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Abstract

Exploring Assessment of On-Line Collaboration in
Distance Education: An Action Research Study

Laura April McEwen

Computer Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL) environments offer the perfect
opportunity to explore self and peer assessment practices. Through an Action Research
approach, this study explores the use of self and peer assessment within an on-line
learning context. The process took place over a twelve-month period and involved
students registered in the Winter and Fall, 2000 semester sections of the same
undergraduate course. The course. Technology for Educational Change, is offered by the
department of Education at Concordia University and is delivered completely at a
distance using FirstClass® software. Findings suggest that learners do require support in
developing collaborative skills for on-line group work. The quality of learners’
collaborative interaction was directly related to the quality of products produced by
groups. Results also indicate the need for educators to find ways to support the
development of learners’ evaluative skills. In conclusion, recommendations for the

orchestration of self and peer assessment practices to meet these instructional goals are

offered.
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OVERVIEW

This project began as an exploration of computer supported collaborative learning
(CSCL), driven by personal curiosity and supported by timely opportunity. Included here
is an account of the first 3 cycles in what Mills (2000) refers to as The Dialectic Action
Research Spiral, investigating assessment practices used to evaluate collaborative group
work. It has been and continues to be the richest learning experience of my academic
career.

What could initially be conceptualized, as a panoramic survey of a unique learning
context, or what Mills (2000) so appropriately labels Reconnaissance has, with every turn
of the research spiral become a more narrowly focused inquiry. This process has led to a
holistic understanding of the intricately interwoven character of assessment within a
constructivist learning environment.

This document will in some ways mirror the process engaged in during action
research. Chapter | describes the purpose of the study. and discusses personal biases |
bring to this research effort through a discussion of the various roles [ adopted throughout
this project. Readers are then provided with a context for understanding why [ selected
this area of focus through a rich description of my Reconnaissance activities prior to
initiating the study.

Chapter 2 discusses the Action Research Paradigm, describing the participatory
action research model and my justification for selecting this research paradigm. It
includes a description of the action research process as well as a discussion of issues of

validity and ethics in qualitative research



Chapter 3 introduces the fundamental principles of constructivism along with the
roles of collaborative learning and assessment practices within this pedagogical
framework. The potential role of self and peer assessment within this learning context is
presented. Finally, a new model for the calculation of individual grades for computer

supported collaborative group work is introduced.

Chapter 4 describes the first cycle of this action research study. A description of the
development and pilot of a tool to assess collaborative process is provided within the
context of the four phases of action research: (a) planning, (b) action, (c¢) observation/data

collection and d reflection.

Chapter 5 presents the second cycle of research. This involved the implementation of
the CSCL process assessment tool by the teaching assistant. Learners were also provided

with the assessment criteria and operational definition at the end of the cycle.

Chapter 6 presents the third and final cycle of this action research study. The use of
the CSCL process assessment tool was extended to learners to support self and peer

assessments.

Chapter 7 proposes an Assessment for Learning Model and an integrated approach to
assessment emerging from this action research study. Practical considerations are

presented. followed by ethical issues related to researching one's practice.



CHAPTER 1
Introduction

The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to describe the effects of including the assessment of
process in the calculation of individual grades for collaborative group work. Although the
multidimensional nature of these effects was not fully appreciated by the researcher at the
outset, this undeniable reality evolved over time. As with all research, each successive
instructional intervention raised more questions than it answered. These new questions
served to fuel the next action research cycle.

This study began as an experiential exploration of computer supported collaborative
learning (CSCL). As a graduate student in the Educational Technology program at
Concordia University. | was provided with the opportunity to design, develop and
monitor the on-line component of an undergraduate course offered completely at a
distance by the department of education. As the teaching assistant for Technology for
Educational Change. 1 would adopt three different yet overlapping roles of
learner/researcher. educational technologist and educator.

As a learner nearing the end of my course requirements for graduate studies [ was
interested in the possibility of conducting thesis research in this leaming context. As
educational technologist my responsibilities included a review of the content for the
course, design on-line activities to be undertaken by learners in the FirstClass®
environment and create the virtual environment. As educator my responsibilities included
the facilitation of on-line activity of leamers and the evaluation of their on-line

performance. The combination of these three different yet overlapping roles and the



related responsibilities each entailed, fit easily into a Participatory Action Research

Paradigm.

