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Abstract 

This dissertation presents a mixed-methods analysis of participation and interaction in 

synchronous Adobe Connect™ webinars on E-moderator Essentials (EME), a moderated 

online programme for developing e-moderators run by the British Council.  Successful 

participants go on to moderate TeachingEnglish Online Teacher Development Courses 

(TEOTDC) including English for Teaching and Learning Technologies for the Classroom.  

Building upon existing research, the multimodal discourse analysis brings together the 

fields of systemic functional linguistics and Activity Theory to analyse both the subject 

of discourse contributed by moderators and participants and its interactive nature.  All 

discourse, be it spoken, written or non-textual, is categorised as relating to curriculum 

content, collaborative activity, webinar tools or socio-emotional elements.  Interaction 

patterns between moderators and participants are explored by classifying sentences as 

independent or responsive statements or questions.  Quantitative results then serve to 

characterise webinar-based learning on both a global and individual “learning episode” 

level, and comparisons between episodes allow the impact of different learning designs 

to be assessed. 

Three qualitative tools afford further understanding of participation and interaction: an 

intensely purposeful analysis of the episode transcripts, course discussion forums, and 

focus groups.  This approach also highlights moderators’ and participants’ perceptions 

of specific learning designs used and the medium in general. 

Global results reveal a high level of interaction between moderators and participants in 

which moderators lead discussions through questioning, generating curriculum-focused 

discourse.  More collaborative use of webinar tools enables a higher level of participant 

discourse, though discourse may be less equal and less curriculum-oriented depending 

on participants’ perceptions of and familiarity with the technology.  Participant-centred 

approaches to moderation, allowing for greater interaction between participants, result 

in significantly higher and more equal participation.  Finally, webinar-based interaction 

is likely to be more successful if tasks address metacognitive knowledge, when content 

is inputted before rather than during a meeting and when participants know a meeting 

will be followed by an asynchronous discussion. 

Fine-grained analysis of individual episodes also reveals the essential functions of non-

curriculum-focused discussion: coordinating interaction, exploring best use of different 

webinar tools, and building a positive learning environment. 

It is hoped that by providing a detailed rationale for the analysis, the methodology can 

be applied to further studies of webinar-based learning in teacher development. 
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1. Background 

Since 2008, the British Council’s TeachingEnglish Online Teacher Development Courses 

(TEOTDC) have run using asynchronous discussion forums within a Moodle™ Learning 

Management System (LMS).  Initially, TEOTDC made use of a synchronous technology, 

WizIQ™, but this was subsequently abandoned.  Recently, the development team has 

decided to introduce Adobe Connect™ webinars into each of its programmes, starting 

with E-moderator Essentials (EME).  EME is an intensive eight-week, moderated online 

course that prepares participants to deliver teacher development courses for TEOTDC, 

including English for Teaching and Learning Technologies for the Classroom1.  As with 

all TEOTDC programmes, EME advocates a constructivist, learner-centred approach to 

teaching and learning online (see Salmon 2003, Feenberg & Xin 2002, Berge 1995, all 

of which are core reading for EME participants), with the aim of encouraging practising 

teachers on TEOTDC courses to adopt a similar approach in their classroom teaching.   

It is hoped that prospective TEOTDC e-moderators, including the researcher, who is E-

Learning Editor for TEOTDC, will be able to draw on their experiences of webinar-based 

learning from EME to introduce webinars into the programmes they moderate.  Whilst 

the development team feels that synchronous e-learning has the potential to enhance 

TEOTDC participants’ experiences, there is currently very little understanding of how it 

could achieve this or how webinar-based learning might best be designed.  

Research into synchronous computer-mediated communication (CMC), and particularly 

webinars, has suggested that the medium can positively affect learning outcomes and 

satisfaction by promoting participation and interaction (Hrastinski et al 2010, Bower & 

Hedberg 2010, Wang & Hsu 2008, Orvis et al 2002).  Participation and interaction are 

likely to be influenced by scheduling (Hrastinski et al 2010), learner differences (Chen 

et al 2009), group size (Wang & Hsu 2008) and technical issues (Park & Bonk 2007a), 

all of which may lie beyond users’ immediate control.  Yet participation and interaction 

also depend on: 

• the affordances of the webinar software and the nature of the webinar learning 

environment (Bower & Hedberg 2010, Chen & Wang 2008, Park & Bonk 2007a)  

• the learning design employed by the moderator (Bower & Hedberg 2010, Chen 

et al 2009, Shi et al 2008) 

• participants’ and moderators’ perceptions of synchronous e-learning (Hrastinski 

et al 2010, Chen et al 2009, Wang & Hsu 2008, Park & Bonk 2007b) 

                                                         

1 For a full list of TEOTDC programmes, please visit http://teachingenglish.org.uk/teacher-training. 
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Understanding these factors will help TEOTDC and its future e-moderators successfully 

integrate Adobe Connect™ webinars into all its programmes, thus maximising learning 

and satisfaction.  This is the overriding goal of the research. 

This study begins by reviewing the literature on participation, interaction, and learning 

design in text-based and multimodal synchronous online learning.  Having highlighted 

the considerations involved in implementing moderated webinars on an online teacher 

development programme, it sets research questions, and outlines the mixed-methods 

approach required to address these questions.  Here, attention is given to the changes 

made to the research methodology in light of the pilot study.  In the following sections 

quantitative and qualitative results are presented and discussed.  The study concludes 

by presenting suggestions on webinar implementation strategies, and reflecting on the 

research methodology, in the hope that it can be adapted for future research. 
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2. Synchronous e-learning: a review of the literature 

2.1 Introduction 

Until fairly recently, e-learning programmes relied almost exclusively on asynchronous 

means for teaching and learning (Hrastinski et al 2010, Hrastinski 2008, Elliott 2009, 

Johnson 2006).  It is therefore unsurprising that much recent research into e-learning 

has focused on asynchronous, text-based CMC, while the role of synchronous CMC in 

online learning has received comparatively little attention (Hrastinski et al 2010, Wang 

& Hsu 2008, Park & Bonk 2007a, Shi et al 2008).   

It was only towards the close of the last decade that increased bandwidth capabilities 

and technological developments allowed for the large-scale introduction of multimodal 

web-conferencing tools – webinars – in online learning. These include Adobe Connect™ 

(by Adobe Systems Inc. 2009), Elluminate Live™ (Elluminate Inc. 2009), and Wimba 

Classroom™ (Wimba Inc. 2009).  Yet despite the potential of these “rich environments 

… for collaborative learning” (Bower & Hedberg 2010: 461) and their popularity among 

online learning managers and practitioners, multimodal synchronous CMC has received 

the least attention of all.   

 

2.2 Studies of synchronous text-based e-learning 

Given the research context of integrating synchronous webinars into an asynchronous 

programme, EME, it seems appropriate to begin by examining comparative studies of 

the two modes of e-learning.  Despite dealing exclusively with text-based (rather than 

multimodal) communication, the research does nevertheless begin to shed light on the 

nature of participation and interaction using synchronous CMC.  

Although neither of Hrastinski’s (2006, 2008) case studies focus on learning design or 

the nature of moderation, they are the only comparative analyses that seek to explain 

participation and interaction in synchronous e-learning from a theoretical perspective, 

and therefore merit closer examination.  Echoing Levin et al (2006), Hrastinski (2006) 

suggests that informal and socio-emotional communication between participants is an 

essential element of online learning environments.  Interaction enables people to learn 

from each other since they “share personal perspectives, which help validate their own 

viewpoints while being exposed to, and coming to understand, other positions” (Ibid.: 

117).  Informal communication fosters “bonds of community and group identity”, both 

particularly important for online collaborative learning environments (Haythornthwaite 

2001 in Ibid.: 118).   
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Drawing on Wenger (1998), participation is defined as not merely “a process of taking 

part but also the relations with others that reflect this process” (Hrastinski 2006: 119-

120).  It is a complex phenomenon, Hrastinski contends, and understanding its nature 

and causes requires sophisticated methodological approaches, including social network 

analysis (Hrastinski 2006, 2008) and focus group discussions (Hrastinski et al 2010).  

Interaction, too, is multifaceted, involving engagement with curriculum content as well 

as with other learners.  Social network analysis points to the existence of “strong” and 

“weak” ties (2006: 120): strong ties in smaller groups can promote resource sharing, 

though access to resources is likely to be limited; whereas weaker ties, characteristic 

of larger groups, permit access to more diverse resources yet reduce the likelihood of 

participants sharing them (Garton et al 1999, in Ibid.: 120). 

Hrastinski (2006) investigates the impact of voluntary use of instant messaging (IM), 

an “informal and social medium” (Ibid.: 118), on levels of participation.  By combining 

both quantitative and qualitative data in a longitudinal study of two cohorts, Hrastinski 

(2006) not only succeeds in obtaining a richer and fuller analysis of participation, but 

can also claim greater validity in his findings due to triangulation.  Interviewing groups 

of IM “non-adopters” as well as “adopters” (classified based on sense of participation, 

density of social networks, time spent interacting with others, and time spent working 

with course content) yielded inconclusive results.  Though perceived participation was 

higher in the first cohort, who communicated entirely via asynchronous means, it was 

stronger for IM adopters in the second cohort than for non-adopters.  The implications 

of this are highly significant.  Firstly, experienced users of a social medium such as IM 

might regard it as more suitable for communication between friends than as a learning 

tool.  Furthermore, some participants may not feel they need social exchanges with or 

support from people they have never met, or might well have chosen asynchronous e-

learning precisely because they prefer individual study.  Ultimately, such differences in 

learning styles make it difficult to predict how any new medium will be adopted: it will 

not be used by default for particular types of exchanges (Ibid: 127).  Here, it is worth 

remembering that Adobe Connect™ was developed as a business communications tool 

(Park & Bonk 2007a) and not for the purposes of teacher training; other tools, such as 

Elluminate Live™, were designed for education. 

Citing a lack of cumulativity in existing research while also acknowledging the need to 

test the findings from a small sample size in other contexts, Hrastinski’s second study 

(2008, 2010) uses a similar, yet substantially improved methodological approach and 

refines his theoretical basis for participation and interaction.  In case studies of online 

chats, content analysis is employed to compare actual and perceived participation, the 

latter being crucial, as it cannot be assumed that those who do not actually contribute 
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are mere passive recipients.  Indeed, Sutton (2001) suggests learners do benefit from 

processing the interactions of other, more active, participants, via a process she terms 

“vicarious interaction” (Sutton 2001: 223).  Unlike Chou (2002), Hrastinski’s analysis 

distinguishes between content-related “information exchange” and procedure-focused 

“task support”.  Communication patterns for synchronous chats revealed higher overall 

participation and a greater proportion of “task” and “social” support (Hrastinski 2008: 

504), particularly within smaller groups.  Information exchange during chats was also 

found to be equal, in contrast to earlier, less rigorous studies (Davidson-Shivers et al 

2001, Schwier & Balbar 2002, Mabrito 2006).  Perceived participation was greater and 

social networks were denser, with stronger ties between participants (Hrastinski 2008: 

504-5).  Though the focus was frequently on quantity, with participants attempting to 

type contributions before someone else said the same thing), there was also evidence 

of genuine “discussion … rather than a monologue” (Ibid: 505), attributable to the fact 

that participants felt confident of receiving replies (Hrastinski 2010: 137): 

“I think that [chat] was needed, because when you post something [in the discussion 

forum] you do not feel that other people are there … You don’t feel like you’re talking 

to someone.  [But in the chat] you feel that you are talking directly with people and … 

they are hearing you and answering you.  I like that.” (Male #2, quoted in Ibid.: 143) 

In explaining these patterns Hrastinski (2008, 2010) integrates social and evolutionary 

psychological theories: Robert & Dennis’ cognitive model of media choice (MMC; 2005) 

and Kock’s media naturalness hypothesis (MNH; 2005).  The MNH posits that real-time 

synchronous communication will increase psychological arousal (Kock 2005) whilst the 

MMC predicts that “rich” media, high in social presence, induces “increased motivation 

but decreased ability to process” (Robert & Dennis 2005: 19).  For Hrastinski (2010) it 

is the comparative “naturalness” of synchronous CMC that can explain the higher level 

of social support.  Its motivating, psychologically arousing qualities promote an intense 

form of what Hrastinski terms “personal participation”, a complement to the reflective 

and more cognitively demanding “cognitive participation” best served by asynchronous 

media (Ibid.: 141).  

Ironically, the perceived limitations in the generalisability of Hrastinski’s (2008, 2010) 

results make them more relevant to our context.  Firstly, participants were of different 

nationalities with marked cultural differences (for example, Argentinians were seen as 

being less comfortable with ambiguity and uncertainty than Swedes (Hrastinski 2008: 

505).  They were communicating in English, a language that was not their own (Ibid.: 

505).  Furthermore, they were professionals of significantly higher mean age than the 

postgraduate students sampled in several other comparative studies (Ibid.).  Lastly, as 
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is also the case on all TEOTDC programmes, Hrastinski’s (2008) participants had never 

met face-to-face, nor were they likely to (Ibid.: 500).   

Nevertheless, as Hrastinski (2010) acknowledges, “natural” communication, defined by 

Kock (2005) as similarity to face-to-face communication, depends on much more than 

synchronicity alone.  It also requires “the ability to convey and listen to speech” and to 

“convey and observe facial expressions and body language” (Ibid.: 121).  Kock (2005) 

himself cautions against determinism, noting that media naturalness “may or may not 

lead to certain types of behaviour or task outcomes” (Kock 2005).  Implicit in this is a 

realisation that the effects of diverse synchronous media are by no means predictable 

(Hrastinski et al 2010): what is needed is “general and abstract knowledge rather than 

recipes” so that interventions are based on the specific e-learning context and learning 

domain (Ibid.: 653-4).  To this end, the authors rigorously test both design exemplars 

(Hrastinski 2006, 2008) using focus groups of “teachers” and “experts”, finding strong 

support for their conclusions that synchronous e-learning: 

1 Supports strong group-wide relations, and is particularly effective in enhancing 

participation in smaller groups where users feel “more committed to read and 

respond”, as suggested by the MMC (Robert & Dennis 2005, in Hrastinski et al 

2010: 656).  Here, groups of more than ten participants were found to lead to 

“chat confusion” and the discussions being dominated by more confident users 

(Ibid.: 659) 

2 Supports weak class-wide relations, and the “sharing of diverse resources and 

ideas” (Ibid.: 657) 

3 Supports task planning and problem-solving within a specific time period due to 

the more dynamic negotiation and motivation that occurs (Ibid.: 660) 

4  Supports social exchanges, although this is likely to be influenced by individual 

differences, the timescale of the programme, and scheduling (Ibid.: 660, Chou 

2002, Orvis et al 2002). 

Since the instructor played a minimal role in e-learning, merely “suggesting discussion 

questions” (2008: 500), Hrastinski’s exemplars of informal text-based interaction offer 

no insight into moderation.  Chen et al (2009) address this, using a content analysis of 

a moderated teacher development programme, as well as interviews with participants, 

to investigate not only perceptions of various moderator strategies but also the actual 

effects of these approaches on interaction.  Transcripts revealed very few instances of 

cognitive skills (clarifications, inferences, judgments and strategies), or metacognitive 

skills (evaluation, planning and self-awareness), and such higher-order skills were not 
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sustained throughout individual sessions or over the six-week course.  Socio-emotional 

discourse peaked at the beginning and end of both the course and each session. 

Drawing on Garrison et al (2000), Chen et al maintain that social messages are vital in 

sustaining interaction and building “a community of talk” (2009: 1163) and in reducing 

isolation (Ibid.: 1164).  Cognitive and metacognitive skills could have been lacking due 

to the cognitive demands placed on participants (when managing multiple overlapping 

threads within time constraints) or the absence of non-verbal cues (Ibid.: 1156).  It is 

therefore the role of a skilled moderator to help participants exhibit higher-order skills 

and engage deeply with content.  Yet this engagement must occur not simply through 

careful preparation and active questioning, but also through fostering “self-regulation” 

in participants so that they grow to take more responsibility for their own learning and 

become more aware of the properties of synchronous e-learning that support reflection 

(Ibid: 1164).  Nevertheless, Chen et al maintain that in an online teacher development 

programme, learning cannot happen without facilitation (Ibid: 1164). 

However, it becomes clear during interviews that participants each have very different 

conceptions of both the purpose of synchronous discussions and the optimal nature of 

facilitation within them.  Here, there was support for both participant- and moderator-

centred approaches, with the moderator conceived of as either “leader”, “regulator” or 

active participant in the discussion (Ibid.: 1162).  For some participants, the ultimate 

objective of synchronous e-learning was one of information exchange and “intellectual 

development”, whereas others sought “social interaction” (Ibid.: 1162).   

Shi et al similarly conclude that the “contextual aspects of learning – real-time social 

interaction, and negotiation with peers, experts, moderators and instructors – are vital 

to a student’s movement from novice, or legitimate peripheral participant, to eventual 

contributor or expert” (2008: 4).  Like Chen et al (2009), the authors seek to explain 

the nature and dynamics of moderated synchronous discussion and identify the role of 

moderators in enhancing engagement and learning as well as fostering good practices 

in facilitation.  Using a finer-grained discourse analysis, they suggest that moderators 

can support and sustain collaborative learning by: 

1 Providing “hooks with both ends”, to keep participants “on task” and encourage 

deep reflections, ensuring social-emotional and intellectual engagement (Shi et 

al 2008: 11) 

2 “Telementoring”: monitoring performance, providing scaffolding, demonstrating 

knowledge of the subject area, and modelling critical thinking (Ibid.: 12) 
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3 Confronting and “conflicting”: the struggle to resolve contradictions can “propel 

participants to new and higher levels of understanding”, whereas the additional 

perspectives provided by peers add to their understanding of content and make 

it more concrete.  Debating conflicting ideas and negotiating agreement entails 

sharing the role of moderator (Ibid.: 12-13) 

4 Setting up norms: key to creating a learner-centred environment and activating 

participation (e.g. through turn-taking, Ibid.: 13) 

5 Encouraging social-emotional elements, which affect participants’ willingness to 

contribute and engage (encouraging less active participants to interact yet also 

recognising more active collaborators, Ibid.: 14-15). 

Though the context of Shi et al (2008) is similar to our own, their findings may well be 

limited by their failure to control for task design, structure and moderating conditions 

(Ibid.: 19-20).   

In arguing for “learner-led” discussions in which the moderator provides only minimal 

guidance, fostering more “higher-order” thinking over time, Wanstreet & Stein (2011) 

reflect that language barriers might have limited the time learners spent on cognitive 

development (172).  Still, here it is the absence of qualitative data, which might have 

been obtained from interviews or focus groups, that undermines the generalisability of 

this study.  It has been noted elsewhere that participants each conceive of moderation 

differently (Chen et al 2009) and as practitioners and researchers we must understand 

individual perceptions (Hrastinski 2010, 2008).  

Clearly, now, it is essential to explore the effects of other synchronous media: not only 

text-based tools, but also diverse varieties of multimodal communication, each with its 

distinct affordances and constraints. 

 

2.3 Studies of multimodal synchronous e-learning 

Offering a decision-making framework as opposed to empirical research, Smyth (2005) 

discusses the potential of videoconferencing for increasing student-centred approaches 

and “student-to-student” interaction2.  It can achieve this by “enabling participants to 

see and hear non-verbal communication … the multiple visual and aural cues in natural 

language such as body language and intonation, providing immediate feedback” (Ibid.: 

                                                         

2 This is in contrast to Laurillard, who conceives of the medium as one more suited to teacher-student 
interactions (2002: 97). 
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3).  Yet media naturalness alone cannot guarantee engaging, learner-centred learning 

(Kock 2005): this requires careful approaches to task and activity design that promote 

group work and problem-based learning (Smyth 2005: 3).  

In Orvis et al (2002), participants took part in collaborative problem solving using not 

only online chat, but also a shared whiteboard and 3D terrain tools.  As in Hrastinski 

(2006), the capability to chat freely in small, learner-led groups fostered participation 

and interaction.  The ensuing social interaction encouraged group learning behaviours, 

which helped participants guide each other through complex tasks and display higher-

order cognitive skills (Orvis et al 2002).  Though the study is noteworthy for its focus 

on task design, the validity of their study is limited (as the authors acknowledge) by 

the fact that participants knew they would meet face-to-face, weeks after the course 

had finished.  Moreover, none of the multimodal capabilities of the tool were analysed 

in the research: only chat. 

In their two qualitative studies of participants’ perceptions of Breeze3 webinars, Park & 

Bonk (2007a, 2007b) conclude that by supporting non-verbal elements found in face-

to-face contexts, the medium can encourage immediacy, social presence and dynamic 

interaction, all of which foster critical thinking (Garrison et al 2000).  As in studies of 

text-based facilitated collaboration (Chen et al 2009, Shi et al 2008), the authors also 

recommend that moderators establish ground rules and model interaction patterns in 

advance to ensure equal participation and coherent, meaningful communication (Park 

& Bonk 2007a: 314).  Recognising that the short duration and faster pace of webinars 

may inhibit deeper reflection, Park & Bonk suggest that participants be granted access 

to discussion materials prior to each session (Ibid.: 315).  Although archiving is briefly 

mentioned here as a valuable means of encouraging post-session reflection, as well as 

supporting non-native speakers (Park & Bonk 2007b: 255), little attention is dedicated 

to other modalities or their role in addressing visual, auditory, or kinaesthetic learning 

styles.  Instead, there is a focus on purely technical considerations, with the land-line 

proposed as a more stable alternative to VoIP for small groups (Ibid.: 258). 

For Wang & Hsu, webinars hold the promise of “a nearly face-to-face environment that 

increases social presence and facilitates multi-level interaction” (2008: 175).  Adopting 

a rigorous qualitative approach that utilises observations, archived recordings, surveys 

and focus groups, the writers can justifiably claim to offer research-based guidance on 

selecting “appropriate webinar-related pedagogies” (Ibid.: 171).  While not necessarily 

aiming for generalisability, their study of “experienced” teacher trainers equipped with 

“good” technology skills and some familiarity with e-learning (Ibid.: 180) is relevant to 

                                                         

3 Breeze is an earlier version of Adobe Connect™. 
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our EME context, more details of which are given in Chapter 3. 

