication 
means the discussion can be:

analyzed
evaluated

monitored
oriented



“On the Internet, 
no one knows 

you’re a dog.”

Equality of participation



?  Goals

?  Activities

?  Groups



Goals

Building community 

Critical thinking & reflection 
analysis, deep understanding

Sharing information

? Online tutoring



Activities
Question & answer

Café

Critical exchanges

Socratic dialogue

Role play

Debates

Guest discussants

Case studies



Case studies
☯Provide opportunities for decision 

making

☯Replicate real-world situations

☯Can be simple questions/statements or 
an elaborate story

☯Characterised by absence/excess of 
information, conflict of objectives, 

ambiguity



Groups

Self chosen 

Whole group

Ability

Random

Interest/task



Pedagogical
Setting goals, topics, ensuring knowledge 

construction and sharing

Social
Promoting group collaboration, participation, 

community, cohesiveness & collegiality

Managerial
Setting up groups, time for discussion

Technical
Making the technology transparent, 

troubleshooting



opening & closing
revoicing &summarizing

boosting signal-to-noise ratio
modeling behaviour

contributing expert knowledge
focusing on particular issues

promoting higher-order thinking
promoting critical analysis

facilitating deep understanding



☯Portfolio of best postings

☯Final assignment re discussion

☯Class discussion as exam precursor

☯Evaluation of case decisions

☯Peer assessment



• 9-10 Most often  or always offers a critical analysis 
of existing posted ideas and introduces a different 
interpretation to an existing idea. Asks provocative 
questions or makes insightful, critical, evaluative 
comments. Contributes new information. Expresses 
ideas very clearly and coherently.

• 7-8 Agrees or disagrees with existing discussion 
and provides some justification/explanation but not 
a critical analysis. Exhibits some good insights and 
understanding. Expresses ideas clearly and 
coherently for the most part.



• 5-6 Agrees or disagrees with existing discussion 
but provides a limited justification/explanation and 
no critical analysis. Reveals an adequate 
understanding of the topic. Asks points of 
information but does not add new information. 
Ideas not always expressed clearly and coherently.

• 3-4 Agrees or disagrees with existing discussion 
but provides no justification/explanation.Reveals a 
restricted understanding of the topic. Ideas not 
expressed clearly and coherently. 

• 0-2 Provides no evidence of agreement or 
disagreement with existing discussion. Postings are 
unrelated to discussion.

























For follow-up comments/questions:

Elizabeth Murphy: emurphy@mun.ca
To set up a SiteScape forum or WebCT:

Randy Dodge: randy@mun.ca
To set up a USENET group:

Andrew Draskoy andrew@bransle.ucs.mun.ca or
usenet@news.ucs.mun.ca
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