Personal Biases

At this point I feel it is important to discuss the personal biases [ brought to this
research effort as they contribute significantly to the process of my identifying an area of
focus for this study. They are best understood in the context of the various roles my
academic career enveloped, learner, educational technologist and educator.

Leamer's perspective

My undergraduate studies were in the related disciplines of psychology and
sociology. | began my post secondary education as a mature student and understood very
quickly just how competitive the scholastic arena was due to the very limited
opportunities for graduate studies. Learning for me was a very private activity. Research
papers were my preferred form of assessment as | felt this activity fostered meaningful
learning for me as I could assert a high degree of learner control by focusing on content
of personal interest.

When I began my graduate studies in educational technology my experience with
collaborative learning strategies was extremely limited. Our graduate program required
extensive collaborative group work. As a learner [ had often experienced great frustration
when working in this type of leaming context. One major source of this frustration was
the inequity of individual contribution to the group production process and how
commonly used assessment practices failed to reflect these disproportionate contributions
by awarding the same grade to all group members. [ found this assessment practice had a

negative impact on my ability to establish and maintain intrinsic motivation.



Educational Technologist's perspective

As an educational technologist [ recognized the educational value of collaborative
learning strategies as a method for promoting the development of important team work
skills as well as providing learners with the opportunity to compare and contrast their
personal understanding with others. However, | struggled with the issue of individual
accountability to a group and the potentially damaging impact on leamners ability to
maintain motivation in situations where unequal contribution occurred.

Another concern of mine was the reality that many learners like myself might have
limited experience with collaborative leamning strategies. | wondered what features of a
learning environment could promote the development of such skills. [deally learners
would have to be introduced to the learning strategy, offered opportunities to implement
it and somehow be provided teedback to inform their future performance. I saw the
assessment of collaborative processes as a potential mechanism for achieving these
instructional goals.

Educator's perspective

As an educator [ recognized that not all individuals within a collaborative group
contribute equally to the production of a group product. Often all members of a
collaborative group receive the same group product grade with little or no reference to the
amount of individual investment in the group product. [ felt it was important to
acknowledge this inequity in individual contribution and reflect it in learners' individual
grades for group product for two related reasons, (a) to safe guard the motivational levels

of highly productive group members and (b) to increase the accountability of all learners.



Context

What follows is an account of the experience that ultimately came to shape the
purpose of this study. Ironically, the instructional design process closely mirrors the
methodology of action research in that it is a cyclical process ideally recursive in nature.
In Action Research the initial task of the investigator is to immerse themselves in the
field of action in order to identify an area of focus and develop a plan of action. An
implementation stage then follows during which an intervention is implemented and data
is collected. The data is then analyzed and interpreted, which serves to inform future
action. In comparison, the educational technologist conducts an analysis of content, and
then designs and develops instruction. At this stage the instruction is delivered and
hopefully followed by an evaluation that served to inform the educational technologist
regarding possible improvements to the deliverable. Given the nature of my involvement
as educational technologist and on-line course facilitator the recursive cyclical nature of
instructional design is exemplified in the description of the process that follows. This
project was undertaken in the Fall of 1999 with the implementation phase beginning in

January 2000.

Instructional Design of Technology for Educational Change
Background
Technology for Educational Change (EDUC 305DE) is an undergraduate course
offered at a distance by the department of Education at Concordia University through
FirstClass®. This course is intended for pre-service teachers, and other interested
students from the Faculty of Arts and Science, as an introduction to the possibilities

afforded them through the integration of technology into the classroom. Traditionally the



on-line component of the course was a minor aspect of the course requirement and
assessed strictly on the basis of learner participation. The criteria required learners to post
one message to the FirstClass© course conference and respond to two others posted

there. The quality of individual contributions was not considered.

Literature review

A review of the literature on computer mediated communication (CMC) served to
underline the weaknesses in the instructional design of the on-line component of the
course, specifically within a distance education context. The literature served to inform
the design process.

Distance Education

In Socrates' day education was a personalized two-way communication between
tutor and student (Sewart, 1993). For many years education remained the domain of the
wealthy as they were the only ones who could afford this type of individualized
instruction (Sewart. 1993). As sociologically egalitarian ideals began to permeate the
developed world, industrialized approaches to education were seen as the means by
which society could economically educate the masses (Garrison, 1997). This changing
sociological climate was fertile ground for the development of distance education. This
industrialized mode of education met important political criteria; cost-effective
accessibility (Garrison, 1997). This dominant world-view of distance education with its
emphasis on rationalization, division of labor and mass production persisted until the end
of the 1980s (Garrison, 1997). Garrison (1997) describes the industrial approach to
distance education as prescriptive, objectified and depersonalized and characterizes it as

“the loss of a personal relationship between teacher and student”. Within the dominant,



industrialized paradigm the educational materials were the primary source of information
(Keegan, 1993). This one way flow of communication from institution to learner
undoubtedly resulted in passive learning (Keegan 1993).