Besides immediate feedback, common to all synchronous media, webinars provide for 

real-time multimedia demonstrations by sharing applications and allow participants to 

take charge of sessions (Ibid.: 177).  This is central to Wang & Hsu’s research, where 

developing trainers led sessions for their peers, addressing conceptual and procedural 

knowledge.  It was concluded that webinars are better suited to the conceptual domain 

since tools such as polls, whiteboard and breakout rooms can be employed to enhance 

interaction and reduce cognitive load (Ibid.: 181-182).  Polling enabled moderators to 

gauge progress, breakouts allowed them to monitor collaboration, and the whiteboard 

aided explanations of complex ideas using the visual channel (Ibid.: 182).  By contrast 

“procedural” webinars, typically involving other media, imposed too heavy a cognitive 

load on participants to achieve meaningful interaction and were also prone to technical 

problems (Ibid.: 182). 

Significantly, participants remarked that using two-way audio led to interruptions, and 

found video transmission distracting while attempting to focus on other media (Ibid.: 

182).  Though the webinar environment did create social presence and approximated 

face-to-face communication, other non-verbal cues (e.g. body language) were absent: 

it was not the same as “being there”.  This can be explained by the MNH (Kock 2005): 

webinars, while a “richer” medium than text-chat, may be experienced by participants 

as equally “unnatural”, due to the cognitive demands that the various visual and audio 

elements place on them.  Wang & Hsu’s (2008) research also reminds us that it is “the 

users and not the medium per se that decide how to use a medium” (Hrastinski 2010: 

654).  It is not only a case of choosing the most suitable synchronous media: we need 

to stimulate beneficial use of the chosen media (Ibid.: 654). 

Bower & Hedberg (2010) is, as yet, the only genuinely multimodal study of interaction 

in webinars, exploring the impact of technology, activity and task design.  Recognising 

that text-chat transcripts can only account for one mode of communication in webinar-

based learning, the authors conduct a multimodal discourse analysis to investigate the 

multiple channels used: a “more objective” quantitative approach (Ibid.: 464).  In this 

they synthesise the fields of Activity Theory (Engeström 1987) and systemic functional 

linguistics (Halliday, 1985), building upon the latter’s representation of meaning within 

communication, and highlighting the influence of (and interplay between) tool, subject 

and object in AT (Bower & Hedberg 2010: 465-466).  Unlike traditional analyses, their 

multimodal approach considers not only patterns of verbal interaction (e.g. statement 

response to a question), but also actions (e.g. screen-sharing, polling, adding to note-

pods or writing on the whiteboard.  Text-, audio- and video-based contributions are all 
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differentiated (Ibid.: 468-469).  Adopting a more “fine-grained” approach, the authors 

concentrate on 24 “learning episodes” from eight task-focused webinars, triangulating 

their data by analysing three different iterations of the same course (Ibid.: 467-468).  

Not only are they able to analyse, compare, and contrast various learning designs: by 

combining data from all 24 episodes, they also succeed in highlighting general trends 

in interaction related to webinar-based learning. 

Student-centred activity designs are found to result in over six times more participant 

discourse than teacher-centred designs, with participants “taking greater ownership of 

tasks”, and generating significantly more content-focused discussion (Ibid.: 470-476).  

Moderator discourse in student-centred activity designs was found to be less content-

based and more concerned with coordinating activity and managing technology (Ibid.: 

475).  Evidence was also provided for Wang & Hsu’s (2008) conclusion that procedural 

task designs do not allow for rich interactions (Bower & Hedberg 2010: 476). 

Bower & Hedberg (2010) do acknowledge that the generalisability of these findings is 

limited by the influence of other factors on interaction, including participants’ technical 

skills and the precise details of moderator implementation.  Furthermore, the learning 

domain, computer programming, bears little similarity to the EME context.  Perhaps an 

even greater limitation is that, whilst the authors succeed in quantifying the additional 

participation afforded by student-centred learning designs and make their quantitative 

methods explicit, they fail to provide details of the qualitative tools they refer to (Ibid.: 

473).  If practitioners are to heed their calls for more content-focused, learner-centred 

webinars, they will certainly need to understand how participants interact (Ibid.: 477), 

yet this understanding requires interpretivist as well as simply “objective” techniques 

and needs to be addressed in future research.  
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2.4 Research questions and the type of research required 

Given the paucity of genuinely multimodal studies of webinar-based e-learning, as well 

as the need for greater understanding of how collaboration occurs within this emerging 

medium, if it is to be implemented in a teacher development context, the first research 

question is: 

1 What is the nature of participation and interaction in moderated webinar-based 

learning for developing e-moderators? 

Recognising that the role of the moderator and their chosen learning design are crucial 

in shaping collaboration in synchronous e-learning (Bower & Hedberg 2010, Chen et al 

2009, Shi et al 2008) and given the context of developing e-moderators exploring how 

best to integrate Adobe Connect™ into the TEOTDC courses they moderate, the second 

research question is: 

2 What is the impact of different learning designs on participation and interaction 

in moderated webinar-based learning for developing e-moderators? 

Lastly, since perceptions of webinar-based e-learning are likely to be instrumental in its 

success (Hrastinski et al 2010, Chen et al 2009, Wang & Hsu 2008), both on EME and 

on the courses that EME participants eventually moderate, the third research question 

is: 

3 How are different webinar-based learning designs perceived by moderators and 

participants? 

These research questions call for a mixed-methods approach: quantitative, to establish 

objectively what happens during webinars, yet also qualitative, so that the quantitative 

data may be triangulated and it can be understood more fully how and why patterns of 

interaction and participation occur.  Such interpretivist approaches may also shed light 

on participants’ and moderators’ perceptions of webinar-based e-learning, and suggest 

how these perceptions may be positively influenced.   
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3. Method 

3.1 Context 

This study analysed the participation and interaction patterns of the moderator and 20 

course participants during three Adobe Connect™ meetings on two iterations of EME: 

EMOD-034, which ran from 13 February to 6 April 2012, and EMOD-036, from 9 April 

to 3 June 2012.  Both cohorts had the same course moderator.  Participants were all 

highly experienced ELT teachers and teacher trainers wishing to develop their skills as 

e-moderators using both an asynchronous LMS (Moodle™) and Adobe Connect™.  In 

each cohort, participants varied in age from 30 to 55 years old, and all were proficient 

in English (C1-level CEFR to native speaker).  Of the 20 course participants who took 

part in the research, 11 were female and nine were male.  

Research subjects (including the moderator, and one participant who took on the role 

of assistant moderator in one meeting) had varied experience in online learning (0 to 

9 years) and in hosting, presenting, or participating in multimodal synchronous online 

meetings (0 to 4 years).  The moderator and all but three participants had attended an 

introductory meeting that familiarised participants with tools (chat, audio, video, polls, 

breakouts) and interaction patterns (muting and un-muting the microphone, changing 

status to manage turn taking).   

On both iterations of EME, attending the synchronous meetings was voluntary, though 

all participants were strongly encouraged to attend, on the grounds that the meetings 

would both enhance their understanding of EME course content and provide invaluable 

experience of synchronous e-moderating.  Since the participants were based in diverse 

time zones (from GMT-5 to GMT+8) and teaching and training full-time throughout the 

duration of the course, scheduling was problematic.  It is impressive and indicative of 

participants’ keenness to engage with webinar-based learning that as many as half of 

the 40 participants from EMOD-034 and EMOD-036 attended at least one of the three 

meetings analysed.  

Following the introductory sessions, participants were asked to share their perceptions 

of synchronous CMC in a Moodle™ discussion forum.  Several participants continued to 

reflect on their experiences of subsequent meetings in the same way.  Participation in 

these discussions was not compulsory and not graded. 
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3.2 Learning episodes analysed 

On EMOD-034 the subject of the single 21-minute learning episode analysed was the 

role of the moderator (managerial, pedagogical, social and technical), specifically the 

skills of “weaving” and summarising asynchronous discussions.  Prior to the 90-minute 

meeting that this episode was taken from, participants took part in a forum discussion 

and were assigned pre-reading on weaving and summarising (Berge 1995, Feenberg & 

Xin 2002).  Participants also practised these skills by each initiating and moderating a 

Moodle™ thread.   

In the meeting, participants reflected on their experiences in breakout groups of three 

to four, before reconvening in the main room, where a spokesperson from each group 

presented a summary.  Episode EMOD-034: 1 (Table 1) consisted of three participant 

presentations and summarising comments from the moderator.  One participant acted 

as assistant moderator during this episode, performing technical functions as needed.  

Participants were invited to continue the discussion on moderator roles via a Moodle™ 

forum after the meeting. 

Five learning episodes on EMOD-036 were analysed.  For EMOD-036: 1, a 9.2-minute 

discussion on absorption and turn taking, the five participants had been asked to read 

Feenberg & Xin (2002) and reflect on the elements involved in managing CMC (Ibid.: 

1-6) with regard to the threads they had moderated (Table 1).  The episode led in to a 

breakout on moderator roles.  The meeting was again followed by a forum discussion.    
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EMOD-036: 2A (19.3 minutes) and EMOD-036: 2D (5.4 minutes), sampled from a third 

meeting, were also plenary discussions that led in to separate breakout discussions on 

feedback and assessment in a VLE (Table 1).  However, three participants, MJ, DH and 

EA, each moderated a different part, so whilst EMOD-036: 2A was facilitated by M, the 

EME moderator, EMOD-036: 2D was moderated by EA.  EMOD-036: 2B (10.8 minutes) 

and EMOD-036: 2C (9.7 minutes), facilitated by MJ and DH respectively, were instead 

summaries of breakouts that they had moderated (Table 1).  In a follow-up discussion 

participants built on the ideas they had generated during EMOD-036: 2A-D. 

 

3.3 Use of Adobe Connect™ in learning episodes 

The following functions of Adobe Connect™ were used in the six episodes: 

• General Presentation Delivery (showing slides in the main room) 

• Webcam and VoIP (although due to low bandwidth, several participants did not 

have access to these) 

• Text Chat: capacity to send to all or selected individuals (due to the limitations 

of archiving, only text sent to the main room could be recorded and analysed) 

• Breakouts: the facility to organise participants into separate, smaller groups, to 

promote collaboration (again these could not be recorded or analysed, although 

they were explored in focus groups and informed EMOD-034: 1, EMOD-036: 2B 

and EMOD-036: 2C) 

• File Upload (used to share the video and PDF files in the breakout that informed 

EMOD-036: 2C) 

• Notes (to record summaries of breakouts in EMOD-034: 1) 

• Polling: (allowing the moderator to set questions for participants to vote on, in 

EMOD-034: 1 and EMOD-036: 2) 

• Attendee List: enabling participants to indicate their status, e.g. “raise hand” or 

“applause” (EMOD-034: 1) 

• Whiteboard (used to record conclusions from breakouts in EMOD-036: 2C).  

The Adobe Connect™ interface also enabled the EME moderator, as host, to adjust the 

participants’ level of access to tools by changing their status to presenter.  In addition, 

she was able to toggle between predefined layouts or create new ones by resizing and 
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moving pods. Layouts could thus be redesigned to meet the collaborative requirements 

of the learning design, either in advance of or during an episode.  Since MJ, DH and EA 

had presenter, not host status, and therefore reduced control over whatever tools they 

used, they were obliged to ask the EME moderator (assistant moderator during EMOD-

036: 2B, EMOD-036: 2C and EMOD-036: 2D) to perform some functions for them. 

Lastly, Adobe Connect™ allowed the moderator to archive each meeting and share the 

recording with all participants and the researcher.  However, as mentioned above, only 

the conversations that took place in the main room could be recorded or analysed.  In 

EMOD-034: 1 and EMOD-036: 2A-D, video was not captured.   

 

3.4 Theoretical framework: multimodal discourse analysis 

Unlike single-channel discourse analysis, multimodal discourse analysis attends to “the 

multiplicity of modes of communication that may be active”, and enables them to be 

incorporated (Kress et al 2001 and Jewitt 2006, in Bower & Hedberg 2010: 464).  In 

this way it yields conclusions that may be considered “more accurate … and complete” 

(Jewitt 2006 and Norris 2004 in Ibid.).  This is vital when addressing the first research 

question, on the nature of participation and interaction in webinar-based learning.  By 

not only describing participation, but also the nature of learning, multimodal discourse 

analysis can also address the second research question, on learning design.   

In designing their multimodal discourse analysis for webinars, Bower & Hedberg bring 

together the diverse fields of Activity Theory (henceforth AT, Engeström 1987 in Ibid.: 

463) and systemic functional linguistics (henceforth SFL, Halliday 1985, in Ibid.: 464). 

The authors identify three components of webinar-based learning design:  

1  Technology design: the chosen design of the interface of the mediating webinar 

technology (relating to the tool in AT and textual meaning in SFL)  

2  (inter)Activity design: how participants are expected to interact within learning 

episodes (subject in AT, intersubjective or interpersonal meaning in SFL) 

3  Task design: the curriculum content selected within the learning domain (object 

in AT and ideational meaning in SFL)4  

These are then used to conduct a “large scale, quantitative analysis” investigating the 

                                                         

4 Modalities can represent all three types of meaning, e.g. the visual mode can be used to represent 
concepts (ideational meaning), demonstrate interaction patterns (interpersonal), or, by moving different 

tools and adjusting the interface, change their value and significance in webinar-based communication 
(textual), based on Jewitt (2006) in Bower & Hedberg (2010: 464). 
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influence of technology, activity, and task design within webinars on participation and 

interaction (Ibid.: 464).  Detailed examples of how technology, activity and task design 

were operationalised for this study are provided in the following section. 

In their analysis, the coding frame is developed so as to capture aspects of discourse 

relating not only to content, but also to coordinating activity between participants and 

using the webinar technology (Ibid.: 464).  Based on the three components identified 

above, these were operationalised for this study as follows: 

1  Technology: discourse regarding the tools of the webinar platform 

2  (inter)Activity: discourse relating to coordinating interactions between people 

(what has been, is being, or should be done and by whom) 

3  Content: discourse addressing topics studied on EME 

In Activity Theory, tools, participants and content are analysed as distinct components 

of an activity system (Engeström 1987 in Ibid: 477).  Yet, as evidenced in the textual 

discourse analysed in the pilot study and in Bower & Hedberg, these elements can be 

viewed as “intrinsically inseparable and overlapping” (Ibid: 480).  Since the discourse 

analysed in this study also frequently addressed two or more components, interactions 

between the three categories were again included.  Socio-emotional elements, seen as 

an integral part of online interaction (Wanstreet & Stein 2011, Hrastinski 2008, Shi et 

al 2008, Wang & Hsu 2008), were again classified using a separate code (see below).  

Interestingly, these four categories correspond to the four e-moderator roles identified 

by Berge (1995): pedagogical (Content), managerial (Activity), technical (Technology) 

and social (Socio-emotional), more than one of which may be called upon in any given 

context. 

Following Bower & Hedberg (2010), and the pilot study, the coding scheme below was 

also adapted to incorporate a focus on interaction patterns, an aspect not emphasised 

in most coding systems (e.g. Orvis et al 2002, Chou 2002) and only partly addressed 

in more recent research (e.g. Chen et al 2009).  In this system, each contribution was 

recorded as either a statement or question; independently initiated or responsive; and 

if responsive, whether the contribution was made in response to a statement, question 

or action. 

In earlier studies of multimodal synchronous e-learning (e.g. Wang & Hsu 2008, Park 

& Bonk 2007) webinar tools are discussed, but not rigorously investigated in terms of 

how they may be used by participants and moderators to facilitate interaction.  Bower 

& Hedberg (2010) address this by classifying all actions in Adobe Connect™ according 
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to the modalities that were used to make them.  Since this approach proved helpful in 

describing the nature of teacher development webinars during the pilot study, in this 

study, all contributions to the notes pod, polls, and changes in participant status were 

again coded as distinct types of actions; textual contributions were again classified as 

being made via text chat or VoIP.  Further details of the coding frame are provided in 

Section 3.6. 

 

3.5 Learning design: Technology, activity and task design 

Bower & Hedberg (2010) classify technology design as either: 

1 Presentational (where only the moderator has access to the majority of tools), 

or 

2 Collaborative (allowing participants access to most, if not all, of the tools in the 

webinar environment so that they may collaboratively construct understanding, 

Ibid: 465). 

During EMOD-034: 1, three participants had presenter status.  Since participants were 

unable to access the notes they had added to their breakout pods, it was agreed that 

the moderator would add notes from each presentation to the main pod.  EMOD-034: 

1 could therefore be described as collaborative, becoming more presentational only at 

certain moments, and arguably due more to the design of Adobe Connect™ than the 

moderator’s intended technology design. 

Episodes EMOD-036: 1 and EMOD-036: 2A-D were, by contrast, more presentational.  

Though participants were encouraged to use webcams, not all of them were willing or 

able to do so.  Only the EME moderator and trainee moderators, MJ, DH and EA, had 

access to any other webinar tools besides text-chat.  EA had intended participants to 

use the notes pod to brainstorm ideas collaboratively, during EMOD-036: 2D, but with 

participant status they were unable to do this and needed to use text-chat instead5.  

In online learning, activity design can be defined as the nature of interaction between 

the moderator and participants (Bower & Hedberg 2010: 466).  It may be:  

                                                         

5 Breakouts, used in all three meetings, though not included in the multimodal discourse analysis due to the 
limitations of the recording function, were collaborative in that each participant was granted presenter 

rights. This ensured that each meeting incorporated a balance of approaches to technology design. 
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1 Teacher-centred (a transmissive approach, where the instructor communicates 

a stream of information to participants, as in a traditional university lecture, as 

discussed in Laurillard 2002) 

2 Teacher-led (a deductive instructional approach where content is presented but 

then followed by participant activity, such as question answering, allowing for 

more feedback and interaction between the teacher and learners (as advocated 

by Laurillard in her Conversational Framework (2002) and discussed in Chen et 

al 2009))  

3 Learner-centred (a more inductive, guided-discovery, collaborative approach in 

which participants complete “goal-related” tasks, and the moderator’s role is to 

facilitate discourse between participants (as discussed in Chen et al 2009, Park 

& Bonk 2007a, and Suthers 2006 in Bower & Hedberg 2010: 466)).  

None of the learning episodes analysed could be construed as teacher-centred.  Such 

an approach would be contrary to the very ethos of TEOTDC, and indeed the whole of 

present-day English Language Teaching6.  Given that learner-centred approaches are 

much more challenging to implement in groups of more than three participants (Park 

& Bonk 2007a: 320), it is unsurprising that EMOD-034: 1 and EMOD-036: 1 and 2A-D 

(featuring between five and ten participants in the main room) were to a large extent 

“led” by moderators.  Building on the pilot study, further categorisation is needed.   

In their study of teachers’ conceptions of synchronous online learning for professional 

development, Chen et al highlight three more fine-grained categories of “teacher-led” 

activity design (2009: 1162): 

1 Moderator-centred (where the moderator’s function is to “question and probe” 

participants to “focus discussions on critical concepts, principles and skills”) 

2 Participant-moderator interaction (where the meaning of the discussion is “co-

constructed” by moderators and participants, and both groups learn from each 

other) 

3 Moderator-as-regulator (in this, the least “teacher-led” of the three categories, 

the moderator is responsible for keeping participants focused on the topic, yet 

without leading the discussion through questioning). 

Clearly, from this range of “ideal” conceptions of synchronous e-learning (Ibid: 1162-

                                                         

6 Furthermore, all breakout discussions could be classified as “learner-centred”, in that discourse takes place 

between participants with minimal moderator involvement (as evidenced in focus groups and in participant 
comments immediately after each breakout). 
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3), more than one design might feasibly be used during a single learning episode.  In 

addition, activity design may not be a conscious, planned decision.  Nevertheless, the 

above three categories are helpful in classifying the overall activity design adopted in 

each episode.  Interestingly, the third conception of the moderator’s role implies that 

moderation is something “imposed” on participants, while the first two suggest that it 

serves a more enabling function. 

Finally, task design relates to the type of knowledge addressed in the learning episode 

(Bower & Hedberg 2010), and may be represented as:  

1 Factual (declarative) knowledge: discrete pieces of elementary information that 

participants require in order to become acquainted with the discipline (e.g. the 

terminology used within Moodle™: forum, wiki, exercise) 

2 Procedural knowledge: the skills to perform processes (such as using the Adobe 

Connect™ interface or adding code from text files to a forum thread) 

3 Conceptual knowledge: interrelated representations of more complex knowledge 

forms, including schemas, categorisation hierarchies and explanations (such as 

Salmon’s (2003) five-stage model) (Bower & Hedberg 2010: 466) 

4 Metacognitive knowledge: “strategic, contextual, or self-knowledge” (Anderson 

and Krathwohl 2001, in Neuman 2011) (e.g. understanding how distinct online 

learning situations call for different moderator roles or approaches)7. 

In addressing participants’ own e-moderating practice, EMOD-034: 1 and EMOD-036: 

1 can be classed as metacognitive.  EMOD-036: 2A-D are perhaps harder to classify in 

that these episodes did not only require participants to assess their own practice, but 

also dealt with concepts related to feedback, follow-up and assessment.  Of these four 

episodes, EMOD-036: 2C addressed the most abstract, conceptual knowledge, since it 

required participants to discuss an e-learning context taken from higher education and 

thus outside their own EME experience.  2A, B, and D asked participants to brainstorm 

and discuss the concepts of feedback and assessment, but related these to their lived 

experiences on EME and their teaching. 

Not discussed in the exploratory study or in Bower & Hedberg (2010) is at what stage 

in a learning episode knowledge is addressed, or what form this learning input might 

take.  Before each meeting, input was provided through pre-reading tasks, assigned 

                                                         

7 The examples provided here indicate what participants might be expected to learn in synchronous 

meetings, based on the course content. In the introductory meeting, not analysed, the moderator did indeed 
help participants learn the basic procedural skills needed to use Adobe Connect™. 
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several days in advance.  Knowledge was also co-constructed and consolidated soon 

after each meeting via the forum.  EMOD-036: 2B and 2C differed from other episodes 

in that participants could build on ideas generated in the plenary discussion, earlier in 

the meeting.  Before starting his episode, the moderator, EA, made it clear that there 

would not be enough time to summarise the breakout discussion on assessment within 

the meeting itself, and so, unlike all other episodes, the “summarising” discussion for 

EMOD-036: 2D took place entirely asynchronously, via a Moodle™ wiki.  EMOD-036: 

2C differed further, since additional input was provided within the breakout discussion 

itself, either in the form of a PDF (group 1) or a video (group 2).  No other moderator 

adopted this approach to task design. 

Table 2 summarises the learning design used in each episode: 

 

 

3.6 Coding frame  

In this study, textual discourse is defined as any written or spoken contribution to the 

webinar environment.  Actions constitute any recorded contribution that is non-textual 

using Adobe Connect™ tools (e.g. voting in a poll or changing status). 

Textual discourse was classified according to its subject and interactive nature, whilst 

actions were classified by the media through which they occurred.  The ‘sentence’ was 

selected as the unit of analysis in this study because: 

1 It is fine-grained, providing greater frequencies through which participation and 

interaction can be analysed 

2 Its boundaries are usually defined by participants, allowing the data to remain 

more pristine 

3 Its size is more consistent than the ‘unit of meaning’ approach and less exposed 

to unreliable segmentation issues (Strijbos et al 2006, in Ibid: 469).  

Because participants determined the bounds of all text-chat sentences, the problem of 
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determining the demarcation points was in most instances resolved.  Wherever audio-

based sentence boundaries seemed unclear, sentence breaks were made.  All textual-

discourse contributions were classified as content (C: sentences relating to curriculum 

topics from EME), activity (A: relating to who does what and when) and technology (T: 

relating to the use of Adobe Connect™ tools within the learning episode, adapted from 

Bower & Hedberg 2010: 468).  As mentioned above, sentences could relate to two, or 

even all three subjects (A-C, A-T, C-T or A-C-T).  If a sentence did not fit into any of 

these categories, it was coded as “socio-emotional” (S, see Table 3):  

 

 

 

 

 

In coding textual discourse according to its interactive nature, every contribution was 

classified as either a “statement” or “question”, to help determine whether webinars in 

general, or particular learning designs, led to more questions being posed or answered 

(Bower & Hedberg 2010: 469).  Statements were considered to be comments that did 

not generally invite response, while questions indicated to others that responses were 

required, thereby promoting interaction (Ibid.: 469).   

Eight categories were used: Independent Question (IQ), Independent Statement (IS), 

Question Response to a Question (QRQ), Question Response to a Statement (QRS), 

Statement Response to a Question (SRQ), Statement Response to a Statement (SRS), 

Question Response to an Action (QRA), and Statement Response to an Action (SRA).  

Here, responses were defined as only those comments responding directly to specific 

contributions made by other people.  Once a response had been provided, subsequent 

sentences by the same participant were classified as independent. 
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In order to indicate the modalities used, actions were classified as:  

• adjusting the webinar interface to facilitate better communication (ADJUST) 

• starting or stopping transmitting audio (AUDIO) 

• moving a participant from the main room to a breakout, or vice versa (MOVE) 

• adding to, editing, or deleting a sentence in the notes pod, or showing or hiding 

the pod (NOTES) 

• initiating or voting in a poll (POLL) 

• assigning presenter rights to a participant (PRESENT) 

• recording the session (REC) 

• entering or leaving the session (SESSION) 

• showing or changing a slide in the main room, or hiding the slides pod (SLIDE) 

• changing status to applause or raised hand, or clearing status (STATUS) 

• transmitting video (VIDEO) 

• activating, writing on or hiding the whiteboard (WB) 

The transcripts in Appendix 1 demonstrate exactly how the coding scheme was applied 

to textual and non-textual discourse.  

 

3.7 Sampling learning episodes for the multimodal discourse analysis 

In the pilot study, while the analysis of a single, 24.5-minute learning episode served 

to exemplify the nature of participation and interaction in a webinar, the dataset was 

not sufficient to enable statistical tests to be meaningfully conducted (Herring 2004, in 

Bower & Hedberg 2010: 467).  The final sample selected for this analysis was chosen 

to create as large a dataset as possible while at the same time ensuring that the data 

remained meaningful and could help answer the research questions.  The six learning 

episodes were chosen on the grounds that they included task types that covered core 

course content and could be described as “typical”, despite the use of webinars being 

relatively novel on EME.  These episodes represent both metacognitive and conceptual 

task types, with input provided via different means and at different stages.  Although 

activity designs are predominantly teacher-led, moderator roles do vary, and there is 
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also some variation between episodes in terms of technology design (Table 2).   

Though one of the learning episodes is selected from the sample analysed in the pilot 

study, it has been analysed somewhat differently (see below), with this analysis based 

on a smaller, more representative 21-minute episode, as opposed to the entire 24.5-

minute recording.  Analysing learning episodes, where identifiable tasks are performed 

(such as pre-breakout discussions or post-breakout summaries), as opposed to whole 

meetings, enabled aspects of each learning design to be more meaningfully compared 

and contrasted, and allowed individual designs to be explored in greater depth (shown 

in Learning design results in Chapter 4).  If learning design results address the second 

research question, then Global results, based on 75.4 minutes of discussion transcribed 

from all six episodes, address the first, serving to characterise webinar-based learning 

in terms of participation and interaction.  

Neither of the introductory sessions on EMOD-034 or EMOD-036 (which addressed the 

procedural knowledge of using Adobe Connect™ tools) were analysed, as the meeting 

on EMOD-036 was not recorded and the corresponding meeting on EMOD-034 was the 

first time the webinar software had been used on EME.  Only one other recording from 

EMOD-034 was available for analysis, but this was marred by sound problems, making 

it unusable, and also unrepresentative of the whole sample.  The only other recording 

from EMOD-036 was of the light-hearted moderator “awards ceremony” at the end of 

the course, which, despite its valuable socio-emotional purpose, could not be deemed 

representative of webinar-based learning on EME.   

In amalgamating the data from the six learning episodes, EMOD-036: 2A-D posed the 

fewest problems, as these were taken from a single meeting in which the total number 

of participants was either seven or eight, depending on whether the course moderator 

or a participant was moderating.  Five participants retained this status throughout and 

the remaining three took turns to moderate, as outlined above.  However, the number 

of participants ranged from five to ten across all episodes, with different combinations 

of people taking part in each meeting.  It was beyond the scope of this dissertation to 

calibrate for individual differences or group size by testing identical learning designs on 

different groups (as done in Bower & Hedberg 2010: 467).  Nevertheless, participants’ 

perceptions of the medium (outlined below), combined with the similar average level 

of prior synchronous e-learning experience among EMOD-034 and EMOD-036, suggest 

that different combinations of the participants could be expected to respond to a given 

learning design in similar ways.  In addition, group size was accounted for in Learning 

design results by calculating and comparing the mean rate of participation within each 

design, as detailed in Chapter 4. 
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It might appear more methodologically sound to combine only the data collected from 

EMOD-034: 1, EMOD-036: 1 and EMOD-036: 2A since these episodes were moderated 

by the same person.  Yet although EMOD-036: 2B-2D were each facilitated by different 

participants, the learning designs adopted all constitute valid approaches to moderated 

webinar-based learning and thus merit investigation.  

For all these reasons, it was decided that the data could be meaningfully amalgamated 

into a set of global results and then compared across episodes with regard to learning 

design.  Nonetheless, given the limitations of the quantitative methods used, additional 

qualitative approaches were needed, both to triangulate the results and to address the 

third research question on perceptions.  It is to these qualitative methods that we now 

turn. 

 

3.8 Qualitative approaches used 

Following the quantitative multimodal discourse analysis, each transcript was analysed 

to identify contributions by individual moderators or participants that could account for 

patterns of participation and interaction in the data.  Qualitative analysis also revealed 

participants’ and moderators’ perceptions of webinars, which were then organised into 

broad themes (as in Shi et al 2008).  Both were explored via two additional qualitative 

tools: discourse analysis of the Moodle™ discussion forums and focus groups. 

Participants on both iterations of EME were encouraged to exchange their perceptions 

of webinars via a Moodle™ discussion thread.  Though this was not set out in depth in 

the pilot study due to the word limit, it did serve as a valuable means of triangulating 

the quantitative data.  For the dissertation, discussion transcripts collected before and 

after EMOD-034: 1 were again analysed to help explain differing levels of participation 

among the ten EMOD-034 participants.  Via a discourse analysis, positive and negative 

perceptions were identified, grouped into broad themes and then compared with actual 

contributions during the EMOD-034: 1.  A similar process was applied to EMOD-036: 1 

and EMOD-036: 2A-D, although, on EMOD-036, the vast majority of reflections related 

to the introductory meeting, with only one participant (EA) reflecting on EMOD-036: 1 

and no one posting reflections on EMOD-036: 2A-D.  During the EMOD-036: 2 meeting 

itself, however, a number of participants shared their perceptions spontaneously, after 

the analysed learning episodes had ended.  These comments were then compared with 

those made prior to EMOD-036: 2, and used to investigate themes in participation and 

interaction observed during EMOD-036: 2A-D. 
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Upon completion of EME, two groups of participants from EMOD-036 took part in focus 

groups: those who had experienced webinars only as “participants” and those who had 

experienced them as “moderators” as well as participants in EMOD-036: 2.  For Cohen 

et al, focus groups allow participants to direct the flow of a discussion, and often bring 

out insights not previously considered by the researcher (2011: 434).  Nonetheless, to 

guide participants and address the research questions, discussion questions were used 

(see below) and the researcher intervened at points to help ensure they were covered 

within the allotted time.  Having two groups, as opposed to one, afforded insights from 

different perspectives and allowed the participants to interpret the questions according 

to their individual experiences within the webinar environment.  It not only shed light 

on perceptions of webinars, but also helped explain different choices of learning design 

and the results of these designs in terms of participation and interaction.  

 

3.9 Reliability and ethical procedures 

To ensure the reliability of the multimodal discourse analysis (segmentation and coding 

of units) a second rater was used, and a traditional “percentage agreement” approach 

to measuring inter-rater reliability was chosen (as suggested in Cohen et al 2011: 198 

and Bower & Hedberg 2010: 469-470).  Reliability (r) was found to be 0.88 where: 

 

Number of sentences where agreement was reached 

r = __________________________________________ 

Number of sentences jointly analysed 

 

Research participants all provided their informed consent by signing a form giving full 

details of the methodology used, as well as the intended benefits of the research, not 

only for TEOTDC, but also for participants themselves, as prospective moderators (see 

Figure 2 below). 
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Fig. 1. Consent form sent to research participants (continues on next page). 
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In addition, participants were: 

• invited to ask questions regarding the research 

• allowed to withdraw from meetings or the research at any time, without this 

prejudicing their course grades, overall performance, or chances of becoming 

moderators on TEOTDC 

• given advance notice of exactly which of their meetings would be recorded, so 

that they could choose whether to take part in them 

• informed exactly which data from the meetings and accompanying discussion 

forums would be used, how it would be used and for what purposes 

• granted access to the archived recordings, as well as transcripts and data from 

meetings and forums, before they were included in the final report 
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• given a choice of times to attend focus groups to ensure that as many people 

as possible could attend 

• sent copies of the discussion questions for the focus group they were attending 

in advance of the meetings, allowing them time to prepare if they so wished 

(see Appendix 2) 

• invited to submit answers to the focus group questions by email, in the event 

that they could not attend 

• granted access to the archived recordings and transcripts of the focus groups 

they had attended before they were included in the final report 

• granted access to the final report before it was submitted. 

To respect participants’ privacy, all transcripts of text-chat and VoIP contributions, 

records of how Adobe Connect™ tools were used and data on participants’ non-verbal 

communication were anonymised.  Similarly, all contributions to discussion forums and 

focus groups were anonymised (Cohen et al 2011: 90-94).   

Furthermore, so as not to deny moderators and course participants access to the full 

functionality of the software and its potential benefits, moderators were allowed to use 

Adobe Connect™ entirely as they saw fit.  Comparisons between learning designs were 

obtained without resorting to artificial comparison groups of participants, which might 

have withheld benefits from them (Ibid.: 88-89). 

Meetings were scheduled so that as many participants as possible could take part.  In 

EMOD-034: 1, an assistant moderator was appointed to pre-empt technical problems 

and help solve them as and when they occurred.  This was not possible in EMOD-036: 

1, but in EMOD-036: 2, the course moderator, M, acted as assistant moderator when 

the three trainee moderators, MJ, DH and EA, were moderating.   

It should be noted that in EMOD-034: 1, the assistant moderator role was undertaken 

by the researcher.  This meant that, to some extent, other participants might have felt 

the “presence of an intruding investigator” (Berg 2001, in Duemer et al 2002: 3) and 

altered their participation accordingly.  Yet the researcher’s role was complex: not only 

that of investigator but also TEOTDC course developer, technical adviser and bona fide 

EME course participant with an interest in continuing professional development.  If this 

presence did affect participant behaviour, it could just as easily be argued that several 

other participants on EMOD-034 and EMOD-036 (where the researcher did not attend 

meetings), as British Council managers responsible for recruiting e-moderators in their 

regions, may also have placed unintended pressure on their coursemates to “perform” 
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on all parts of EME.  It is also likely that participants sensed they were being evaluated 

by the course moderator on their ability to interact, present, or moderate in real-time 

meetings.  Finally, it could be said that since participants were exploring the use of an 

emerging medium, they too were simultaneously “observing”, as well as taking part in 

each meeting.   

Ultimately, the researcher’s decision to not merely observe, but also engage in EMOD-

034: 1 as assistant moderator was a pragmatic one, felt to be in the best interests of 

the moderator and participants who required in-time technical support to achieve their 

learning aims. 

It is hoped that this dissertation will yield benefits for TEOTDC, and indeed any online 

teacher development provider wishing to implement webinar-based learning.  Making 

the entire research process transparent should allow it to be adapted and repeated in 

other contexts, thereby benefiting the wider research community. 
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4. Results  

Quantitative results were produced on two levels: 

1 Global results: results based on the entire 75.4-minute dataset, collected from 

three separate meetings that serve to characterise participation and interaction 

in the webinar environment, thus addressing the first research question, and 

2 Learning design results: findings based on comparing the six individual learning 

episodes that serve to characterise participation and interaction in each episode 

and highlight the impact of variations in technology, activity and task design on 

participation and interaction, thus addressing the second research question. 

These were triangulated and explored in greater depth using qualitative tools: analysis 

of the transcripts and Moodle™ discussion forums, and two focus groups.  By doing so, 

the third research question on perceptions could also be addressed. 

 

4.1 Global results 

The ability to construct global results allows the nature of teaching and learning using 

the webinar software to be characterised across the entire 75.4-minute dataset.  This 

is accomplished using subject of textual discourse results, nature of interaction results 

and non-textual discourse results, each obtained by conducting individual, quantitative 

analyses of episodes EMOD-034: 1, EMOD-036: 1 and EMOD-036: 2A-D.  This process 

is illustrated in greater detail in Section 4.2 below, where single episodes are analysed.  

Global results illuminate crucial differences between moderator and participant textual 

and non-textual discourse, which provide a starting point for analysing single episodes 

and learning design.  

In the six learning episodes analysed, a total of 487 moderator, 379 participant and 34 

assistant moderator textual-discourse contributions were coded, as shown in Figure 2. 

Moderators, then, contributed 54.2% of sentences, compared with 42% contributed by 

participants, with the assistant moderators contributing the remaining 3.8%. However, 

these figures varied significantly across episodes (see Section 4.2). 
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Fig. 2. Proportion of textual discourse contributed by moderators, assistant moderators and participants 

 

4.1.1 Subject of textual discourse results 

The proportions of moderator and participant textual-discourse contributions (classified 

by subject across all six learning episodes) are represented in Figures 3 and 4: 

 

Fig. 3. Proportion of textual discourse by subject across all episodes for moderators 



 

  39 

 

Fig. 4. Proportion of textual discourse by subject across all episodes for participants 

 

Qualitative analysis of the transcripts could then be used to account for the significant 

differences between the proportion of moderator and participant contributions in some 

categories: 

1 The larger proportion of Activity-Content sentences contributed by moderators 

compared with participants (32.4%, as opposed to 10.3%) can be explained by 

moderator strategies such as providing “hooks with both ends” (Shi et al 2008) 

or “confronting and conflicting” (Ibid.).  Here, participants’ contributions would 

be acknowledged and sometimes quoted in full, with specific individuals named 

and invited to develop their ideas in more depth, as shown in the transcripts (in 

Appendix 1). 

2 The greater proportion of Content sentences contributed by participants (57.5% 

compared with 35.1%) could be accounted for by moderator approaches, which 

helped participants focus on concepts or practice from EME in the pre-breakout 

discussions.  In post-breakout discussions this could reflect the success of each 

breakout, generating content-focused discussion that could be reported back to 

the main room.  It could also be due to task designs that drew on participants’ 

own e-learning experiences and provided input before and during the meeting. 

3 The higher level of Technology discourse among participants (7.7%) compared 

with moderators (2.5%) could reflect the novelty of the medium to participants 

(and their need to share their concerns or learn more about the medium) while 

moderators generally had greater experience of Adobe Connect™.  In addition, 
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Activity-Technology contributions were marginally higher for moderators, which 

suggests that they (together with assistant moderators) directed and supported 

participants’ use of the technology in learning rather than simply discussing the 

technology itself. 

These observations could then be tested in focus groups and analysis of the discussion 

forums for EMOD-034 and EMOD-036.  The findings from these qualitative analyses are 

presented in Learning design results in Section 4.2. 

 

4.1.2 Nature of interaction results 

The framework was also able to characterise the types of interactions that occurred in 

the Adobe Connect™ webinar environment.  The proportions of the 487 moderator, 34 

assistant moderator, and 379 participant textual-discourse contributions, categorised 

by nature of interaction across all six learning episodes, are represented in Table 4:  

 

 

 

Qualitative analysis again identified reasons for the above differences in the proportion 

of interaction types for moderator and participant contributions: 

1 The significantly larger proportion of Independent Question sentences produced 

by moderators compared with participants (10.5%, as opposed to 2.1%) could 

be explained by the predominance of “teacher-led” activity designs that sought 

to engage participants through questioning (Chen et al 2009) or propel them to 

higher levels of understanding by “confronting and conflicting” (Shi et al 2008), 

as shown in the transcript (Appendix 1). 

2 The significantly larger proportion of Statement Response to Question discourse 

contributed by participants in comparison with moderators (24.3%, as opposed 

to 3.1%) could be accounted for by the large number of responses participants 

provided during teacher-led question-response sequences.  Though they asked 

relatively few questions, participants were still actively engaged. 
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3 The roughly equal percentages of Independent Statements for moderators and 

participants (44.4% and 41.2% respectively) indicate that participants did have 

space to direct learning.  Regardless of any differences in individual participant 

contributions (investigated below in Section 4.2), participants were, collectively 

at least, actively involved in knowledge construction, and not passive recipients 

of knowledge. 

The frequency of each of the non-textual-discourse contributions (Actions) provided a 

characterisation of how the webinar technology was used to mediate participation and 

interaction across all episodes (Table 5).  Having identified usage patterns, qualitative 

analysis of transcripts and focus groups could be used to interpret them.   

 

 

 

 

The results suggest that moderators played a relatively active role in the six learning 

episodes, performing almost twice as many actions as participants (66 compared with 

35).  Participant actions outnumbered those of moderators in two categories, polls and 

transmitting video, although this is hardly surprising, given that moderators could only 

initiate a poll once while up to ten participants could vote in it, and up to ten times as 

many participants could transmit video simultaneously.  It is perhaps more noteworthy 

that only a minority of participants opted to broadcast video at all.   

Other results should be treated with caution, since several tools were only available to 

moderators, and not all moderators had host status (see Section 3.3 above).  They are 

included simply to illustrate the technology designs chosen, which were almost without 

exception presentational.  Participants were limited to using text-chat, voting in polls, 
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transmitting video or changing status, the latter used solely in conjunction with audio, 

a modality used by just three participants in a single episode, EMOD-034: 1.   

It is also striking that moderators used so few of the tools at their disposal, adjusting 

the interface only once (and not asking the assistant moderator to adjust it for them if 

they lacked host status), and using the whiteboard and notes pods successfully in just 

two separate episodes, EMOD-034: 1 and EMOD-036: 2C.  Slides were the single tool 

used by moderators in a majority of episodes, EMOD-036: 2C being the exception. 

 

4.2 Learning design results 

Results regarding how learning design impacted on participation and interaction in the 

webinar environment demonstrate how the multimodal discourse analysis can be used 

to determine significant cause-and-effect relationships.  Careful attention is dedicated 

here to concerns of validity, notably relating to the existence of intervening variables, 

the relatively small sample size, and the varying population size and duration of each 

episode.  Analysis of individual episodes, using the qualitative tools outlined above, can 

then reveal perceptions of each learning design. 

Before comparing and contrasting episodes based on independent variables of learning 

design (technology, activity, task), EMOD-034: 1, EMOD-036: 1 and EMOD-036: 2A-D 

were standardised for duration, T, and the number of participants that attended, N, to 

produce a rate of contribution per minute, R, for each cell.  This accounted for bias in 

contribution rates caused by having more participants in one episode than another.  It 

also allowed individual participants’ contribution rates in a given learning episode to be 

compared more accurately with their rate under a different learning design. 