With the advent of two-way communication technologies, the quality aspect of
distance education which could not have been considered previously began to surface
(Keegan,1993). This emerging paradigm of Distance education highlights the importance
of collaborative learning through two-way communication between teachers and students
(Keegan, 1993). As Garrison (1997) states,

Computer conferencing represents the next technological step in

collaborative learning at a distance and solidifies the emergence of the

post-industrial era (p.7).
Garrison (1997) goes on to remark that the mass produced self-instructional course
packages of the industrial era are not compatible with the collaborative constructivist
approaches to learning that dominate present day educational theory. Obviously, distance
educators must rethink their instructional strategies in order to incorporate the
interactional component of CMC that offers the potential to foster this type of learning.
Garnison (1997) suggests that CMC is the flagship of the post-industrial era of distance
education which will make the incorporation of both personalized and collaborative
learning activities possible at a distance.

CMC is a specific type of human interaction which enables individuals to
exchange knowledge, thoughts and feelings via technology. However communication
within a virtual environment poses a challenge for participants for a variety of reasons.

Perhaps the most formidable task of communicating in this setting is the mastery of the



distinct form of communication that this environment demands. In effect communication
in the virtual realm requires the blending of skills of reading and interpretation, writing
and speech to produce a new form of human interaction. This hybrid form of
communication offers educators an exciting new means of fostering learning. As with
any medium of communication, effective instructional design and implementation is the
key to successful learning outcomes.

Characteristics of the Medium

DeSanctis and Monge (1998) define the following six different areas of research
relevant to the understanding of CMC, (a) Communication volume and efficiency (b)
Message understanding, (c) Virtual tasks, (d) Lateral communication, (¢) Norms of
technology use and (f) Evolutionary effects. Although much of the literature reviewed by
them was based on Virtual Organization research, their findings could well inform
educational uses of this medium.

With respect to Communication volume and communication efficiency, research
findings suggest that the amount of interaction increases in a CMC environment. when
compared with face to face interaction, but that efficiency of communication tends to
decrease (DeSanctis & Monge 1998). The implications of these findings are many fold
for applications in educational environments. Where a professor was required to lecture a
certain number of times a week for a set number of hours and grade a predetermined
number of assignments, it has been reported that facilitating a course on-line requires as
much as one and a half times that investment (Misanchuk 1997). No doubt a considerable
amount of this extra time is spent reviewing postings by students who feel the need to

write more and pose more questions because of the personalized, collaborative



environment that CMC promotes (Garrison 1997). This aspect of CMC is amplified
further in a distance education application. Where once the main source of information
was print based material, the inclusion of an intercommunication component in distance
education means that new student support structures must be created (Keegan, 1993). As
well, the issue of the number of students an educator can reaklistically be expected to
handle is of great relevance. Bates (1997) reports that:

Teachers who are comfortable managing 20 campus-based students find

they cannot cope when this is expanded to another 50 distance

leamers.(p.99)

Efficiency on the other hand, is greatly dependent upon the type of tasks and how it is
structured and integrated into the course. Some activities, such as problem solving and
task completion might be less well suited to CMC (DeSanctis and Monge 1998). This
might be an effect of what Hiltz (1994) refers to as a rolling present. It stands to reason
that activities requiring collaboration and consensus would take longer in the virtual
environment since not all participants may be on-line at any given time. Educators must
consider the strengths and weaknesses of the medium when designing tasks for on-line
implementation. For example. leamers could be supported in task completion by
providing structured collaborative learning activities. Another consideration for distance
educational applications is the restriction on the previously flexible autonomous character
of this type of study (Bates. 1997). Where once students could complete study modules at
a personally comfortable pace. applications that include a CMC component require that
groups of students move through material at a more structured synchronized rate so that