To explore whether particular learning designs supported more equal participation, the 

standard deviation SD was calculated for individual participant contribution rates within 

each episode, and then adjusted to account for different mean contribution rates using 

a coefficient of variation, CV, where CV = SD / R x 100%.  Results are then supported 

with insights from the focus groups and discussion forum. 
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4.2.1 Technology design results 

In EMOD-034: 1 a significantly larger proportion of moderator contributions addressed 

Activity, Activity-Technology, and Technology than in other learning episodes (22.9%, 

24% and 8.3% respectively, shown in Table 6 below, versus global proportions of just 

11.9%, 7.4% and 2.5%, in Figure 3).  Participant sentences followed a similar pattern 

(14.5% Activity, 15.2% Activity-Technology, and 13.1% Technology, in Table 7 below, 

versus global totals of 6.6%, 5.8% and 7.7%, in Figure 4).  Socio-emotional discourse 

was also significantly greater (16.7% for moderators and 18.6% for participants, as 

opposed to global proportions of 9% and 10.8%, Tables 6 and 7 and Figures 3 and 4).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The contrast with EMOD-036: 2B is yet more striking.  Like EMOD-034: 1, it addressed 

metacognitive knowledge and built on a pre-meeting discussion, the pre-reading, and 

a pre-breakout discussion.  It was also moderator-centred, with the moderator guiding 

the discussion via questioning.  However, in EMOD-036: 2B the proportions of Activity, 

Activity-Technology and Technology-focused sentences contributed by moderators and 
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participants were negligible (between 0 and 4.7%, as seen in Tables 8 and 9).  Socio-

emotional discourse was also significantly lower for moderators and participants (4.7% 

and 4.2% respectively, see Tables 8 and 9).  Participation was more equal (CV = 49.4 

versus 132.1 in EMOD-034: 1, Tables 10 and 11) with a significantly higher proportion 

of Content-focused sentences from participants (70.8% versus 27.6% in EMOD-034: 1 

in Tables 7 and 9), although the mean contribution rate was slightly lower (R = 0.635 

versus 0.725 in EMOD-034: 1, Tables 10 and 11).  Indeed, moderator contributions in 

EMOD-036: 2B outweighed those from participants by a rate of more than 2:1 (Tables 

8 and 9), with a moderator contribution rate of 10.71 (versus 4.571 in EMOD-034: 1, 

where participants contributed more sentences than the moderator, Tables 6 and 7). 

Participant interaction patterns also differed markedly, with participants in EMOD-034: 

1 contributing significantly more Independent discourse than in EMOD-036: 2B (55.9% 

versus 20.8%, Tables 7 and 9). 
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Qualitative analysis can account for these results in terms of technology design, which 

was more collaborative in EMOD-034: 1 yet presentational in EMOD-036: 2B, as in the 

other four episodes. 

In EMOD-034: 1, three participants, P1-P3, were assigned presenter rights and invited 

to share findings from their breakouts via audio.  Using VoIP rather than text-chat not 

only allowed P1-P3 to contribute at faster rates (Table 11), but, as highlighted through 

quantitative analysis of the transcript, also enabled them to produce longer sentences 

with evidence of deeper cognitive and metacognitive engagement: 

P3: So that led us on to the point of … the choice of topic8 

We noted that some topics had been quite successful  

I mentioned the use of first language in YL classes and authentic materials 

Because they’re … kind of controversial topics and things have been written on 

them by quite notable authors recently  

Whereas I kind of thought that my post had fizzled, probably because it wasn’t 

that controversial and not that many people knew what to do about it anyway 

                                                         

8 Green denotes a spoken contribution in an episode whereas blue represents any sentence made using text-
chat.  Orange marks non-verbal communication. Purple indicates that the comment is taken from a 

discussion forum while red shows that it is from a focus group. Italics are used to highlight key themes in 
the data. 
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Contributing via audio while simultaneously transmitting video also allowed presenters 

and participants to exploit the paralinguistic cues afforded by each modality, including 

gestures, facial expressions and intonation, to manage interaction.  

The remaining seven participants, P4-P10, could only contribute via text-chat.  Figure 

5 (below) shows the interface design used.  

 

Fig. 5. Technology design for EMOD-034: 1 showing the whiteboard (top-left, not used), the notes pod 
(bottom-left), the text-chat area used by participants (bottom-middle), a poll (bottom-right) and the 

attendee list (middle-right).  

 

The moderator performed most actions in EMOD-034: 1 (see Table 12).  Yet moderator 

actions served to enhance participation and engagement: assigning microphone rights 

so that presenters could contribute, and editing the notes pod based on feedback from 

presenters.  Participant interaction was limited to changing status (raising hands) and 

voting in a poll, although changing status did coordinate activity, helping agree on the 

order of presenters.  The assistant moderator performed a minor role, encouraging P3 

to contribute at greater length by retrieving his group’s breakout notes, and changing 

status to “applaud” P2’s presentation. 
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While not used collaboratively throughout EMOD-034: 1, the webinar tools that formed 

part of the technology design did result in a greater level of moderator Content-related 

discourse at the end of the episode.  The moderator summarised the presentations and 

poll results, using the notes pod as a focus: 

M: The third group focused on quantity and quality 

 While the second group focused on … what makes a popular forum … some of 

you thought maybe quality, maybe focus 

 If the … thread is focused or not will make it popular 

 Less chaotic … and [it] would be attractive for participants to go and contribute 

there 

 And also the first group … [I] see that you focused on the managerial skills and 

how the moderator had to deal with that 

 It’s also interesting that all of you thought … almost all of you thought … that 

all the roles were important 

So I’m going to invite you to continue this discussion in the thread 

Overall, the collaborative technology design resulted in more contributions addressing 

the use of the webinar tools, such as the whiteboard, notes, polls and VoIP, as well as 

discussion regarding who would operate them.  By contrast, the few Technology- and 

Activity-Technology-related contributions in EMOD-036: 2B occurred only when MJ, the 

moderator, unexpectedly left the meeting and rejoined (Table 8).  The only tools used 

in EMOD-036: 2B besides text-chat and VoIP were slides, which proved highly effective 
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in focusing discussion, and can also explain why significantly fewer moderator Activity 

sentences were required.  Slides were not used in EMOD-034: 1 (Table 12). 

Yet the larger proportions of Activity, Activity-Technology and Technology sentences in 

EMOD-034: 1 may well have been influenced by the novelty of the medium in addition 

to the technology design used.  Qualitative analysis of the transcript reveals that much 

of this discourse addressed unexpected problems such as being unable to write on the 

whiteboard and losing notes from the breakouts, as well as the moderator’s readiness 

to respond to participants’ concerns about the webinar technology.  For example, here 

the moderator challenges the observation that technical issues determined patterns of 

interaction:  

M: It just tells you that … this is a tool that can function for anyone … if you have a 

camera or … or if you don’t have a camera 

It’s also true that you have choices 

For example … like the microphone is not working or if you have … connection 

problems, like I’m experiencing 

 I prefer not to use video because it’ll slow down my connection even more 

Most assistant moderator textual discourse addressed or partly addressed Technology 

and was responsive to participants’ concerns (Table 13):  

P1:  Can we just copy and paste the conclusion? 

P2: Yeah, I think we need to copy/paste when moving between rooms 

 How do we share, M? 

P6:  Have you still got the notes P1? 

P3:  P7, can you write up the notes on the WB? 

AM:  Can you see the mic now? 

 P1 you don't need to confirm 

 I think keeping the notes is something we need to work out  
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Much of the socio-emotional discourse in EMOD-034: 1 addressed participants’ and the 

moderator’s feelings regarding the tools used.  Participants’ socio-emotional sentences 

indicated, on the one hand, perhaps, unfamiliarity with the medium and the emotional 

discomfort this created (P1: It’s very odd because I don’t hear any responses!), yet on 

the other hand, a high level of support from their peers (P3: Great P1) and moderator 

(M: The lady did it perfectly!).  Indeed, the supportive feedback offered to P1, the first 

presenter, is likely to have encouraged P1 and P2 to speak at greater length than they 

might otherwise have done.  In addition, presenters’ ability to communicate via audio, 

affording the use of paralinguistic cues such as laughter and reassuring tones (marked 

in capitals here and in the transcript), also created a positive learning environment: 

P1: So I GUESS that I can sum it up just SPEAKING and you can take notes about 

our notes!  

(laughs) 

M: OK!  Good LEADER! 

 (laughs) 

P2: GREAT!  I can hear some HANDS clapping there! 

Further qualitative analysis of the discussion forum on synchronous CMC, held prior to 

EMOD-034: 1, could explain some of these results.  P1, for example, had not attended 

the initial introductory meeting in Adobe Connect™ and reported: 

P1: I have to say that since I didn't participate in the session, just from reading the 

posts, I'd be worried about using it as e-moderator as I'd be worried about the 

technical problems. 

However, her attitude towards webinars and the paralinguistic cues the medium might 

afford could explain her enthusiasm for presenting: 
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P1: At the same time, I would be interested in using VC activities to encourage the 

social aspect of the course: I am convinced that our perception of other people 

changes once we actually talk to them compared to only reading what they say 

and responding in writing.  

This sense of overall enjoyment despite unfamiliarity with the software was developed 

in her post to the forum after EMOD-034: 1: 

P1: I enjoyed it a lot, which was probably way too obvious (blush, emoticon used in 

original).  I enjoyed talking to you and hearing your voices … even seeing some 

of you.  It makes the online persona more complete.  It was great! 

When I was making our summary, I found it odd to be speaking to nobody – I 

couldn't see any feedback.  Towards the end didn't know if I was clear enough 

or talking for too long … It was a very strange experience. 

Eventually, I didn't find the technical problems particularly disturbing, since we 

solved them quite easily – in my group we talked and typed to make sure that 

everyone knew what was happening.  So I wasn't too worried about it (smile). 

Other participants’ brief positive responses to the presentations can also be explained 

by the perceptions they expressed in the first discussion forum and brought with them 

into EMOD-034: 1: 

P6: It was great to get the chance to interact in a different way yesterday!  I found 

it much more positive than previous videoconferencing experiences I've had. 

P9: The synchronous session was my first videoconferencing experience, and I got 

both nervous and excited about it.  I was aware that it would be a good chance 

to learn from other participants in technical, cultural and pedagogical aspects.  I 

believe that this would be a very useful tool for online learning if we could [get] 

over technical problems.  

The moderator also built on this prior to EMOD-034: 1, restating the benefits of using 

webinars and sharing her own perceptions:  

M:  Some opportunities identified with VCs are related to the peer support that can 

be generated (social), how it can be used to “learn to learn” through reflection 

and practice (pedagogical), and the different options it offers which can provide 

you with communication tools (technical).  For me, nothing beats hearing other 

people. 

Participant experiences that were less successful are also instructive.  P4 perceived the 
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introductory meeting on EMOD-034 as a “disastrous failure”: 

P4: It’s true that technology has an impact on dynamics.  Never having used a chat 

before, I had a hard time struggling to figure out how it worked.   

Text-based communication seems time-consuming for those familiar with face-

to-face interaction – the modest area of the chat box didn’t seem to help much 

with this.  In addition, it is rather easy to lose the main thread of the discussion 

as pieces of information continually appeared and faded in sometimes a rather 

messy order as conversations were initiated by different people. 

However, echoing Shi et al (2008), she acknowledged that webinars could encourage 

a high level of reflective thinking, and that participants’ “presenting different points of 

view” could “result in a deep analysis of the issue” (P4).  Overall she concluded: 

P4: I did appreciate the chance to take part in this VC for the valuable experiences 

I have learned.   

Technical skills are problems, but not as serious as I expected.  The experience 

motivated me to continue.  I’m looking forward to participating in more VCs, to 

interact and get useful experience, and to find out how to control the system as 

a moderator. 

P4’s negative perceptions of a time-consuming medium characterised by confusion are 

likely to have influenced her low participation in EMOD-034: 1.  However, emphasising 

the importance of netiquette in text-chat may also have encouraged the moderator to 

reiterate the importance of turn-taking before the episode.  Furthermore, P4 may also 

have persuaded her peers to view otherwise negative experiences as opportunities for 

learning.  In the discussion forum after EMOD-034: 1, P5 was more circumspect about 

the unexpected technical difficulties that had prevented her from contributing as much 

as she would have liked: 

P5: At least now I know what else could go wrong during a videoconference … One 

more lesson learned I suppose! 

Clearly, then, EMOD-034: 1 not only shaped participants’ and moderators’ perceptions 

of webinars, but it was also influenced by the perceptions they brought with them into 

the learning environment. 

In posts to the forum before EMOD-036: 2B there was some evidence that participants 

also harboured negative perceptions of interacting via text-chat: 

KR: I was beset with problems … chat messages took so long to show. 
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Technology might also affect participation, for those who are shy or type slowly 

to start with. 

Participants and moderators explored technology design further in focus groups, which 

found support for moderator use of video and audio and mixed support for participant 

use of these tools: 

MI:  Of course [audio and video are very important] because you know who you are 

talking to … I always [switched on my webcam]. 

PJ: I think a lot of people didn’t have their webcams on but it does always help … 

having the moderator there, she’s leading everything … and being able to see M 

gives you something to focus on, like in a classroom. 

The use of text-chat prevented MI from participating as much as she would have liked 

in EMOD-036: 2A-D:  

MI:  [Using text-chat is good] as long as you are fast … [at] writing, otherwise you 

listen, like me. 

For PJ, who had experience of e-moderating using synchronous text-based tools, text-

chat had the advantage of simplicity, but the delay it involved could cause confusion:  

PJ: Because she was speaking to us and we were typing, she would say something 

… she would continue to say something, so by the time your text appeared five 

seconds later, it could look like you were responding to the last thing she’d said 

when in fact you were responding to the thing she’d said before that … so they 

were slightly out of sync … I was comfortable because [the technology design] 

was so easy to use … but it doesn’t mean it’s the best, just what I was familiar 

with.  I contributed a lot more with the chat because it was relatively low-tech. 

Both participants felt that technology designs should be as straightforward as possible 

so as not to overwhelm novice users: 

MI:  I believe that [the use of technology] should be as simple as it is … so that we 

don't so much time struggling with it … it should move from simple to complex 

… one thing at a time like F2F teaching.  We shouldn't use the tools just for the 

sake of] using them. 

PJ: Some people freak out when they see technology … the tools are a distraction 

from the teaching … I didn’t know what they were or where they were coming 

from … the split screens … could be distracting. 
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For moderators, having participants communicate via text-chat was preferable to using 

audio in terms of interaction: 

DH: I’ve tried to do groups of 6 or 7 with audio and it simply doesn’t work … there’s 

a lot of waiting around, you don’t know whose turn is next … it’s very difficult. 

DH echoed PJ’s thoughts on the moderator using technology design to create teaching 

presence and leadership: 

DH: I think the moderator needs to have audio … it’s a human experience to expect 

a voice if not a picture, of the person who’s in control … you need to be able to 

have the person interacting with you, telling you what’s going on. 

If participants were not communicating via audio, DH felt an even greater need to talk 

to them using VoIP, guessing that this had motivated M to quote participant comments 

(as evidenced in the transcripts, and in the high Activity-Content moderator discourse 

in Tables 16 and 20 below):  

DH: I didn’t [read aloud from the chat] immediately, but then I felt this really strong 

sense of “Oh my God, no one’s talking, there’s no sound!”, so I started reading 

the chat like M … I understand why she did that. 

Moderators disagreed over the use of video, with DH perceiving webcams as fulfilling a 

purely social function:  

DH: I think webcams are important at the beginning to get everyone to say hello … 

after that you’re watching people think, they’re not doing anything that needs a 

webcam, so I don’t understand the need. 

MJ agreed that “on 100% online courses it adds a human touch … it gets lonely, so it’s 

good to match a voice and face to a person … it’s a psychological thing … it gives a F2F 

touch to online teaching”.  However, she and EA maintained that video could also help 

enhance interaction: 

EA:  I think [without video] it’s harder to judge when someone wants to take a turn 

… if I’m looking at the screen [while talking] I can see the intake of breath that 

someone has … and I can stop and wind down … but if I can’t see someone and 

they can’t see me, I don’t get those visual signals to stop … they are useful. 

EA:  [I spend some time] watching the screens [and some] watching the chat.  

Yet this depended on group size: 



 

  54 

MJ: It depends how many people are [there] … in the first meeting [not analysed, n 

= 13] I didn’t watch everyone. 

EA:  I think with a big group, we need to be able to flick on and off the video. 

Moderators had positive perceptions of other Adobe Connect™ tools: 

MJ: You’ve got the whiteboard, notes, breakout rooms … your presentation that you 

can show … it brings all the positive aspects of F2F to online learning. 

EA: Once we get used to them they become better for us … as technology develops 

this kind of activity will be much more common socially as well as educationally 

… we’ll have more savvy participants using it.  

Instead of simply trying to “replace live things”, Adobe Connect™ could “find alternate 

ways of doing something … if it starts to find different things to do, not only the same 

things you can do in a physical space, it becomes more interesting” (EA): 

DH: Until you start using it, you don’t realise how incredible it can be … when I first 

started using Adobe Connect™, I only used the media I’d uploaded, as if it was 

a classroom … but then I observed other people using it and I realised, “You’ve 

got the whole of the Internet – why limit yourself to what you’ve brought to the 

room?” 

This explains DH’s decision to introduce other media during the episode he moderated 

(EMOD-036: 2C, in Section 4.2.3 below).  Yet he did also perceive flaws in the design 

of Adobe Connect™: 

DH: Once you get notes in a breakout, you can’t take them back to a central space 

easily … you can copy and paste, of course, but not everyone thinks of that … I 

think that’s missing. 

Slides, the main tool used in EMOD-036: 2B, could serve not only “to input something 

new” but also to “guide a conversation”, “focus discussion”, and “control the topic and 

theme and what was going on” (EA).  This is discussed in the following section. 

Clearly, however, given the existence of intervening variables, such as activity design 

(with the moderator in EMOD-034: 1 eliciting long contributions from only three out of 

the ten participants), as well as the relative novelty of Adobe Connect™ to participants 

and moderators and their differing perceptions towards the medium, technology design 

results must be treated with caution. 
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4.2.2 Activity design results 

In EMOD-036: 2D, the average participant contribution rate was two-and-a-half times 

that of EMOD-036: 2A (1.217 versus 0.466, Tables 18 and 19).  Participation was also 

significantly less equal for EMOD-036: 2A (CV = 84.8 versus 42.9, Tables 14 and 15), 

with the more confident, tech-savvy participants, EA and DH, dominating proceedings 

(Tables 14 and 15).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The nature of discourse in each learning episode also differed markedly.  While EMOD-

036: 2A was characterised by predominantly Content- and Activity-Content-oriented 

moderator discourse, just under half of the sentences contributed by the moderator in 

EMOD-036: 2D dealt with Activity (Tables 16 and 17).  
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Furthermore, moderator discourse in EMOD-036: 2A was significantly more responsive 

than in EMOD-036: 2D, with more than 50% of moderator contributions responding to 

those made by participants.  By contrast, over 90% of moderator sentences in EMOD-

036: 2A were Independent (Tables 16 and 17). 
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In EMOD-036: 2A and 2D, moderators used a presentational technology design and a 

metacognitive task design in which participants drew entirely on their lived experience 

from EME and their teaching or training practice, rather than on input given to them in 

the meeting.  Yet the activity design adopted in EMOD-036: 2D differed fundamentally 

from that used in EMOD-036: 2A, and indeed all other learning episodes, in that it was 

significantly less “moderator-centred”.  Instead, the moderator’s role was more akin to 

that of “regulator”, where, rather than interacting with participants, or engaging them 

through questioning, as in EMOD-036: 2A, he merely gave instructions that facilitated 

interaction between participants in a brainstorming task: 

EA: This is a brainstorming activity where we’re just going to bash down everything 

we know already about assessment 

If an idea comes into your head … don’t censor, put it down! 

Have you all got your fingers on the keyboard, all ready and willing just to put 

down any notes you want about assessment? 

You’re doing very well 

We’ve just gone through the first minute 

Couple of hints, different varieties of assessment 

What about problems with assessment? 

OK, I’m going to give you about another half-minute about your experiences of 

administering or running or preparing people for tests and how that makes you 

feel 

May I say thank you very much for all your contributions! 

It certainly stirs up a lot of emotions, and we certainly have a lot of information 

and knowledge already 

That was a diagnostic test to find out how much you knew about testing … you 

were doing something and I was testing how much you knew already 

EMOD-036: 1 used a similar, moderator-centred activity design to EMOD-036: 2A, and 

again it was characterised by relatively responsive moderator discourse (Table 20) and 

relatively low and unequal participation (R = 0.37, CV = 79.47, Tables 21 and 22). 
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EA was the most active participant in EMOD-036: 1 and also the moderator for EMOD-

036: 2D.  Prior to EMOD-036: 1, he reflected that “people … with big personalities can 

dominate large [synchronous] meetings, making too many contributions, [so] it would 

be the task of the moderator to ask for responses from other people”.  It is interesting 

not only that the moderator for EMOD-036: 1 allowed EA to dominate the discussion in 

a relatively small group (n = 5, and ironically the discussion was partly on turn-taking) 
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by not asking the other participants to respond, but also that when moderating EMOD-

036: 2D, EA adopted a different approach that was also successful in ensuring no one 

dominated. 

Further evidence for the “moderator-as-regulator” activity design in EMOD-036: 2D can 

be found in the focus group: 

EA: My intention in using slides was to focus discussion … but also it was nice that 

they were able to generate notes and then record their discussion … it was very 

much used … for controlling the topic and theme and what was going on. 

It was positively received by participants for the collaborative brainstorming function it 

served, as well as its focusing, regulatory purpose: 

MI: [EA’s brainstorming task was] definitely [a good approach]. 

PJ: Before you send people to breakout rooms, you need a bit of a brainstorm first 

… to make sure they’re on the same page … just like a classroom, you pool the 

topic between them all first. 

MI:  I feel more secure when I am aware of what I am supposed to do. 

PJ: I think [EA’s task] was OK … I wasn’t able to type as fast as some of the others 

and as I saw ideas come up … I’d agree with what I saw. 

MI:  I prefer participant-centred [designs] with achievable aims [like this one]. 

However, the moderator-centred activity designs used in EMOD-036: 1 and EMOD-036: 

2A also proved popular with participants: 

MI:  The moderator should be the guide … M was great … she was telling us what to 

do and we were doing it.  

PJ: I think M had a very good balance there … she’d get the ball rolling and then … 

take a light-touch approach.  

 If the moderator wasn’t leading things you could end up directionless … she did 

it just right. 

 Even in a F2F classroom … if you just left them to it, they’d all go off the point 

… so if you don’t monitor and bring them back to the point and weave things in 

… it’s probably more necessary online.  
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There were marked differences in how PJ and MI perceived participant-centred designs 

in breakouts, with PJ expressing a preference for moderator-led, whole-group tasks: 

PJ: I just found it difficult to keep up … as I was thinking about something to write, 

someone had written it already … and that was more the case in the breakout 

than with the whole group.  I found myself constantly typing “Yes, I agree” so I 

stopped typing because I couldn’t think fast enough. 

 If you’re in a small group and you haven’t said anything for two minutes people 

say, “What do you think?” … I was very happy to offer what I thought but often 

they’d said the thing already. 

MI:  When we worked in the small groups it was better … you have a chance to give 

your opinion and if you keep silent they ask you … so [people participated more 

equally] in a breakout room. 

PJ: I always felt more comfortable in the big group … I guess maybe I could hide … 

I was always nervous in the breakout rooms that I might have to do something 

technical really quickly and not be able to do it.  I felt I was in my comfort zone 

when I had the whole class there. 

Ultimately, “it was the technology that inhibited me … it’s just something I have to get 

my head around” (PJ).  For this reason, the findings on activity design must be treated 

with caution, as initial perceptions may be influenced by technology design. 

 

4.2.3 Task design results 

EMOD-036: 2C was characterised by significantly less equal participation than EMOD-

036: 2B (CV = 116.9 versus 49.4), although mean participation was higher (R= 0.75 

versus 0.635, Tables 23 and 24).  Table 23 shows that while discussion was dominated 

by EA, and to a much lesser extent MJ and KR, two other participants, MI and MJ, did 

not contribute textual discourse to this episode, despite each having contributed three 

or more sentences to EMOD-036: 2A, 2B, and 2D.  Qualitative analysis of EMOD-036: 

2B and 2C can explain these patterns of participation in terms of task design. 
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In EMOD-036: 2B and 2C, the moderator used a presentational technology design and 

a similar “moderator-centred” activity design, their role being to “question and probe” 

participants to “focus discussions on critical concepts, principles and skills” (Chen et al 

2009: 1162).  The notable difference here was task design.  Whereas EMOD-036: 2B 

addressed metacognitive knowledge, drawing on participants’ lived experience on EME 

and as teachers and trainers to summarise the discussion on feedback, EMOD-036: 2C 

asked them to reflect on follow-up as experienced by other moderators in a case study 

in a higher education context.  It thus addressed the conceptual domain.  Though both 

episodes followed on from breakouts, the EMOD-036: 2B breakout was used purely for 

discussion purposes (building on the brainstorming, pre-breakout episode, EMOD-036: 

2A), while EMOD-036: 2C was used to input knowledge via a PDF and video.  Viewing 

the video clip created technical problems for some participants (e.g. PJ), and requiring 

four participants to read the PDF simultaneously proved impractical.  Furthermore, the 

brainstorming discussion in EMOD-036: 2A had focused predominantly on feedback as 

opposed to follow-up (see transcript).  This meant that when the breakouts associated 

with EMOD-036: 2B and EMOD-036: 2C started, without any preparation, participants 

were better equipped to discuss feedback than follow-up.  It is possible that in EMOD-

036: 2C, less confident participants were reluctant to engage in the discussion, feeling 

that they lacked the knowledge to do so, or could not relate key concepts to their own 

context. 

There was support among participants for inputting knowledge before the meeting, as 

opposed to during or immediately before an episode, as on EMOD-036: 2C: 
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PJ: Pre-reading was very useful, because people have different levels of knowledge 

for a particular subject … if we’ve done the pre-reading beforehand, we all start 

on a level playing field and we’ve all had a chance to think and digest. 

MI:  Pre-readings were useful because they helped us to lead discussions, [whereas] 

in the breakouts, we were given texts to read and discuss … if we’d been given 

more time [to read them] it would [have been] be better. 

PJ: Everyone clicking the mouse moved the PDF, so as one participant was reading 

the top, somebody else had moved it to the bottom … that’s a design flaw, we 

don’t all read at the same speed … we want to re-read something, and the PDF 

was going all over the place … it was a less than perfect situation. 

Moderators, however, could not agree on the optimal level of input within episodes: 

EA:  I’d prefer input to be given before a meeting and then [have] discussion about 

the input during the meeting.  Time management becomes an issue … too much 

input to read or look at takes too much time. 

DH: Is it a question of learning styles?  I like interacting with the thing there at that 

moment and dealing with responses and everything happening at that moment 

… that’s the way I work … EA I think prefers reflecting on things and discussing 

ideas at length … 

EA: Different learning styles are important … if your input is short and concise and 

stimulates discussion then it can be managed, but lengthy input that takes time 

to take in, to think about, to talk about … there’s a time management issue and 

when I looked at what you were presenting beforehand, I thought it would take 

too long … it needs to be short. 

MJ: I’d never thought of using video as input [and] I liked the way DH did it, it was 

much more interesting. 

DH:  I think you’re looking at a combination of synchronous and asynchronous … it’s 

the “flipped classroom”.  Do you do the presentation of what they need to learn 

prior to the meeting?  Does the meeting become a presentation or a discussion 

based on what people have watched? 

EA: This hour or so is such a precious time and we need to use it very effectively … 

so we can think about inputting in different ways, before the session … then we 

have more time for the benefits of these social exchanges … you’re not focusing 

on taking in so much. 
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EA:  Purpose is so important … are we using it to stimulate discussion, thought, and 

therefore to process information, or are we using it to input new information to 

them?  Or both? 

Nevertheless, moderators and participants could agree on the benefits of post-episode 

discussions: 

DH: I think [post-meeting discussions] are important … we had to have it with EA’s 

episode because he was cut short … but if you look at that chat that happened 

after that meeting, it wasn’t just because he was cut short … there were lots of 

ideas that came up that hadn’t been developed during the meeting.  People had 

the opportunity to think about them and react [via the forum]. 

MI:  [Follow-up tasks in forums and wikis] helped us personalise [everything we had 

learned during the episode] and helped the moderator prepare for the following 

session. 

MJ:  It depends on the aims, but post-reflection is always good … it allows you to go 

in-depth and do further personal research. 
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5. Discussion 

5.1 Findings 

This study addressed three research questions: 

1 What is the nature of participation and interaction in moderated webinar-based 

e-learning for developing e-moderators? 

2 What is the impact of different learning designs on participation and interaction 

in moderated webinar-based e-learning for developing e-moderators? 

3 How are different webinar-based learning designs perceived by moderators and 

participants? 

The multimodal discourse analysis revealed significant differences between participant 

and moderator participation and interaction.  In the 75.4-minute dataset, participants 

made significantly more Content-focused sentences, whereas moderators contributed a 

significantly greater level of Activity-Content discourse.  Qualitative analysis suggested 

that this resulted from predominantly moderator-led approaches (Chen et al 2009), in 

which moderators engaged with participants, using questioning to “provide hooks with 

both ends” and “confront and conflict” participants’ ideas (Shi et al 2008).   

More moderator-centred activity designs with participant-moderator interaction (Chen 

et al 2009) led to moderators making a significantly greater proportion of Independent 

Questions and participants contributing a significantly greater proportion of Statement 

Responses to Questions overall (see Table 4).  Further evidence of the mostly directive 

role played by moderators is their dominance of the webinar interface in what was, for 

the most part, a presentational technology design (Table 5). 

The multimodal discourse analysis also allowed the impact of different learning designs 

to be quantified.  The more collaborative technology design employed in EMOD-034: 1 

enabled those participants with microphone rights to contribute a significantly greater 

number of sentences per minute than participants achieved in other episodes via text-

chat, and these sentences were longer, more Independent, and more Content-focused 

than those contributed under presentational designs (Tables 7 and 9).  Greater usage 

of webinar tools resulted in significantly higher levels of Activity, Activity-Technology- 

and Technology-focused discourse as well as increased socio-emotional communication 

(Tables 7 and 9), although this may also be attributable to the novelty of the medium 

and participants’ perceptions of it.  Focus groups suggest that collaborative technology 

designs are more likely to succeed if the tools are introduced gradually, and supported 

by screencasts or practice sessions that all participants can attend. 
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The rate of participant discourse increased significantly when a less moderator-centred 

“moderator-as-regulator” activity design was adopted in EMOD-036: 2D.  Participation 

became significantly more equal, with increased participant-participant interaction and 

greater evidence of participants initiating rather than responding (Table 19).  Notably, 

however, the level of moderator discourse did not decline under this more participant-

centred approach.  Instead, it changed fundamentally in nature, with the vast majority 

of moderator contributions addressing Activity, as opposed to Content, and regulating 

participant-participant interaction as opposed to questioning (Table 17).  Whilst these 

patterns replicate those observed in face-to-face contexts, where more learner-centred 

approaches have been found to improve the quality of learning (Wu & Huang 2007, in 

Bower & Hedberg 2010: 477), focus groups suggested that participant-centred activity 

designs may not be universally well received, especially by novice webinar participants 

who benefit from greater moderator-participant interaction. 

In the episodes analysed, task designs were found to result in significantly more equal 

participant contributions if they were more metacognitive, rather than conceptual, and 

if content was inputted before the meeting, allowing time for reflection, as opposed to 

during the meeting.  This mirrors the “flipped classroom” model (Houston & Lin 2012) 

and challenges practitioners to consider the very purpose of synchronous meetings, a 

point raised in focus groups.  Should the principal aim of synchronous e-learning be to 

help participants process information, by stimulating thought and discussion, or could 

the medium be successfully used to input new information? 

 

5.2.1 Reflection on quantitative methods used 

The multimodal discourse analysis technique enabled all channels of communication to 

be captured and analysed, in order to better describe and understand participation and 

interaction in webinar-based learning.  It provided an instrument for identifying cause-

and-effect relationships and conducting qualitative analysis of collaboration in different 

learning designs. 

The results of performing the quantitative analysis should be considered in light of the 

following qualifications:  

1 In each learning episode there was a range of affecting factors (e.g. participant 

webinar experience and competencies, individual participant learning styles, the 

number of participants, the specific details of moderator implementation of any 

abstract “learning design”, unforeseen technical difficulties) that impacted upon 

participation and interaction. 
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2 It is conceivable that one variable overshadowed the other two, and that these 

effects varied across episodes and depended on individual learning styles (such 

as PJ: “It was the technology that inhibited me from taking part”), prior webinar 

experience and the other affecting factors mentioned. 

3 This sample is only a subset of learning episodes from three different meetings 

moderated by four individuals on two different iterations of a highly specialised 

e-moderator development programme, and as such, cannot be considered fully 

representative of all webinar-based learning designs.  The external reliability of 

extrapolating these results to other e-learning contexts must be considered.  

 

5.2.2 Reflection on qualitative methods used 

In the focus group for participants, only two of the five people invited, MI and PJ could 

attend.  Due to technical problems, MI was obliged to communicate via text-chat, and 

contributed less to the discussion than she may well have done via audio.  In addition, 

the focus group was led by the researcher rather than the participants themselves, as 

had been intended (and as recommended by Cohen et al 2011: 434).  The moderator 

group was attended by all three moderators, MJ, DH and EA, who contributed through 

a combination of audio and text and led the discussion with little intervention from the 

researcher.  However, the EME course moderator, M, was unable to attend.  Both focus 

groups were held four weeks after the learning episodes analysed, which allowed time 

for reflection but limited their validity, as moderators and participants found it difficult 

to recall details of each meeting.  By contrast, forum discussions occurred immediately 

after each meeting, yet so few participants engaged in them following EMOD-036: 1 or 

2A-D that the tool did not yield much qualitative data. 
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6. Conclusion 

Performing a multimodal discourse analysis provided a quantification of the interaction 

and participation that occurs in webinar-based e-learning, and yielded insights into the 

nature of both participant and moderator discourse and interaction.  It also highlighted 

patterns of participation and interaction within an individual learning episode, including 

not only the high proportion of Content-related discussion that can take place, but also 

the useful function served by other discourse: coordinating webinar activity, using and 

understanding the technology, expressing emotions or providing support.  Via learning 

design results, it also served to quantify and compare the interaction and participation 

afforded by learning designs that differed in technology, activity, and task design.   

In each case, qualitative analysis of episode transcripts, course discussion forums and 

focus groups helped explain the patterns observed.  It also illuminated participant and 

moderator perceptions of learning designs, and of webinars in general, and suggested 

that these perceptions may themselves impact on participation and interaction: 

EA: [EMOD-036: 1] demonstrated that we are all better at using Adobe Connect™ … 

Familiarity meant greater confidence in using it and more productivity … a good 

lesson for us when we use new technology is: persist and things get easier. 

Nevertheless, in order to obtain a richer understanding of webinar-based collaboration 

among developing teachers or moderators, future studies would benefit from analysing 

data collected in breakout rooms as well as the main room.  In additional, a genuinely 

multimodal study would need to analyse the effect of non-verbal communication, such 

as intonation and body language, on interaction and participation.  These themes were 

touched upon in the focus groups and are worthy of further exploration.  Evidenced in 

all transcripts, and mentioned in focus groups and forums, was the delay in interaction 

caused by text-chat and the promptness of participant and moderator responses.  This 

aspect of webinar-based interaction is not readily quantifiable via a discourse analysis, 

but it could be investigated through graphical time-sequence diagrams (Chen & Wang 

2008). 

It is likely that EME moderators and course participants will become more proficient in 

interacting in Adobe Connect™ through repeated use of the medium, not only on EME, 

but on the other TEOTDC courses they moderate.  While this clearly calls into question 

the generalisability of the results to other teacher development contexts, it should also 

open up opportunities for further research into multimodal synchronous e-learning and 

further exploration of the patterns and themes identified in this dissertation. 
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Appendix 1: Transcripts of learning episodes analysed 

EMOD-034: 1 

52:18-1:13:22 = 21.0 MIN 

M: OK … we’re back again … erm … to the main room //  

= A, IS# 

AM:  P1 you don't need to confirm //  

 = T, SRS† 

P1:  yes // 

 = T, SRS* 

M: And I … I think … I’m SURE … we have some interesting conclusions … from 

your MEETINGS //  

= A-C, IS# 

M: How did it go in the SMALL GROUPS? // 

= A, IQ# 

P1:  ok, AM, thanks :) // 

 = T, SRA* 

AM:  i think it's one or all P4 :) // 

 = T, SRQ† 

P6:  Great //  

 = A, SRS* 

P6: but our notes have disappeared now! // 

= T, SRS* 

M: OK //  

 = A, SRS# 

(2 people vote in poll) 
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= POLL* 

= POLL* 

P2:  aside from technical problems we had some interesting discussions // 

 = A-T, SRS* 

M: I see that 6, 7, 8 … 8 of you have erm … VOTED … in the POLL. //  

 = A, SRA# 

P3:  It went well //  

 = A, SRQ* 

P3: but then we lost P7 and Katie // 

= A-T, SRQ* 

P1: I think the discussion went well :) //  

= A, SRQ* 

P1: but we had to type :) // 

= A-T, SRQ* 

M: So it means that 4 of you … 2 of you are … are missing //  

 = A-T, IS# 

(2 people vote in poll) 

= POLL* 

= POLL* 

M: OK … OK … erm … some … some of you have … could … erm … could really 

DISCUSS the ISSUE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

P7:  I'm here //  

= A, SRS* 

M: Like, TALKING and SEEING each other //  
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 = A-T, IS# 

M: While others had to TYPE because some of you … erm … had … erm … problems 

with the microphones //  

= A-T, IS# 

AM:  It looked as though technical problems determined how everyone 

communicated // 

 = A-T, SRS† 

M: And I think … erm … that was … // 

= A, IS# 

P7:  Just trying to catch up // 

 = A, SRS* 

M: WELL … it just tells you that … erm … this is a TOOL that can function for 

ANYONE if you have a camera or … or if you DON’T have a camera … // 

= T, SRS# 

M: But the DISCUSSION of COURSE will flow … MORE … if you have a 

MICROPHONE and you can talk a bit // 

= A-T, SRS# 

M: OK … so from the POLL we can see that … erm … you AGREE … MOST of you 

agree that … erm … you have to use … the FOUR … erm … roles when 

moderating an online FORUM … // 

= A-C-T, SRA# 

M: That ALL of them are important // 

= C, SRA# 

M: Erm … Some of you thought that maybe the MANAGERIAL or the 

PEDAGOGICAL … // 

= A-C, SRA# 

M: Yeah but MOST of you … erm … thought that it was … ALL of them … // 
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= C, SRA# 

M: OK … so … erm … can we see SOME of the NOTES? // 

= A, IQ# 

M: OK we’re going to … erm … have the WHITEBOARD // 

= A-T, IS# 

M: (activates whiteboard) 

= WB# 

M: OK, so HERE we have the WHITEBOARD … //  

= T, IS# 

M: And maybe we can start WRITING notes in the whiteboard to SHARE the 

conclusions //  

= A-T, IS# 

P7:  and i think I managed to copy the notes from the discussion // 

 = A-T, IS* 

M: OR … erm … would you like to … erm … appoint ONE of you the LEADER of the 

group to SHARE the conclusions with the group? // 

 = A, IQ# 

P2:  I can share conclusions, // 

 = A, SRQ* 

M: Yeah … the technical problems determined how everyone communicated // 

= A-T, SRS# 

P1:  I think I can share for our group... // 

 = A, SRQ* 

M: Erm … that’s RIGHT // 

 = A-T, SRS#  

P2:  how do we do it? // 
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 = A-T, QRQ* 

P3:  P7, can you write up the notes on the WB? // 

 = A, QRQ* 

P6:  Have you still got the notes P1? // 

 = A, QRQ* 

M: But also … it’s ALSO true that you have CHOICES // 

 = C-T, SRS# 

M: Erm … that for example … like the MICROPHONE is not working or if you have 

erm … connection problems, like I’M experiencing //  

= C-T, SRS# 

P1:  can we just copy and paste the conclusion? // 

 = A-T, QRS* 

AM:  that's what i meant :) // 

 = C-T, SRS† 

M: I prefer NOT to use video because it will slow down my connection even MORE 

and erm … // 

 = C-T, SRS# 

P1:  i have them P6 :) // 

 = A, SRQ* 

M: YES … I THINK we can do THAT … // 

= A-T, SRQ# 

M: Copy and paste the conclusion and paste it in the whiteboard // 

= T, SRQ# 

M: I’m not SURE // 

= T, SRQ# 

M: It seems that … NO … you will have to TYPE it // 
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= A-T, SRQ# 

P2:  i've tried that // 

 = T, SRS* 

M: But WHAT about … pasting it in the NOTES? //  

 = T, QRS# 

P8: It is better for the group leader to share // 

 = A, SRQ* 

M: Yeah the GROUP LEADER to SHARE // 

 = A, SRS# 

M: OK, so … erm … could you PLEASE raise your HAND? // 

= A-T, IQ# 

M: The GROUP LEADER of each BREAKOUT room? // 

= A, IQ# 

P1: (raises hand 56.35) 

= STATUS* 

P2: (raises hand) 

= STATUS* 

P3: (raises hand) 

= STATUS* 

P6:  Brilliant P1! // 

= S, SRA* 

M: OK P1 … P2 … and P3? // 

= A, SRA# 

M: OK PERFECT! // 

= S, IS# 
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M: OK … erm … LADIES first? // 

= A, IQ# 

P1:  How do I add it there? // 

 = A-T, QRQ* 

P2:  How do we share, M? // 

 = A-T, QRQ* 

M: (assigns presenter rights to P1) 

= PRESENT# 

M: (hides whiteboard) 

= WB# 

M: How about THAT? // 

 = A, IQ# 

M: OK P1, you have a MICROPHONE … // 

 = A-T, IS# 

M: If you want to SHARE … erm … if you want to SHARE your CONCLUSIONS while 

the SECRETARY … // 

= A, IS# 

M: Who’s the SECRETARY for your group? // 

= A, IQ# 

P7:  Where shall i write them? // 

 = A-T, QRQ*   

P1:  I typed it up as we talked // 

 = A, QRS* 

M: OK … OK YEAH … you can use the NOTES or the whiteboard // 

= A-T, SRQ# 
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P1:  but i don't see the mic function anymore ... // 

 = T, IS* 

P1: i am panicking :) // 

= S, IS* 

M: (laughs)  

 = LAUGH# 

M: Don’t PANIC! //  

 = S, SRS# 

M: Let’s SEE … //  

= A, SRS# 

P1:  i don't know how to access the white board  

= T, IS* 

P1: it won't let me :) // 

 = T, IS* 

P3:  P7, when M says its my turn, then you post them on the WB or in the notes :) 

// 

 = A-T, IS* 

P7:  ok // 

 = A, SRQ* 

AM:  can you see the mic now? // 

 = T, QRS† 

P1:  You know, I cannot edit the white board // 

 = A-T, IS* 

P2:  you can speak by clicking on the mic in the top left. // 

 = A-T, SRS* 
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M: OK P1 … THERE you are … you have microphone? // 

= A-T, QRS# 

P1:  what do i do? // 

 = A, QRQ* 

P1: (starts transmitting audio) 

= AUDIO* 

P1:  Can everyone HEAR me now? // 

 = T, IQ* 

M:  YES! // 

 = T, SRQ# 

P2:  yes! // 

 = T, SRQ* 

P6:  Yes // 

 = T, SRQ* 

P5:  yes! // 

 = T, SRQ* 

P1: OK … very good //  

= S, SRS* 

P1: I’m not really SURE how to … copy and PASTE all our notes into the whiteboard 

because it won’t let me EDIT it // 

= T, IS*  

P1: You know like I … I’m just not capable of POSTING it there //  

= T, IS* 

P1: So I GUESS that I can sum it up just in SPEAKING … and you can take notes 

about our notes // 

= A-T, IS* 
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P1: (laughs) 

 = LAUGH* 

M: OK // 

 = S, SRS# 

P1: So generally we … agreed that //  

 = A-C, IS* 

P1: We were focusing more on the WEAVING part because we were … erm … 

starting off from the ARTICLE that we were READING //  

= A-C, IS* 

P1: And we found weaving very USEFUL because we thought that as it sums up 

erm longer DISCUSSIONS very EFFICIENTLY //  

= A-C, IS* 

P1: It also increases PARTICIPATION because it makes it EASIER to RESPOND … 

you know // 

= C, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: “Weaving increases participation”) 

= NOTES#  

P1: To one post that is sort of … sort of SUMMATIVE rather than to go through 

EACH POST and … and then try to think of what … where we should add OUR 

COMMENT and what NOT //  

 = C, IS* 

M: (clears status of three participants, 59.34) 