the collaborative environment can be constructed.
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The second area of research reviewed by DeSanctis and Monge (1998) is message
understanding. Here the conspicuous absence of context formed through visual cues is a
factor of consideration. Research findings suggest that success of communication relies
heavily on the establishment of a mutual knowledge base (DeSanctis & Mongel, 1998).
Again, this aspect of CMC seems to be task specific. Where establishing meaning and the
management of feedback are concerned, the virtual environment is thought to be lacking
(DeSanctis & Monge, 1998). In this respect the importance of community building in the
virtual environment is paramount. A friendly, social tone, which promotes group
cohesiveness through participant introductions, can help establish common vocabulary
and a point of reference for all concermned (Berge 1995). One great advantage of this
medium is that through the removal of visual cues, objective evaluation is possible
(DeSanctis & Monge. 1998). Stereotypes and personal prejudice are to some extent
reduced in the absence of visual cues. In an educational environment this could be
extremely advantageous. especially in distance education applications where
geographical dispersion could bring people of many ditferent ethnic and cultural
backgrounds together (Dede, 1996). Within such a context, participants’ contributions
could be judged solely on the basis of content quality. lessening the impact of evaluator's
personal biases.

Not surprisingly, virtual task research is intricately intertwined with research in the
area of communication efficiency in a CMC environment. The importance of establishing
context is again underlined. Findings suggest that tasks requiring divergent thinking are
considered optimal for this medium (DeSanctis & Monge, 1998). Knowledge sharing and

elicitation have been found to be particularly well suited to CMC (DeSanctis & Monge,
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1998). Obviously, the ideals associated with collaborative learning are well represented
in the characteristics of tasks that are optimally suited to the CMC environment. Hiltz
(1994) points out:

Collaborative learning means that both teacher and leamer are active

participants in the learning process; knowledge is not something that is

“delivered” to students. but rather sormething that emerges from active

dialogue among those who seek to understand and apply concepts and

techniques.(p.23).
This enlightened approach to learming could not previously be accomplished in a distance
education context because of the one-way communication that characterized this mode of
education but CMC now makes this type of knowledge building /acquisition possible
(Garrison. 1997).

Some of the most encouraging literature is in the area of Lateral Communication.
Broad participation across social groups and less domination by high-status members are
characteristic of the CMC environment (DeSanctis & Monge, 1998). Boundaries within a
CMC setting appear to be less well defined. The implications for educational applications
of CMC are great in this respect. The role of the educator is changed dramatically when
compared to conventional educational practices. Where in the conventional educational
environment the educator is considered the source of knowledge and in distance
education the print material fulfilled this criterion, in the collaborative leaming
environment of CMC the influence of social constructivism dominates (Garrison 1997).
Within such a context, the establishment of a comfortable social environment is the

focus, where critical discourse is valued as the goal. Both students and educators are
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responsible for developing theories and ideas that challenge pre-existing doctrine
(Garrison 1997). This aspect of CMC marks a distinct shift from the dominant paradigm
of distance education where the instructional matenal was the primary source of
information towards an emergent philosophical perspective where knowledge is
constructed through discourse (Keegan 1993).

As with speech and the written word, styles of technology use are individual.
Research in the area of Norms of Technology Use suggests that participants would be
well served to establish procedures for the reconciliation of differences in communication
styles and practices (DeSanctis & Monge, 1998). This consideration is again amplified in
a distance education context where participants can be distributed over larger
geographical areas and cultural differences could become an issue (Dede, 1996). The
responsibility for easing this burden of CMC becomes the domain of the facilitator.
Through proper encouragement, the facilitator can help to build group identty and foster
cohesion that will serve to ease this challenging aspect of CMC interaction (Berge &
Collins. 1995). One method of dealing with this reality of the medium is tor facilitators to
establish a positive tone tor the conference by having students introduce themselves
electronically at the beginning of the course (Berge & Collins, 1995). Through this
activity students are offered the opportunity to form impressions of their cohorts based on
material other than that required of their academic pursuits. Pairing students off early,
and later combining these dyads also allows more intimacy to develop between

individuals (Berge & Collins, 1995).
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Role of the Facilitator

The role of the educator in a virtual environment is changed significantly from thatin a
conventional classroom (Hiltz 1994). This is due to a shift from an authoritative figure in
conventional educational environments to a facilitative role in the virtual realm (Garrison,
1997). Research findings in the area of lateral communication are of relevance in this
respect. [t should be recognized that the change in role in no way diminishes the
importance of it.

The transformation of the educators' role is accompanied by changes in functionality
for the individual facilitating CMC activity. Garrison (1997) identifies the three main
functions of a facilitator as. contextualizing, monitoring, and meta-communicating. These
functions are perhaps best conceptualized as categories of responsibility encompassing a
range of facilitative activities.