 = STATUS# 

P1: Erm … P6 also said it was a good idea … erm that it is a good idea to weave 

because it can keep the discussion really on TOPIC and on TARGET // 

 = A-C, IS* 

P1: And it can ALSO help us get the participants BACK to the TASK // 



 

  82 

 = C, IS* 

P1: Which probably would be a part of the managerial … erm … skills of the 

moderator // 

 = C, IS* 

P1: Which we PROBABLY found the most CHALLENGING because the moderator 

really has to … erm … be able to combine ALL that has been SAID … right … 

and then summarise it very BRIEFLY //  

 = C, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: “The managerial skills are the most challenging, especially to 

keep the discussion on topic”) 

 = NOTES# 

P1: Erm … and we also thought that the … the weaving would be a great tool to 

save time on writing the … the … the … the final SUMMARIES //  

 = C, IS* 

P1: Erm … and finally we ended our discussion by saying that multitasking and 

multifunctioning EFFECTIVELY is probably one of the … one of the BIGGEST 

CHALLENGES of … of being a moderator on ANY FORUM WHATSOEVER // 

 = A-C, IS* 

P1: Because AS a PARTICIPANT it’s very DIFFICULT // 

 = C, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: “Multitasking is the most challenging element”) 

 = NOTES# 

P1: And we can’t really imagine how … YOU M manage OUR course and probably 

OTHER courses as well and all the forums etc // 

= C, IS* 

P1: So THAT would be PROBABLY our … our SUMMARY // 

= A, IS* 

P1: THANK you //  
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= S, IS* 

P1: (laughs) 

 = LAUGH* 

P1: It’s very ODD because I don’t hear ANY RESPONSES // 

 = S, IS* 

P1: I’m done! // 

= A, IS* 

M: GREAT … GREAT // 

= S, SRS# 

P1: (laughs) 

 = LAUGH* 

M: Erm … P1 … do you think … do you think those notes I took … erm … I WROTE 

DOWN … erm … BROADLY like … erm … REFLECT what you … what you 

DISCUSSED? // 

 = A-C, IQ# 

P1: Yes … Yes … YES … I would PROBABLY say so.  // 

 = A-C, SRQ* 

AM: That was GREAT P1! // 

= S, SRS† 

P1: DEFINITELY // 

= C, SRQ*   

P1: I ALSO think that if you might ADD M that MAYBE weaving makes participation 

EASIER // 

= A-C, SRQ*   

P1: I think that would be ALSO an IMPORTANT part of it. // 

= C, SRQ* 



 

  84 

M: OK // 

 = S, SRS# 

M: (adds to notes: “… and makes it easier”) 

 = NOTES# 

P1: Yeah PERFECT // 

 = S, SRS* 

P1: That … that’s EXACTLY what I had in my mind //   

 = C, SRS* 

P1: THANK you // 

= S, SRS* 

M: PERFECT! // 

 = S, SRS# 

M: OK … erm … OK LADIES! //  

 = S, SRS# 

M: The LADY did it PERFECTLY // 

 = S, SRS# 

M: Excellent // 

 = S, SRS#  

P1: Thank you //  

 = S, SRS* 

P1: (laughs) 

= LAUGH* 

M: OK … good LEADER! //  

 = S, SRS# 

M: (laughs) 



 

  85 

= LAUGH# 

P1: (laughs) 

= LAUGH* 

M: OK now P3 or P2? //  

 = A, IQ# 

P3: Great P1 // 

 = S, SRS* 

M: Who wants to go NEXT? // 

 = A, IQ# 

P3: P7 try the notes // 

 = A-T, IS* 

P2:  I'll go // 

 = A, SRQ* 

M: P3, would YOU like to go next? // 

 = A, IQ# 

P2: (raises hand) 

= STATUS * 

M: OK P2 //  

 = A, SRS# 

M: OK … good //  

= S, SRA# 

M: (assigns presenter rights to P2) 

 = PRESENT# 

M: OK P2, erm … I’ll mute my mic // 

 = A-T, IS# 
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P2: (starts transmitting audio) 

 = AUDIO* 

P2: Hello can you HEAR me? // 

 = T, IQ* 

M: PERFECTLY! //  

 = T, SRQ# 

P2: Perfectly? // 

 = T, QRS* 

P1:  yes // 

 = T, SRQ* 

P5:  yes! // 

= T, SRQ* 

P6:  yes // 

= T, SRQ* 

P9:  Yes // 

= T, SRQ* 

P2: OK good //  

 = S, SRS* 

P2: Hello everybody // 

= S, IS* 

P2: Erm … THANK you P1 for your … erm … first erm … summary // 

= S, IS* 

P2: Me, P9 and P11 and … erm … P5 were working together // 

= A, IS* 

P2: Although P5 had like a SEVERE delay // 
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= T, IS* 

P2: So she wasn’t able to CONTRIBUTE to our discussion // 

= A, IS* 

P10: (leaves meeting, 1.02.23) 

 = SESSION* 

P2: Erm … We talked about TWO things //  

 = A-C, IS* 

P2: The FIRST thing we talked about really was the … the TECHNICAL side of things 

// 

= A-C-T, IS* 

P2: Trying to help each other … GET ON // 

= A-T, IS* 

P2: We were able to all get on our WEBCAMS … TOGETHER … erm … and sync up 

our AUDIO apart from P5 // 

= A-T, IS* 

P2: So it was quite a DIFFERENT EXPERIENCE from any of the ones we’ve had on 

this … erm … COURSE so far // 

= C-T, IS* [ABOUT NATURE OF INTERFACE] 

P2: So … erm … things like finding the UNMUTE on the MIC button and switching on 

the VIDEO and coping with DELAYS … erm // 

= C-T, IS* [ALSO ABOUT TECH AS MODERATOR ROLE IN COURSE IN 

GENERAL] 

P2: That was the first … the FIRST kind of TECHNICAL hurdles that we … we spent 

the first HALF of the discussion really talking about, helping each other with // 

= A-C-T, IS* 

M: (clears P2’s status) 

 = STATUS# 
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P2: SECOND half … erm … we talked about the … erm … the forums // 

 = C, IS* 

P2: Especially the bringing it all TOGETHER forum … that topic … the weaving and 

summarising that really seems to be the HOT topic this week … erm … and erm 

… // 

= C, IS* 

P2: ALL of us really said that you know it’s difficult to COPE with so many POSTS 

both for the MODERATOR and for the … PARTICIPANTS to keep up with and // 

= C, IS* 

P2: Try to post RELEVANT comments that kind of move the discussion ON rather 

than just REPEATING what other people have SAID … erm // 

= C, IS* 

P2: Erm … so we talked about … maybe SPLITTING … erm … discussions and how 

important THAT is // 

= C, IS* 

P2: Erm … and it’s something that we HAVEN’T SEEN yet and … erm … // 

= C, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: “Splitting discussions may be important to separate different 

topics in order to help participants focus on what is being discussed”) 

 = NOTES# 

P2: I thought that splitting a discussion if … if it was … if one discussion had turned 

into TWO SEPARATE discussions // 

 = C, IS* 

P2: Like we were talking about … the example of … erm … a very THEORETICAL 

discussion turning into a … PRACTICAL discussion … // 

= C, IS* 

P2: Erm … about … kind of CLASSROOM IDEAS, or ideas, for you know … TIPS 

rather than THEORY // 
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= C, IS* 

P2: That discussion should be SPLIT into TWO SEPARATE discussions in order to 

keep those discussions on TRACK AND allow participants to FOCUS a bit more 

on … erm … on what is being DISCUSSED in that … in that thread // 

= C, IS* 

P2: Erm … however … erm … P9 made a like really INTERESTING POINT saying that 

you know … erm … the idea is to go back to the initial question in … in the 

discussion // 

= A-C, IS* 

P2: And MAYBE we should have … there should be a bit more DISCIPLINE on behalf 

of the course PARTICIPANTS AND the MODERATOR to make sure that what 

they’re posting DOES GO BACK to the original IDEA // 

= C, IS* 

P2: And you know don’t get off topic and you DON’T kind of end up just … 

DIGRESSING and DIGRESSING until you’re SO FAR from the INITIAL TOPIC 

that it’s difficult to follow … to follow a COHERENT LINK // 

= C, IS* 

P2: So we said yeah that the APPROPRIACY is important // 

= C, IS* 

P2: Different ways of doing that // 

= C, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: By going back to the initial questions may help you keep on 

topic to avoid digressing) 

 = NOTES# 

P2: We were talking about you know … DELETING POSTS or contacting erm … the 

PARTICIPANTS … erm … one-to-ONE with the MMS system // 

 = C, IS* 

P2: Erm … but we didn’t really manage to DEVELOP that further because 

UNFORTUNATELY we were … erm …plagued by … erm … TECHNICAL issues // 
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= C-T, IS* 

P2: And P11 had to LEAVE us halfway through as well // 

= A, IS* 

P2: So … erm … that’s the END of our summary // 

= A, IS* 

P2: THANK you for LISTENING! // 

= S, IS* 

AM: (changes status to applause) 

= STATUS† 

AM: (claps hands) 

 = CLAP† 

P5:  Thanks P2! :) // 

 = S, SRS* 

P1:  Thank you, I am clapping my hands :) // 

 = S, SRS* 

P2: (laughs)  

 = LAUGH* 

P2: Great! //  

= S, SRS* 

P2: I can hear some HANDS clapping there // 

= S, SRA* 

M: Yeah … I heard that TOO // 

= S, SRS# 

P6:  thank you P3! // 

 = S, SRS* 
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P9:  That's great, P2 // 

 = S, SRS* 

P3: Thanks P2 :) // 

 = S, SRS* 

M: (adds to notes: MMS could be useful to keep in touch with participants) 

= NOTES# 

M: Erm … do you think P2 the NOTES I was taking … could … erm … REFLECT what 

you were talking about … what you DISCUSSED in your group? // 

 = A-C, IQ# 

P1:  those weren't mine :) // 

 = S, SRS* 

P6:  Sorry P2! // 

 = S, IS* 

P2:  Erm … Ye-YEAH … that seems to be a good SUMMARY, I mean … erm … I think 

talking about the way of keeping in TOUCH with participants, we didn’t really 

manage to DEVELOP that very much // 

= A-C, SRQ* 

P2: So I think that’s an AREA for FURTHER discussion // 

= C, IS* 

M: (deletes note: “MMS could be useful to keep in touch with participants”) 

 = NOTES# 

M: OK … but … I think you mentioned something about maybe some DELICATE 

ISSUES like … DELETING a POST or … ? // 

= C, QRS# 

P2: Yeah … yeah like … like I said we didn’t … we didn’t really get a chance to go 

INTO that much // 

= A-C, SRQ* 
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M: (adds to notes: “MMS could be useful to keep in touch with participants, to 

discuss issues like deleting a post.”) 

 = NOTES# 

P2: Obviously … I think in one of the other threads in the … in the … in the forums 

that issue was raised and is being discussed at the MOMENT // 

 = C, IS* 

P2: But yeah we kind of SKIRTED AROUND the idea that … SOMETHING would 

HAVE to be DONE to keep course participants on TRACK during a discussion // 

= C, IS* 

M: Maybe we could explore that MORE in the follow-up … erm … DISCUSSION that 

will follow THIS … THIS MEETING? // 

 = A-C, QRS# 

P2: (laughs) 

 = LAUGH* 

M: OK … THANK you // 

= S, IS# 

M: THANK you so MUCH P2 // 

= S, IS# 

P2: You’re WELCOME. // 

 = S, SRS* 

M: WONDERFUL SUMMARY // 

 = S, IS# 

M: OK P3 … // 

= A, IS# 

M: (assigns presenter rights to P3) 

 = PRESENT# 
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M: YOUR turn to … erm … to SHARE with the group // 

 = A, IS# 

AM:  that was great - it was me clapping // 

 = S, SRS† 

AM: (clears status) 

 = STATUS† 

P3: (starts transmitting audio) 

 = AUDIO* 

P3: HI everyone //  

 = S, IS* 

P2:  that's fine!  

= S, SRS* 

P2: thanks@ // 

 = S, SRS* 

P3: Yeah … erm … we talked about the relative importance of QUALITY versus 

QUANTITY in the online discussions in the … erm … in the … SPEAKERS’ 

CORNER // 

 = C, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: “The relative importance of quantity vs quality”) 

 = NOTES# 

M: (adds to notes: “… in online discussions.”)  

 = NOTES# 

P3: And … erm … we discussed WHY SOME had been more successful than OTHERS 

// 

 = C, IS* 

P3: And erm we … we said that … well … QUALITY IS IMPORTANT … // 
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 = C, IS* 

P3: But without … without the QUANTITY you’re not going to get much WEAVING 

done and not much of a DISCUSSION // 

 = C, IS* 

P3: Sorry not much of a SUMMARY // 

 = C, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: What makes a discussion successful?) 

 = NOTES# 

P3: So THAT led us on to the point of … the choice of TOPIC // 

 = C, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: “Quality is important, but if participants don’t post... what is 

there to weave?”) 

 = NOTES# 

P3: We noted that some … erm … topics had been QUITE SUCCESSFUL // 

 = C, IS* 

P3: I … I mentioned the … the … the use of FIRST LANGUAGE in YL classes and 

AUTHENTIC MATERIALS // 

 = C, IS* 

P3: Because they’re kind of CONTROVERSIAL TOPICS and things have been written 

on them by quite NOTABLE AUTHORS recently // 

 = C, IS* 

P3: Erm … whereas I kind of thought that … that my … MY post had FIZZLED 

PROBABLY because it wasn’t THAT CONTROVERSIAL and not that many people 

knew what to do about it ANYWAY // 

 = C, IS* 

P3: We also discussed the DIFFERENCE between … what is the difference in 

CONTENT between summarising and … and WEAVING and // 
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 = C, IS* 

P3: Erm … we kind of LOST our NOTES about that one // 

 = T, IS* 

M: (adds to notes: “What is the difference in content between summarising and 

weaving?”) 

 = NOTES# 

P3: I don’t know if P7’s got those notes? // 

 = A-T, IQ* 

M: P7 do you have those … THOSE NOTES? //  

 = A-T, QRQ# 

M: P7? // 

= A, IQ# 

M: Well PERHAPS … erm … we can … we can you know as I SAID you can … we 

can EXTEND this DISCUSSION in the FOLLOW-up … erm … THREAD // 

= A-C, IS# 

M: Erm … but it’s really INTERESTING that you focused on QUANTITY, QUALITY, 

OK // 

= C, IS# 

M: And what P3 says is TRUE // 

= A-C, IS# 

M: Erm … maybe it’s a GREAT THREAD // 

= C, IS# 

M: Erm … and perhaps you’re wondering this about your OWN threads that you 

have started in the … SPEAKERS’ CORNER // 

= C, IS# 

AM:  (adds to notes: “Quality vs quantity of posts: which implies a good discussion?; 

Importance of interesting / controversial topics; Differences in content between 
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weaving and summarising - do they overlap?; In terms of content, 

summarising shows participants how much they have discussed the main topic. 

Weaving to show them where to head for; There needs to be a reasonable 

quantity of posts before you weave or summarise!”)  

 = NOTES† 

M: Erm … Some of them are VERY, VERY good threads but actually WHY people 

are not POSTING on those threads as maybe they ARE in some other THREADS 

// 

 = C, IS# 

AM: got them from your breakout room // 

 = T, IS† 

P3:  Thanks AM // 

 = S, SRS* 

M: WHAT MAKES a forum discussion popular and ATTRACTIVE so that … erm … 

people want to … want to … erm … PARTICIPATE there // 

 = C, IS# 

M: Ah YEAH AM is … is right // 

 = A-T, SRS# 

M: Erm … these NOTES are in your BREAKOUT room // 

 = T, SRS# 

M: So if you GO THERE to the BREAKOUT room … fly there … and get the NOTES! 

// 

 = A-T, SRS# 

AM: Only the … only the PRESENTERS can DO that but it just OCCURRED to me that 

I could … I could GET them for … P3’S group // 

 = A-T, SRS† 

M: OK … OK … // 

 = A-T, SRS# 
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AM: So … so maybe it’s a way of not … not LOSING the notes? // 

 = T, IQ† 

AM: Maybe … maybe erm … the … erm … moderator can SEND somebody BACK to 

the group to GET them … to avoid having to COPY them? // 

= A-T, SRQ† 

M: OK // 

= A-T, SRQ# 

M: Let’s send … erm … P3 do you want to go back to your breakout room and get 

the NOTES?  // 

= A-T, QRQ# 

P3: Erm … there’s no NEED now because AM’s got them // 

 = A-T, SRQ* 

P3: He’s posted them THERE in the notes // 

 = A-T, IS* 

M: OK you’ve GOT them already? // 

 = A-T, QRS# 

P3: They’re actually IN the NOTES AREA in the MAIN ROOM // 

 = T, SRQ* 

AM: But only I could DO that or YOU M as MODERATOR // 

 = A-T, SRS† 

M: OK … // 

 = A-T, SRS# 

AM: YEAH … Sorry PRESENTER // 

 = A-T, SRS† 

M: Yeah … OK … well … erm … it seems that … erm … some of the groups … erm … 

as I SAID … the third group focused on quantity and QUALITY // 
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= A-C, IS# 

M: While the SECOND group focused on FOCUS … what … erm … makes a … a 

what makes a popular forum … some of you thought maybe quality, maybe 

FOCUS // 

= A-C, IS# 

M: If the … if the thread is focused or NOT will make it POPULAR … less CHAOTIC 

and would be ATTRACTIVE for PARTICIPANTS to GO and CONTRIBUTE there // 

= C, IS# 

M: And ALSO … erm … the FIRST GROUP see that YOU focused on the managerial 

SKILLS and HOW the moderator had to DEAL with that // 

= A-C, IS# 

M: It’s … it’s very INTERESTING // 

= S, IS# 

M: It’s ALSO interesting that ALL of you thought … ALMOST all of you thought … 

that all the ROLES … erm … were IMPORTANT … OK // 

= C, IS# 

M: And how it seems that the QUANTITY and QUALITY comes to the 

PEDAGOGICAL … erm … can be identified with the PEDAGOGICAL … while the 

MANAGERIAL will be with focusing … keeping … keeping the discussion focused 

// 

= C, IS# 

M: So I’m going to INVITE you to continue this DISCUSSION … in the THREAD … 

erm … that I // 

= A-C, IS# 

M: (loses connection at 1.13.22) 

 = SESSION# 
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EMOD-036: 1 

50:46-59:55= 9.2 MIN 

M: (shows slide) 

= SLIDE# 

M: OK // 

= S, SRS# 

M: Erm … hello hello! // 

= S, IS# 

M: OK … if you hear me it’s OK // 

= A-T, SRS#  

M: Erm … one problem is differences in the amount of contribution // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: OK … Erm … Absorption // 

= C, IS# 

M: Erm … EA says that … OK … he keeps forgetting … what has been written // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: (laughs)  

= LAUGH# 

M: I suppose a place for collecting summaries would be NICE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

PJ:  what about the problem of diffeirng amounts of contribution (EA's point) and 

diiferent roles being mutually dependent // 

 = A-C, QRS* 

M: Erm … Yes but … erm … Usually summaries are placed … DD … Usually 

summaries are placed at the end of each … each unit // 

 = A-C, SRQ# 
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M: I THINK that … erm … a very nice … erm … erm … WAY or PLACE to keep a 

summary would be a WIKI, OK? // 

= C, IS# 

M: We could keep … erm … summaries inside a wiki so that it would be really a 

collective … erm … a collective PRODUCT, as not only the moderator can add 

wikis … can add summaries THERE but also the participants // 

= C, IQ# 

M: What about the problem of DIFFERING amounts of contribution, EA's POINT, 

and different roles being mutually DEPENDENT? // 

= A-C, SRQ# 

M: Yes, I was saying with that … erm … different amounts of contribution and I 

don’t know if you agree with this, but I think … erm … assigning roles … 

assigning SPECIFIC roles … erm … and specific TASKS for the groups and 

individuals would work … erm … very good // 

= C, IQ# 

EA:  I think doing somethin, saying something, writing something again and again is 

a good way of remembering things // 

 = C, IS* 

M: Trying to see that everyone has SOMETHING to do and something to SHARE 

there // 

= C, IS# 

M: And maybe for THAT we can … identify strengths … erm // 

= C, IS# 

KR:  For me, absorption can be encouraged with trialling/practising something 

learnt, followed by some semi-formal personal reflection task, a bit like the 

post-observation reflection teachers are often expected to do // 

= C, IS* 

KR: The trick thing is trainees might not always have the chance to put into 

practice something that soon // 
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= C, IS* 

M: For example in a previous version of THIS course … erm … there was a 

HANDOUT that … erm … a HANDBOOK that they had to write … and they 

identified the … the … tech … erm … the expert in the technical things and he … 

they said OK, we want this person to EDIT the … the handbook in the end so it 

looks OK and adds fig …  IMAGES and COLOUR and FONTS and everything // 

 = C, IS# 

PJ: It's definitely very good, but if someone has techhnical weakness, like me, i 

delay the others // 

 = C, SRS* 

KR:  I think my point matches what EA said much simpler just before me // 

 = A-C, SRS*  

M: So they also identified someone who was expert in content and … it worked 

really, really WELL so everyone had their SHARE of contribution, depending on 

their strengths // 

 = C, IS# 

M:  (coughs) 

= COUGH# 

M: Sorry // 

= S, IS# 

M: Erm … for me absorption can be … erm … I think doing something, saying 

something, writing SOMETHING AGAIN and AGAIN is a good way of 

remembering things // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: (clears throat)  

= COUGH# 

M: Sorry … // 

= S, IS# 
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M: (clears throat)  

= COUGH# 

M: Sorry … // 

= S, IS# 

M: Yeah … KR says absorption can be encouraged with trialling, practising 

something, followed with semi-formal … reflection task, a bit like post-

observation reflection // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: The trick thing is trainees might not always have the chance to put in practice 

… into practice something that SOON // 

= A-C, SRS# 

EA:  Putting things in your own words is a good way of absorbing, and that is one of 

the benefits of summarising. // 

 = C, IS* 

M: Yeah … but I think also absorption is … is about … how can we … Yeah put into 

practice what we have LEARNED // 

= C, SRS# 

M: But also SHARE experiences related to what is being DISCUSSED instead of the 

ABSTRACT … erm … TERMINOLOGY and CONCEPTS // 

= C, IS# [DEVELOPING KR’S POINT] 