According to Garrison (1997), contextualizing for CMC applications requires that the
facilitator provide leamners with a foundation for understanding the collaborative
communication model that dominates the medium. In a distance educational context the
importance of students being familiarized with this new approach is paramount, as a
certain amount of learner autonomy must be sacrificed in order for it to be accomplished.
Creating a comfortable social environment where individuals feel free to participate is the
ultimate goal of this function. Responsibility for maintaining discussion focus also falls
into this category (Garrison 1997).

In terms of monitoring, the facilitators function is to ensure equal access for all
participants and the recognition and solicitation of participation of those who hesitate to

contribute (Garrison 1997). Ensuring equal access entails not allowing any individual to
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dominate the discussion as this may diminish enthusiasm for the collaborative learning
experience of the group as a whole (Misanchuk 1997). At the other end of the spectrum,
Hiltz (1994) identifies a group of participants that she refers to as lurkers or read only
participants. In her opinion, two variables influence levels of participation in CMC, one
being the level of comfort with the medium and the second related to the cognitive
maturity of the leamers (Hiltz 1994). Of course a range of leamer participation patterns
fall between these two extremes (Hiltz 1994). As quoted in Hiltz (1994),

Anthropologist Kendy Ruby summed up her observations of the

interaction of the medium with student characteristic as follows: Students

are like themselves. only more so. when online the chatty ones write long

responses. the worriers modify their messages, and the dutiful ones do

what is required reliably but without bnlliance, and the irresponsible ones

are conspicuous by their absence.(p.108)
[rrespective of the situation within the conference in respect to levels of participation, it s
the responsibility of the facilitator to augment or adjust interaction through various
techniques. This can mean confidentially suggesting that participation be limited by
certain individuals, to facilitation through public encouragement and rewarding
contributions by less active members (Misanchuk 1997). [t should be acknowledged that
Hiltz (1994) found that even active pressure by a facilitator did not change learners'
participation patterns significantly.

Practical Application

Most educators suggest building CMC skills gradually (Berge & Collins 1995; Hiltz

1994; Misancuk 1997). In this way participants are afforded the opportunity to
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familiarize themselves with the technology and acquire the skill set which will enable
them to communicate effectively through the medium. Hiltz (1994) suggests personally
welcoming students to the environment with an initiating activity, such as having them
post a personal biography to a special conference area for their cohorts to read. Hiltz
(1994), acknowledges this as being advantageous for two reasons:(a) to promote cohesion
and context in the group and (b) to offer the facilitator a means to ensure everyone has
connected successfully. Misanchuk (1997) suggests setting up a series of on-line
exercises of gradually increasing complexity. The use of metaphors can also help orient
learners within the CMC environment and contextualize the atmosphere for them by
signifying appropriate decorum (Harasim 1996). Misanchuk (1997) also suggests that
students be paired up and interview each other through personal messages thus building
skills and developing cohesiveness simultaneously. Dyadic partnering of learners or the
placement of learners in small groups for informal electronic exchange is suggested by
some researchers as a way of building proficiency with the medium (Berge &
Collins.1995). Harasim (1996) points out that Learning Partnerships also allow students
to communicate their unfamiliarity with the medium and share their feelings. All of these

activities serve to engage participants and allow facilitators to diagnose difficulties in a

timely fashion.

Creating the Instructional Setting

The nature of this project was to redesign the on-line component of Technology for
Educational Change guided by current research findings. The project entailed the
following seven phases: (a) content analysis, (b) the design of on-line activities, (c) the

development of the virtual environment and on-line activities, (d) the implementation and
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facilitation of the first three on-line activities (e) a formative evaluation phase, (f) the
design, development and implementation of a fourth on-line activity and finally (g) a
summative evaluation. A rich description of each phase follows.

The Content Analysis Phase

During the content analysis phase the complete course package used in previous
years was reviewed. This task involved reading the assigned textbook and study guide
and viewing the course video. [ also met with the course instructor to discuss course
content, assignment schedules and assessment criteria.

Two areas of weakness in the course design were identified. The first being the lack
of' development of group cohesion early in the course and the second being the related
content issues of the changing roles of the teacher and students in collaborative learning
contexts and integrating computers into the classroom. | suggested the need for
structured on-line activities, which would fill the instructional gaps in the course design.
The inclusion of tour structured on-line activities, an implementation time-line and
assessment criteria were proposed. The course instructor approved the proposal, marking
the beginning of the design phase.

Design Phase

A constructivist approach to instructional design served as the pedagogical
framework for this design project. In keeping with this theoretical perspective peer
interaction was highlighted and the TA's role within the virtual environment was defined
as facilitative.

Two introductory exercises and one on-line activity were designed for

implementation during the first five weeks of the January 2000 semester. In accordance
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with recommendations from practitioners/researchers in the field, tasks of gradually
increasing complexity were designed to afford learners the opportunity to familiarize
themselves with the environment and acquire the skill set that would enable them to
communicate effectively through the medium (Berge & Collins 1995;Hiltz 1994;
Misanchuk 1997). As recommended in the literature, once basic skills had been mastered.
and on-line interaction established, remaining assignments were well-structured, clearly
defined, group efforts (Berge 1995). In this way learners would be challenged with
various types of activities that promote learning subject matter as well as the software
capabilities (Harasim 1996). A brief description of the three activities follows.

Log-in activity This activity was designed to welcome students to the class conference
and allow for their assignment to groups. For this initial log-in and introduction task
learners were required to post a message to the folder labeled Welcome in the class
conference area. In this message they were asked to introduce themselves generally to the
class. Assessment for this exercise was based strictly on participation.

Structured Interview Assignment: This activity familiarized students with software
functionality and served to build cohesion within groups. Learners were required to
conduct a structured interview with a group member, post a copy of the chat to their
group and summarize the information gathered about their partner during the interview
and post it to their assigned group folder. Assessment for this exercise was based strictly
on participation.

On-line Activity #1: This activity was designed to introduce students to the constructivist

theoretical perspective by requiring them to build on individual experiential knowledge

of directed instructional approaches to learning and collectively convert one of the
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group's individual contributions to a constructivist learning activity. Leamners had two
weeks to complete this assignment. Assessment was based on criteria and the assignment
was worth 15% of learners’ final grade. A breakdown is provided in the section
Formative Evaluation of On-line Activity #1 below.

Development Phase

A virtual environment was created in the FirstClass® course conference
EDUC 305_DE. Four areas were created within the class conference, the WELCOME
folder, Administration area, GROUPS, and a private area restricted for learners' use only.

The log-in activity and Structured Interview assignment were modeled after a
method described by Hiltz (1994). Instructions for the log-in activity opened
automatically when students entered the general class conference area. The Structured
Interview assignment was posted in the individual group forums located within the
GROUP folder.

The On-line Activity #1 was created based on Brown. Collins and Duguid (1989)
theory of situated cognition. The activity required individual students to recount a
personal experience of directed instruction to their group members. Of these. one
experience was chosen by the group to be re-designed in a constructivist framework. The
instructions for this activity were posted to the general class conference area as students
were expected to be familiar with their virtual learning environment by this time.
Implementation Phase

The FirstClass® course conference environment was created the 2™ of January 2000.
Learners were given access to the area as of the 3 of January 2000. A pop-up message

greeted students and directed them to the WELCOME folder where they were required to
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post a short message introducing themselves. Jennifer responded to each student
individually and randomly assigned him or her to a forum group located inside the
GROUPS folder. Due to the nature of the environment and the distance education context
students were given two weeks to perform this task.

During the second week of the semester the Structured Interview assignment was
posted in the general GROUPS message area. This activity was to be completed by the
end of the third week of the semester. At the beginning of week four the first on-line
activity was posted. This activity had three components: (a) individual contribution, (b)
group collaboration and (c) self and peer evaluation.

The teaching assistant read every FirstClass® message from every student over the
course of a five-week period. Intervention was restricted to allow students to develop
strong group interaction. Only in instances where advice was sought, conflict arose or
lack of participation was evident did the facilitator intervene. Feedback and assessment
was provided within a week of the assignment deadline. Grades were posted in the
ADMIN ftolder and individual feedback was sent to each student's private mailbox. A six-
week break in on-line activity followed.

Formative Evaluation of On-line Activity #1

Although the first on-line activity was effective in promoting collaborative group
activity, it was evident that some individuals contributed far more to the group product
than others. The self and peer evaluation component had been incorporated as an attempt
to promote individual accountability. However, given the break down of the grade for the
activity, individual component 5%, group product 7%, self and peer evaluation 3% it was

evident that some individuals' grades were not representative of their contribution.
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