M: But also like … erm … but of COURSE if we have the opportunity of them … erm 

…putting into practice what they’re learning that’s GREAT but also sharing 

EXPERIENCES and connecting THEORY with EXPERIENCES // 

= C, IS# 

M: Erm … It's definitely very good, but if someone has technical weakness, like 

me, it … I delay the others // 

= A-C, SRS# 

KR:  Sharing experience - agree, this has value too // 
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 = C, SRS* 

M: Erm … Yeah MAYBE in … in SOME parts of the COURSE you may feel you’re a 

drag to the group // 

= C, SRS# 

M: But … erm … for example in … in … in DISCUSSIONS the group gets … keeps 

GOING, OK? // 

= C, IS# 

M: Erm … I think my point matches what EA said much simpler just before me … 

yeah // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: Putting things in your own words is a great way of absorbing, and that is one of 

the benefits of summarising // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: Yes … sharing experience … I agree, this has value too // 

= A-C, SRS# 

(55:40) 

M: OK … So the other element associated … so, that’s for absorption // 

= C, SRS# 

EA:  Recall and reflect often is a good help to absorbtion // 

 = C, IS*  

M: And for TURN taking … and turn taking is not only for example like HERE that 

we have to wait until someone else TALKED // 

= A-C-T, IS# [ABOUT TECHNOLOGY TOO - NEED FOR TT] 

M: But … erm … what other INSTANCES of the IMPORTANCE of turn TAKING can 

you see in … for example in FORUMS? // 

= A-C, IQ# 

M: How do we TAKE TURNS? // 
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= C, IQ# [RELATING TO CONTENT, NOT ACTIVITY] 

M: And what HAPPENS with turn taking in … in FORUMS, for example? // 

= C, IQ# 

M: Yes, recall and reflect OFTEN is a good help to absorption, yes // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DD:  Perhaps a bit of pair work would be nice - where two participants link up more 

specifically in order to make sense of things. // 

 = C, IS* 

M: Erm … I also like the idea of CONNECTING, EA // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: Erm … Perhaps a bit of pair work would be NICE … where two participants link 

up more specifically in order to make sense of THINGS and OK … and that is … 

// 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: DD that is for turn taking or for absorption? // 

= A-C, IS# 

EA:  Turn Taking: Yes, I'm guilty, I won't to contribute a lot and hog the turn, taking 

too many turns // 

 = A-C, IS* 

EA: So, how do you stop someone like me // 

= A-C, IQ* 

M: (laughs)  

= LAUGH# 

M: So you play … // 

= S, SRS# 

M: (laughs three times) 
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= LAUGH# 

= LAUGH# 

= LAUGH# 

M: So you plead guilty, EA! // 

= S, SRS# 

M: (laughs) 

= LAUGH# 

DD: For absorption really because I can't always keep up // 

 = A-T, SRQ* [COMMENT ON NATURE OF INTERFACE] 

EA:  Guilty // 

 = S, SRS* 

EA: (raises hands) 

= HAND* 

EA: (smiles) 

= SMILE* 

M: I won’t … want to contribute a lot and hog the turn, taking too many turns … // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: So, how do you stop someone like ME? // 

= A-C, SRQ# 

M: For absorption really because I can't always keep up // 

= A-T, SRS# 

M: Guilty … YES! // 

= S, SRS# 

M: (laughs) 

= LAUGH# 
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M: But it’s hard … it’s HARD to stop someone like YOU, EA! // 

= S, SRS# 

M: (laughs) 

= LAUGH# 

M: Ha … ha … You can like … you can like … you can MESSAGE privately a … a 

person who’s hogging the DISCUSSION but it’s always … like … erm … the 

PERSON’S … erm … WILL to stop // 

= C, SRS# 

KR:  A quite word in the ear (so to speak)? 

 = C, QRQ* 

EA:  My hands are up 

= S, IS* 

M: Yeah … Your hands are up // 

 = S, SRS# 

M: Yeah … I know … you’re GUILTY! // 

= S, SRS# 

M:  (laughs twice) 

= LAUGH# 

= LAUGH# 

M: We have to … we have to let others speak TOO // 

= C, IS# 

M: Because … erm … maybe we’re saying EVERYTHING and other people think … 

like… well there’s nothing here that I can ADD //  

= C, IS# 

M: But then … there’s also we’re NOT reading their MINDS! // 

= C, IS#  
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M: Are they EVER going to jump into the discussion? // 

= C, IS# [RHETORICAL QUESTION] 

M: And you feel like ANXIOUS … and they have ALSO that communication anxiety 

we were talking about in the beginning, OK // 

= C, IS# 

M: You’re anxious about saying something // 

= C, IS# 

M: Waiting for someone to say it and no one says that // 

= C, IS# 

M: I think that’s very tricky because with … with … erm …  computer-mediated 

communication it’s hard to know when people … step in the discussion // 

= C, IS# 

M: We can prompt them, we can try to … erm … add relevant things and maybe 

they can step in or not // 

= C, IS# 

DD:  Participation is really each and everyone's decision // 

 = C, IS* 

M: So … YES … we have to make people AWARE that they have to contribute that 

they have to take TURNS and they … they can’t … erm … they can’t HOG the 

discussion // 

= C, IS# 

M: But it’s a really TRICKY thing to do // 

= C, IS# 

M: Yes it’s … yes, I agree with that //  

= A-C, SRS# 

M: It … it depends on everyone's decision // 

= A-C, SRS# 
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M: It’s … it’s an individual decision // 

= C, IS# 

M: Even though you PROMPT the participant maybe you will hear just silence, NO 

MESSAGES FROM THAT PERSON // 

= C, IS# 

M: So it’s really EASY to hide in … in a virtual learning environment really … and 

you’ll find that in your OWN groups which of COURSE will be REALLY different 

from THIS one // 

= C, IS# 

M: Because the motivation … erm … to do the course will be … erm … DIFFERENT 

// 

= C, IS# 
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EMOD-036: 2A 

2.19-21.37 = 19.3 MIN 

M: FIRST I’d like to … for us to … erm … discuss or to agree on … erm … YES, on a 

common … erm … IDEA of what FEEDBACK is // 

= A-C, IS# 

M: FEEDBACK … it says that FEEDBACKS help … FEEDBACK HELPS learners 

maximise their potential at different stages of TRAINING, raise their awareness 

of STRENGTHS and areas for IMPROVEMENT, and identify ACTIONS to be taken 

to improve PERFORMANCE // 

 = C, IS#  

M: I chose this … erm … this CONCEPT of … of feedback … erm … because … I 

thought it was really INTERESTING … erm … that it says that feedback actually 

helps … erm … TRAINEES or STUDENTS or PARTICIPANTS … to … erm … to 

maximise what they KNOW and to … make them AWARE not only of their 

STRENGTHS but ALSO of the areas that they … erm … want for IMPROVEMENT 

// 

= C, IS# 

M: This takes me BACK to the feedback that you had to do in the … erm … Unit 

TWO, where … erm … I ASKED you to be as positive as you COULD … erm … 

but also as OBJECTIVE … as … as … as you can, or as you COULD, so that … 

erm … the participant was WELL AWARE of the areas that need to be improved 

// 

= C, IS# 

M: Now for FEEDBACK and … erm … for ASSESSMENT and I would say also for 

FOLLOW-UP we will need some … erm … really … erm … clear criteria to HOLD 

on to // 

= C, IS# 

M: Erm … and I wonder … erm … how YOU felt about … erm … THAT feedback in 

Unit TWO and about using the criteria? // 

= C, IQ# 
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M: Do you … do you think we could have DONE THAT … erm … without the 

criteria? // 

= A-C, IQ# 

M: I mean … not only to DO the assignment but to provide … erm … a fair 

FEEDBACK to participants? 

= C, IQ# 

M: Do you think THAT could be POSSIBLE to do in a … in a VIRTUAL learning 

environment to GIVE FEEDBACK on an ASSIGNMENT WITHOUT a clear criteria? 

// 

= C, IQ# 

EA:  Criteria makes thinks objective // 

 = C, SRQ* 

M: EA says criteria makes thinks … erm things … OBJECTIVE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

PJ: thercriteria were extremely preicse and measurable - invaluable // 

= C, SRQ* 

M: And PJ says the criteria were extremely precise and MEASURABLE, 

INVALUABLE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ:  The thing is that by having a criteria we know what is to be expected so I don't 

think we could do this without these clear guidelines 

= C, SRQ* 

M: Yeah by having a CRITERIA we know what is to be EXPECTED so I don’t think 

we could do THIS without THESE clear guidelines // 

= A-C, SRS# 

EA:  Makes it easeier to give feedback that says people haven't done too well 

= C, SRQ* 
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MI:  to some extend yey // 

= C, SRQ* 

DH:  I think that the comments are fair but it means you are boxed in and can't 

develop in new ways // 

 = C, SRQ* 

M: Makes it easier to give feedback that says people haven’t done too well // 

= A-C, SRS# 

 Yes, I think that the comments are FAIR but it means you are BOXED in and 

can't develop in NEW ways // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DH:  the criteria was very rigid 

= C, SRQ* 

M: DH’S comment is really INTERESTING // 

= S, SRS# 

M: Erm … I think DH is saying, OK, I AGREE with the criteria but still it can 

RESTRICT me, it can LIMIT // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MP:  Criteria was crucial in guiding us along // 

= C, SRQ* 

M: Yes, the criteria was very RIGID // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

M: How … how can you make a criteria more FLEXIBLE? // 

 = C, QRS# 

M: Erm … these are points … this … this … erm // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

M: Yeah, DH is giving us some food for THOUGHT // 
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 = A, SRS# 

EA:  Well designed criteria help. // 

= C, SRQ* 

EA: But poor designed criteria can stop you assessing correctly // 

= C, SRQ* 

M: How can we make it more FLEXIBLE? // 

 = C, IS# 

M: Is it POSSIBLE to make it more flexible? // 

 = C, IS# 

M: Criteria was CRUCIAL in guiding us along, says MP // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

M: Well-designed criteria HELP, but poor designed criteria can STOP you assessing 

correctly // 

= A-C, SRS# 

PJ: yes // 

= A-C, SRQ* 

EA:  Criteria makes all assessors assess in the same way // 

= C, SRQ* 

M: OK … erm … what I THINK is … erm … a clear criteria not only … erm helps 

participants to DO the assignment … erm … // 

 = C, IS# 

DH: exactly right. // 

= A-C, SRS*  

DH: I think you can have criteria but also allow space for the unexpected // 

= C, IS* [DEVELOPING DISCUSSION, NOT RESPONDING PER SE] 
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MJ:  When we are taking part of a VLE I think it is important to give clear guidelines 

// 

= C, SRS* 

M: Yes … and … and it … not only to do the ASSIGNMENT but also to provide a 

FAIR FEEDBACK // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: I mean … erm … if you STATE in the criteria that EVERYTHING that … erm … if 

… erm … you have a … a … a box that is for EXCEPTIONAL and where you can 

… erm … INCLUDE ALL THOSE ADDITIONAL THINGS that the participant can 

DO you are ALLOWING for creativity TOO // 

= C, IS# 

DH: MJ I totally agree with clear guidelines but we have to view them as a base // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

EA: Danger in individuals deciding their own criteria as you can non standard 

assessement. // 

= C, IS* 

EA: One person will fail with on assessor and may pass with another // 

= C, IS* 

M: I think you can have a criteria but also have space for the UNEXPECTED // 

 = A-C, SRS# [QUOTING DH] 

M: When we are taking part of a … virtual learning environment I think it is 

important to give clear guidelines // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING MJ] 

PJ: good criteria depend upon all possible correct avenues of answer having been 

anticipated // 

 = C, IS* 

M: Yes, it’s important // 

= A-C, SRS# 



 

  114 

M: It’s not only important to assess and give FEEDBACK … but also you have to 

think at the END of the COURSE some participants will SUCCEED and some 

participants will FAIL the course // 

= C, IS# 

M: And you have to be prepared to prove WHY participants FAILED or SUCCEEDED 

a course … in a course … and a clear CRITERIA and … erm … clear assessment 

GUIDELINES will give you THAT … erm … to DISTINGUISH from … from an 

unsuccessful to a SUCCESSFUL or where this person is EXCEPTIONAL // 

= C, IS# 

DK:  so legal issues are paramount // 

= C, SRS* 

MJ:  yes DH, maybe as a starting point and the rest is upto the student // 

= A-C, SRS* 

M: DANGER in individuals deciding their own criteria as you can non-standard 

assessment, one person will fail with an assessor and may pass with another // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING EA] 

DH: EA is right. // 

= A-C, SRS*  

DH: Subjectivity can emerge from different criteria.   

= C, SRQ* 

DH: But Cambridge LE use that too? 

= C, IQ* 

M: Yeah, it may be subjective, that’s TRUE // 

= C, SRS# 

M: Yes, if the course have its OWN GUIDELINES … erm … yeah, it will prove … like 

a STANDARDISED criteria for … for ALL MODERATORS … erm … moderating the 

same COURSE // 

= C, SRS# 
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M: But ALSO you have to think that … erm … in TeachingEnglish COURSES … erm 

… USUALLY … // 

= C, IS# 

DH: sorry I meant that Cambridge use impression marking.  

= C, IS* 

DH: Could a VLE use that too? // 

= C, IQ* 

MI:  therefore as long as you make it clear and fair I think it won't cause any 

problem // 

= C, IS* [NOT CLEAR IF THIS IS RESPONSIVE] 

PJ: yes, assessors of masters in Australian have to fill out massive doco to justify a 

fail due to the fees paid by sts today // 

= C, SRS* 

M: (changes pods to enlarge text chat area) 

 = ADJUST# 

M: In TeachingEnglish courses USUALLY … erm … there is a … like a … very 

general criteria and MODERATORS have to build on THAT criteria and make it 

like … erm … more … erm … PARTICULAR for their OWN courses // 

= C, IS# 

EA:  Good assessment criteria are very good for participants. // 

= C, IS* 

EA: They know what they have to do and how they will be assessed // 

= C, IS* 

M: OK … maybe as a starting point and the rest is up to students // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: Yes, good criteria depend upon all possible correct avenues of answers having 

been anticipated // 
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= A-C, SRS# 

M: Yes, EA is RIGHT, subjectivity can emerge from different criteria, but 

Cambridge … use that TOO? // 

= A-C, SRQ# [CONFUSION] 

MJ:  it depends on the aims of the assignment, if we are looking for something more 

standardised then something more rigid is needed, but if it is for other 

purposes the criteria could be less rigid and give more freedom for students // 

= C, SRQ* [reflecting on / developing own ideas] 

DK:  What is the alternative? // 

 = C, QRS* 

M: Cambridge use impression marking … // 

= A-C, SRS# [FINDING THREAD?] 

M: Could … erm … can you EXPLAIN that DH … about the impression marking? // 

= A-C, QRQ# 

M: Therefore as long as you make it clear and FAIR I think it won't cause any 

problem // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING] 

M: Yes, you have to make it clear and RIGHT from the BEGINNING MI // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: Yes, assessors of Masters in Australia have to fill out … massive … doc … 

DOCUMENTS to justify a fail due to the fee paid by students today // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING] 

PJ: good criteria are useful for learning in that an answer is given and  so the CP 

'simply' needs to find the way to get there // 

 = C, SRS* 

KR:  M - you mentioned some participants might fail the course, that does happen, 

ideally feedback would have been timely and specific enough that those who do 

fail wont be altogether surprised by this outcome // 
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 = A-C, SRS* 

DH: sure.  

 = S, SRQ* 

DH: Cambridge assessors have to read essays and give their impression very 

quicky. 

= C, SRQ* 

M: (laughs)  

 = LAUGH# 

M: Yes … yeah you have to JUSTIFY if a person FAILS a course … WHY … WHY this 

person failed and to do this a good record is … erm … PARAMOUNT // 

= C, SRS# 

EA: Impression marking is used in Cambridge exams but this impression mark has 

its own criteria // 

 = C, SRS* 

M: Good assessment criteria are very good for participants, they KNOW what they 

have done … to do and KNOW how they will be ASSESSED // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING EA] 

M: It depends on the aims of the ASSIGNMENT, if we are looking for something 

more standardised then something more rigid is NEEDED, but if it is for other 

purposes the criteria should be less RIGID and give more freedom for students 

// 

= C, SRS# 

M: Yeah, that’s true // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: Usually for ASSIGNMENTS, for EACH assignment you should have your … a … 

criteria TAILORED to that assignment // 

= C, IS#  
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DH:  therefore the impression mark allows more space for creativity and an 

opportunity for interpretation // 

 = C, IS* 

M: As you have seen in this … in this COURSE you have three assignments and 

each of the assignments have a PARTICULAR criteria // 

= C, IS#  

M: What’s the ALTERNATIVE? // 

= A-C, QRQ# [sounds exasperated!] 

M: What’s the alternative to WHAT … erm … DK? // 

= A-C, QRQ# [delay and confusion affects interaction] 

M: Sorry I think I missed … erm … OK // 

= S, IS# 

DH:  the impression mark has to be judged against other assessors and therefore 

that is the way it is regulated // 

 = C, IS* [DEVELOPING AND JUSTIFYING POINT] 

M: Good criteria are useful for learning in that an answer is given and so the 

participant simply needs to find the way to GET there, OK // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

M: KR … you mentioned some participants might fail the course, that DOES 

happen, ideally feedback would have been timely and specific enough that 

those who do fail won’t be altogether surprised by this outcome // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

M: Yeah but sometimes, KR, people … erm … kind of overlook these WARNINGS 

that are giving throughout the COURSE // 

 = C, SRS# 

M: If you’re PROMPTING … erm … for example participants to PARTICIPATE or are 

prompting participants that have not sent … erm … for example a TASK in TIME 
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and they keep OVERLOOKING … erm … those warnings they may … may end 

up the course THINKING that they are going to … erm … PASS the course // 

 = C, IS# 

MP:  Cambridge ESOL have just made their criteria public, so that candidates know 

how they will be assessed // 

 = C, IS* 

EA:  Standardised assessment is so important, both internal within the same 

assessor and accross assessors. // 

 = C, IS* 

EA: Otherwise, a person may fail in one day with one assesor and may pass on 

another day with the same assessor or with a different assessor // 

= C, IS* 

M: Erm … sure … Cambridge assessors have to read essays and give their 

impressions very quickly // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

M: Erm … oh YES, in THIS case … I … OK … I think that does NOT apply here // 

 = C, SRS# 

M: Erm … we CANNOT give impressions like … // 

 = C, IS# 

M: I mean … for example like if … if I’m sent … erm … an assignment for Unit FIVE 

at this time … erm … we are ONE WEEK from DEADLINE … I can give a QUICK 

impression of the … of the assignment and say YES, this is on the RIGHT track, 

but if the assignment is NOT on the right track I can give a quick impression 

and say … erm … HEY, I think you are missing SOMETHING here and maybe 

RECONSIDER some things … OK … and then you send it to me … // 

= C, IS# 

M: I can give an quick impression THERE but when I give your FINAL mark I have 

to be as detailed as POSSIBLE, you know like … erm … POINTING OUT the 

GOOD parts and the areas for IMPROVEMENT // 
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= C, IS# 

M: So I don’t think … erm … impression marking … erm … would work for … as a … 

you know as a definite … erm … GRADE for an assignment, for example // 

= C, IS# [CONFRONTING AND CONFLICTING] 

M: The impression mark allows more space for creativity and opportunity for 

INTERPRETATION … // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING DH] 

M: I don’t think there is an opportunity for … for CREATIVITY in … in … in ANY 

assignment that we do that you can INCORPORATE some … some other things 

and it will ADD VALUE to an assignment // 

= C, SRS# [CONFRONTING AND CONFLICTING] 

DH: Yet millions of people across the world gain entrance to universities based on 

impression marking // 

 = C, SRS* [CONFRONTING AND CONFLICTING] 

M: Erm … but I AGREE that it should be STATED in … in the criteria guidelines // 

= C, SRS# [RECOGNISING DH’S POINT] 

M: The impression mark has to be judged against other assessors and therefore 

that’s the way it’s regulated // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING DH] 

M: The … the problem is that the only person marking an assignment in a … in a 

virtual learning environment IS the MODERATOR // 

= C, SRS# 

M: UNLESS you have peer assignment for example like we DID in Unit TWO // 

= C, IS# 

M: Then you take the peer assessor against YOUR impression // 

= C, IS# 

M: Yeah, have just made their criteria PUBLIC, so that candidates know HOW they 

will be ASSESSED // 
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= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING MJ] 

M: Standardised assessment is so important … both internal within the same 

assessor and ACROSS assessors … otherwise, a person may fail in one day with 

an assessor and may pass on another day with the same assessor OR with a 

DIFFERENT assessor // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: How do you think that could work … erm … for example, in a virtual learning 

ENVIRONMENT where you are the only ASSESSOR … ASSESSING? // 

= A-C, IQ# 

M: (laughs) 

 = LAUGH# 

M: Yet millions of people across the world gain entrance to university based on 

impression marking // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: So do you think impression marking could WORK in a virtual learning 

environment? // 

= A-C, IQ# 

MI:  assessmet criterias can be developed according to the feedback from the 

students // 

 = C, IS* 

M: Assessment criteria can be developed according to the feedback from students 

// 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: THAT would be something very INTERESTING to … you know, to DEVELOP and 

to … to continue as a FOLLOW-UP in the follow-up … erm … thread … erm … 

that we’ll have for this SESSION // 

= A-C, IS# 

M: OTHER ways of … of feedback … and impression marking can be ONE of them 

and then I think we could … erm … develop MORE our ideas // 
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= A-C, IS# 

EA:  Assessment criteria has to be designed against the objectives of the course // 

 = C, SRS* 

DH:  M’s point is a good one // 

 = A-C, SRS*  

DH: An emoderator isn't co assessing and therefore having a set criteria is their 

defense 

= C, SRS* 

DH: Impression marking could work but as M points out it would need justification 

= A-C, SRS* [QUALIFYING CONCEPTION IN LIGHT OF M’S COMMENTS] 

MJ:  but who are the students you are thinking of MI? 

= A-C, QRS* 

M: I also want you to … to THINK that in virtual learning ENVIRONMENT, just as in 

face-to-FACE environment, we have FORMAL and INFORMAL … erm … 

FEEDBACK // 

= A-C, IQ# 

M: Erm … for example … erm … the example that I gave you about … erm … an 

assignment sent … erm … WAY before … erm …  DEADLINE would be an 

INFORMAL … erm … a QUICK impression of … of what the assignment is ABOUT 

and then the FORMAL one … erm … would be against … erm … the criteria and 

a WRITTEN … erm … or ORAL feedback // 

= C, IS# 

MI:  the cps // 

 = C, SRQ* 

EA:  If you want people to pass a driving test and you assess them on their 

personalities it could be very dangerous // 

 = C, IS* 
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M: It could be MULTIPLE-WAY, it could be not only the … the MODERATOR but 

ALSO it could be … erm … feedback from … from a PEER … for example in the 

PEER assessment // 

 = C, IS# 

DH:  is IELTS based on personality? // 

 = C, QRS* 

M: But ALSO when you are WRITING … erm … for example in the SPEAKERS’ 

Corner and … or … in … in any thread where you post you get feedback from … 

from other … erm … participants and that’s also … erm … relevant // 

 = C, IS# 

M: Erm … how to … how to make feedback ENCOURAGING but … BUT FAIR at the 

same time? // 

= C, IQ# 

KR:  DH - IELTS - no 

 = C, SRQ* 

M: Is it encouraging AND fair … or FAIR does NOT MEAN it could be 

ENCOURAGING? // 

 = C, IQ# 

MI:  if eveybody fails than what happens // 

 = C, IQ* 

EA:  DH, just using a metaphone // 

 = A-C, SRQ* 

M: That’s something also to THINK about // 

 = A-C, IQ# 

DK:  can we compare learning a language to learning to drive? // 

 = C, QRS* 
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M: OK … if you want people to pass a driving test and you ASSESS them on their 

personalities it could be VERY DANGEROUS // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

 (laughs) 

M: Erm … YES, you would need justification … you will need a CRITERIA for … for 

any assignment that you … // 

= C, SRS#  

EA:  So participants shouldn't design their assessment criteria // 

 = C, SRS* 

M: For example if we don’t HAVE a CRITERIA for forum … for forum 

PARTICIPATION how would you know when I ASSESS it if I am being fair or 

NOT? // 

 = C, IQ# 

MJ:  Following the criteria would be fair, but to encourage we could give specific 

ideas // 

 = C, SRQ* 

M: You will have a criteria to … to … you know to … to WEIGH those … MY 

COMMENTS against // 

 = C, IS# 

MP:  Assessment can be both fair and encouraging // 

 = C, SRQ* 

M: Can we compare learning a LANGUAGE to learning to DRIVE? // 

 = A-C, QRQ# 

M: Erm … YEAH … // 

 = C, SRQ# 

M: I THINK … it’s all about PRACTICE // 

 = C, IS# 
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DH:  how about having a base for passing and for different grades but allowing for 

elements to bring people from one category to another // 

 = C, IQ* 

M: You will need some theoretical … erm … POINTS but … I THINK yes // 

= C, IS# 

MI:  criterias are not always objective // 

 = C, IS* 

M: So participants shouldn't design their assessment CRITERIA // 

 = A-C, SRS# [QUOTING] 

MJ:  DK, maybe creating it together with students not having each student create 

their own. // 

 = C, SRS* [confusion: EA said this, not DK] 

M: WELL we could agree at the BEGINNING, and that would be a nice IDEA … erm 

… to have participants design an assessment criteria FOR the group … erm … at 

the beginning … RIGHT at the BEGINNING of the course // 

 = C, SRS# 

M: Following the criteria would be FAIR, but to encourage we  would … we 

could give specific IDEAS // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING] 

M: Assessment can be BOTH fair AND encouraging // 

= A-C, SRS# [QUOTING] 

M: So, it doesn’t have to be fair OR encouraging // 

= C, IS# 

(laughs) 

= LAUGH# 

M: OK … how about having a … // 

= A-C, QRQ# [STARTING TO QUOTE DH] 
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DK:  In a process syllabus, for instance // 

 = C, SRS*  

M: Erm … that’s one of the reasons I said try to keep your feedback as  … as … 

erm … as POSITIVE as you CAN at beginning // 

 = C, IS# 

M: The SANDWICH APPROACH // 

= C, IS# 

PJ: some criteria 'ceilings' and 'bases' are very objecitve but many, like grammar 

can be subjectiove - eg: 'frequent' errors // 

= C, IS* 

M: How about having a base for passing and for different grades but allowing for 

elements to bring people from one category to another? // 

= A-C, QRQ# 

M: Erm … YES and … and I think it’s very useful to … that we have THREE 

CATEGORIES like … erm … unsuccessful, successful but there is another one 

that is EXCEPTIONAL when you go BEYOND what is necessary to PASS // 

= C, SRQ# 

EA:  Participants at the start of a course aren't knowledgeable or skillled about the 

content or nature of the course, so how can they design the criteria for 

assessing at it? // 

 = C, QRS* 

DH:  it is important to have assessment criteria but do we actually have any for our 

forum participation? // 

  = C, QRS* 

DH: As I understand it participation is very important on this course but what is the 

criteria? // 

= C, QRS* 
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M: Criterias are NOT always objective … erm … but we have to TRY to make them 

as objective as WE can and we can AGREE … erm … making … on ways to make 

it OBJECTIVE with the PARTICIPANTS I guess // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

M: DK, maybe creating it together with students not having each student create 

their OWN // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: Yeah that … Yeah I … I would go for … more like creating ONE assessment 

criteria that would … erm … try to … erm … work for … for the WHOLE GROUP 

// 

= C, SRS# 

DK:  i have moved away from above standard grades and find it works much better 

// 

 = C, SRS* 

MJ:  DH if you look at the new Cambridge critera for writing, they are giving room 

for students to expand on abstract ideas. // 

= A-C, SRS* 

DH: EA is right // 

 = A-C, SRQ*  

DH: At the start of a course, CPs can't create criteria // 

= C, SRQ*  

M: Some criteria ceilings and bases are very objective but MANY, like grammar 

can be SUBJECTIVE // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

M: OK, like frequent errors // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: OK, so many … MANY ideas about how to … how to IMPROVE FEEDBACK but I 

think we all agree that it’s … it’s REALLY necessary to provide FEEDBACK to … 
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to PARTICIPANTS … and to let them know HOW they’re DOING, RIGHT … erm 

… as we MOVE in the COURSE // 

= A-C, IS# [SUMMARISING] 

MJ:  this would give them a result of Band 5 in FCE for thisparticular aspect // 

 = C, IS* 
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EMOD-036: 2B 

46:55-57:45 = 10.8 MIN 

MJ:  OK, so some of the things that you … DISCUSSED TOGETHER … erm … let’s 

have a look at Group A … all right? // 

 = A-C, IS# [REFERRING TO SLIDE] 

EA:  Hello everyone again // 

 = S, IS* 

DH:  hi // 

 = S, SRS* 

MJ: Erm … a result in a test is not FEEDBACK // 

 = C, IS# 

MJ: I LIKED one of you MENTIONED … erm … if it’s not FEEDBACK what IS it? // 

= A-C, IS# 

MJ: So good, yes, even if it’s a NUMBER it can also be formal FEEDBACK // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: The second point that the Group A had to discuss was the most efficient type of 

feedback is VERBAL // 

= A-C, IS# 

MJ: And … erm … I was wondering if one you could SUMMARISE quickly what you 

MENTIONED in this because a lot of different issues … erm … showed up … 

CAME UP sorry // 

= A, IQ# 

KR: We discussed learning styles and personalities // 

 = A-C, SRQ* 

MJ: For example … different LEARNING styles? // 

 = C, IQ# 
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MJ: OK yes // 

= A, SRS# 

KR:  How they // 

 = C, IS* 

DK:  depends on the ss // 

 = C, SRS* 

MJ: So KR mentioned that … they discussed different LEARNING styles and 

PERSONALITIES // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

MJ: This always has to do something // 

= C, SRS# 

KR: How they'd end up with different responses // 

 = C, IS* 

MJ: It’s not the SAME // 

 = C, SRS# 

MJ: All students are DIFFERENT … we NEED to know them, so the different learning 

styles and personalities are USEFUL // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: It depends on the STUDENT how they’d end up with different RESPONSES // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: OK GOOD // 

= S, SRS# 

MJ: OK … DK is TYPING 

= A, IS# 

DK: focused and specific fb =good // 

 = C, IS* 
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MJ: OK, so it’s definitely true … it’s … it needs to be FOCUSED, OK … and SPECIFIC 

… all right //  

 = A-C, SRS# 

MJ: So GOOD, to help … the idea is always to HELP them, help our STUDENTS … all 

right // 

= C, IS# [NOT RESPONSIVE] 

MJ: The THIRD topic we discussed was … erm … I LIKE this statement, if the 

teacher doesn’t give me FEEDBACK it’s because I’m doing everything 

CORRECTLY // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: MI mentioned something about … erm … giving UP when … M also mentioned it 

earlier … that after we give them feedback, and we try to encourage them to 

keep going, but if they … DON’T, it means that, well, it’s like they’ve given up, 

so, OK // 

= A-C, IS# 

MJ: Correct me if I’m wrong MI! // 

= A, IS# 

MJ: Also … they thought … they didn’t get to discuss the FOURTH topic // 

= A, IS# 

MJ: But feedback on an online course, asking them // 

= A-C, IS# 

KR: We agreed this wouldnt be true - a key factor would be the objective of the 

exercise, might be to raise confidence // 

 = C, SRS* [NOT CLEAR WHAT KR IS RESPONDING TO] 

MJ: It wouldn’t be true, because … // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

MJ: GOOD, KR // 

= S, SRS# 
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MJ: OK, it’s important to discuss, OK // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: But we can always give feedback to STUDENTS EVEN WHEN they’re doing 

things CORRECTLY, so to show them that they’re going on the right PATH, to 

give them CONFIDENCE, good // 

= C, IS# 

PJ: benchmark // 

 = C, SRS* 

MJ: It’s a benchmark, yes // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

MJ: (laughs) 

 = LAUGH# 

DK: positive reinforcement // 

= C, IS* 

MJ: It’s positive REINFORCEMENT, EXACTLY, not feedback … this is what I wanted 

you to FOCUS on // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: Not all feedback NEEDS to be NEGATIVE // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: We want to point them towards the right DIRECTION, all right // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: And I guess that last point, I’m sure everybody’s going to disagree // 

= A-C, IS# 

MJ: Feedback on an online course DOESN’T EXIST … do we  DISAGREE on this or 

do we COMPLETELY AGREE? // 

= A-C, IS# 
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DK:  agree // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

KR:  Disagree // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

DH:  blatantly // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

MJ: Blatantly! // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

MJ: (loses connection 50.36) 

= SESSION# 

M: It seems that … erm … MJ had a PROBLEM, she was kicked off the … the SITE 

// 

 = A-T, SRA† 

DK:  disagree // 

= A-C, SRS* 

PJ:  clearly dis // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

DK:  obviously // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

EA:  Only if you have a lazy moderator // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

MI:  disagree // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

DH:  true EA 

 = A-C, SRS* 
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M: But yeah … so you … MOST of you agree, disagree // 

= A-C, SRS† 

M: Only if you have a lazy moderator // 

= A-C, SRS† 

M: (laughs) 

 = LAUGH† 

M: DISAGREE // 

= A-C, SRS† 

M: OK DK I’m interested in knowing why you AGREE on that // 

= A-C, SRS† 

M: You mean it DOESN’T exist or it … it SHOULDN’T exist? // 

= A-C, SRS† 

DK: typo // 

 = T, SRQ* 

M: Oh it’s a TYPO … OK // 

= A-T, SRA† 

M: (laughs) 

= LAUGH† 

MJ: (enters session 51.33) 

= SESSION# 

M: (gives presenter rights to MJ) 

 = PRESENT† 

MJ: (starts transmitting audio) 

= AUDIO# 

M: OK … MJ is BACK // 
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= A-T, SRA† 

M: There you are MJ // 

= A-T, SRA† 

MJ: OK SORRY … erm // 

 = S, SRS# 

MJ: OK so YES … there was a PROBLEM with … // 

= T, SRS# 

MJ: OK I’m BACK! 

= S, IS# 

MJ: So … erm … as we all know, feedback on an online course DOES exist, OK // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: We’ve seen M continuously giving us FEEDBACK // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: We EACH give feedback to each OTHER as we work in the FORUMS … OK // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: And GROUP B, what did you discuss about the DIFFERENT TOOLS that we have 

in the VLE? // 

= A-C, IQ# 

MJ: OK because of them that were mentioned were SKYPE, private MESSAGING 

that you also DISCUSSED // 

= A-C, IS# 

EA: Different tools for groups and for private // 

 = C, SRQ* 

DH:  private messaging, forum, skype, screencasting and video // 

 = C, SRQ* 

MJ: OK so what are the different tools that … for groups that we’ve been using? // 
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= C, QRS# 

MJ: OK yeah, so PRIVATE MESSAGING, FORUMS, SKYPE, SCREENCASTING and 

VIDEO // 

= A-C, SRS# 

EA: Skype and messaging for private // 

 = C, SRQ* 

MJ: OK … Skype and messaging for PRIVATE // 

 = A-C, SRS# 

EA: forums for group // 

= C, SRQ* 

MJ: OK … when did you think it was good for … erm … like giving PRIVATE 

messaging? // 

= A-C, SRS# [DEVELOPING IDEAS - HOOKS] 

MJ: And … forums yes for GROUPS of COURSE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: And when did you think it was best to give feedback … like a GROUP feedback? 

// 

= A-C, IQ# 

DH:  the needs of the student are quite personal // 

 = C, SRQ* 

MP:  Private feedback for individual assignments // 

 = C, SRQ* 

MJ: The needs of students … YES, are quite PERSONAL, OK // 

= A-C, SRS# 

EA:  Feedback that could be seen as damaging a reputation should be personal // 

 = C, SRQ* 
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MJ: Private feedback for individual assignments and // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DH:  BUT one person can be an example to others // 

 = C, SRS* 

PJ:  group fb has to be generic and group or majority-relevant // 

 = C, SRQ* 

MJ: Feedback that could be seen as DAMAGING a REPUTATION should be personal 

// 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: YES, DEFINITELY EA, if you know it’s … it could be TAKEN in a … if it’s 

something very SPECIFIC so YES … it could be more PERSONAL // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: ONE PERSON can be an example of OTHERS, OK // 

= A-C, SRS# 

EA:  Boosting group morale should be a group message // 

= C, SRQ* 

MJ: Group feedback has to be GENERIC and group or … majority-RELEVANT // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: YES, erm … PJ and DH raise good POINTS, something MAYBE that // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: There’s GOOD FEEDBACK, OK, so to point students into the right DIRECTION 

it’s good to give them like a GROUP thing // 

= C, IS# 

EA: Getting group behaviour better shoudl be a group message // 

= C, SRS* 
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MJ: If it’s … relevant to the MAJORITY, YES I agree with PJ that it’s very important 

for … it should be GENERIC and not SPECIFIC, RIGHT? // 

= A-C, QRS# 

MJ: Boosting group MORALE should be a GROUP message, YES // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: Getting group BEHAVIOUR BETTER should be … a GROUP message // 

= A-C, SRS# 

M: make it anonymous? // 

= C, QRS† 

M: picking key "mistakes"? // 

= C, QRS† 

MI: similar as f2f // 

 = C, SRQ* 

MJ: Make it ANONYMOUS … picking key MISTAKES? // 

= A-C, SRQ# 

MJ: Yes, very … we tend to do it in our day-to-day CLASSES, in our face-to-face 

CLASSES, SO, YES, I agree MI, making it ANONYMOUS … will help us ALL … 

FINE // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: (shows MJ slide 2) 

= SLIDE# 

PJ:  yes // 

 = C, SRQ* 

DH:  so we need to summarise feedback and bring out the useful for everyone // 

 = C, IS* 

EA:  When necessary // 
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= C, SRS* 

MJ: So FEEDBACK … is FEEDBACK IMPORTANT in VLE? // 

= C, IQ# 

MJ: So we need to summarise feedback and bring out the useful for EVERYONE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DK:  of course // 

= C, SRQ* 

MI:  definitly // 

= C, SRQ* 

MJ: When NECESSARY? // 

= A-C, QRS# 

MJ: OK, YES of COURSE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

KR:  Without doubt // 

= C, SRQ* 

MJ: I think especially with a VIRTUAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT where we don’t 

SEE each other face-to-FACE it’s important to KNOW and to FEEL THAT our 

students feel that we are THERE EVEN THOUGH we might not be THERE face-

to-face, it HELPS us // 

= C, IS# 

DH:  fb is more imp in VLE as it is lonely out here sometimes // 

 = C, SRQ* 

MP:  As important as in face-to -face LE // 

 = C, SRQ* 

MJ: Erm … MORE important in VLE as it’s LONELY out here sometimes // 

= A-C, SRS# 
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MJ: Yes DH, COMPLETELY AGREE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

EA:  Great skil for moderator to have is know when to give feedback // 

 = C, IS* 

MJ: So how OFTEN … it REALLY depends on the GROUP … RIGHT? // 

= C, IQ# 

MJ: Great skill for moderator to have is knowing when to give feedback? // 

= A-C, QRS# [SOUNDS LIKE A QUESTION] 

MJ: DEFINITELY EA, I guess that we’ll be … we’ll be REALISING that … through 

PRACTICE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: So it really depends on the GROUP // 

= C, IS# 

DH:  when it is necessary is the only real answer // 

 = C, SRS* 

EA:  In a VLE probably need more feedback than in face to face // 

 = C, SRS* [PICKING UP ON MP’S STATEMENT] 

MJ: I think in a group like OURS, feedback is IMPORTANT as we’re such a LARGE 

GROUP // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: MORE feedback than FACE-to-FACE? // 

= A-C, QRS# 

MJ: YES EA // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MP:  VERY OFTEN TO SUPPORT PARTICIPANTS // 

 = C, SRQ* 
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PJ:  our breakout said too much fb can oiverload // 

 = C, IS* [NEW ANGLE] 

MJ: This is something I think that, just as a STARTING point, it’s MORE than face-

to-FACE but we CAN’T GET … OVERWHELMING for them // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: Right … very important to support PARTICIPANTS // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: Our breakout says too much FACEBOOK CAN be an OVERLOAD // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: Yes so we need to find a BALANCE 

= C, SRS# 

DK: fb happens all the time if you are participating in forums thru negotiaion, 

mediation, etc // 

 = C, IS* [NEW ANGLE AGAIN] 

MJ: So there I guess you will LEARN the BALANCE through PRACTICE // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: Feedback happens all the TIME if you are participating in forums through 

NEGOTIATION, MEDIATION // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: Yes DK // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: Feedback is a CONSTANT THING // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: We don’t only need to depend on the MODERATOR, as PARTICIPANTS we have 

been giving feedback to each OTHER // 

= C, IS# 
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EA: too much at any one time is overload, not too often // 

 = C, IS* 

MJ: (shows MJ slide 3) 

= SLIDE# 

MJ: OK SO … the different types of feedback // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: (reveals more of MJ slide 3) 

= SLIDE# 

MJ: (reveals more of MJ slide 3) 

= SLIDE# 

MJ: We’re got AUTOMATED feedback, DESIGNED, it’s pre-DESIGNED //  

= C, IS# 

MJ: Here we can have the quizzes, to maybe to check, ALL RIGHT? // 

= C, IS# 

KR: DK - that kind of feedback needs self-reflection to make it meaningful // 

 = A-C, SRS* 

MJ: (reveals more of MJ slide 3) 

= SLIDE# 

MJ: (reveals more of MJ slide 3) 

= SLIDE# 

MJ: PROGRESS feedback // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: Comprehensive and corrective FEEDBACK // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: (reveals more of MJ slide 3) 
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= SLIDE# 

MJ: (reveals more of MJ slide 3) 

= SLIDE# 

MJ: OK DK that kind of feedback needs self-REFLECTION to make it MEANINGFUL 

// 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: YES KR … RIGHT 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: OK so … these are different types of feedback that … erm … we can be GIVEN 

= C, IS# 

MJ: OK … AUTOMATED FEEDBACK we’re talking about different aspects of … erm … 

of QUIZZES of TESTS …  

= C, IS# 

MJ: We make them … as the … TREASURE hunt we had to do this … in this unit … 

it’s automatically DONE 

= C, IS# 

MJ: OK PROGRESS FEEDBACK in which you GIVE PROGRESS to students to help 

them realise what they’re DOING 

= C, IS# 

MJ: COMPREHENSIVE and CORRECTIVE feedback it’s … I think it’s the one we’re 

most USED to, OK? 

= C, IS# 

MJ: ACADEMIC FEEDBACK and WRITTEN FEEDBACK 

= C, IS# 

MJ: (reveals more of MJ slide 3) 

= SLIDE# 
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MJ: So … one thing, just to round off is … try to avoid UNSPECIFIC  comments such 

as GOOD JOB or RELAX a little! 

= C, IS# 

MJ: Erm … we need to give SPECIFIC FEEDBACK, this is something that’s 

mentioned CONSTANTLY, specific and GUIDING 

= C, IS# 

(shows MJ slide 4) 

= SLIDE# 

MJ: And well … final TIPS 

= C, IS# 

MJ: These are all the things that … you actually MENTIONED 

= A-C, IS# 

MJ: Try not to COMPARE students’ feedback  

= C, IS# 

MJ: Highlight the PROGRESS not DEFICIENCY, ALL RIGHT? 

= C, IS# 

MJ: And well … good LUCK giving FEEDBACK! 

= S, IS# 

MJ: (shows MJ slide 5) 

= SLIDE# 

MJ: These are some of the sources I will EMAIL you 

= C-T, IS# 

MJ: I will put them up in the FORUM so you can … have a look into more DETAIL 

= A-C-T, IS# 
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EMOD-036: 2C 

1:18:26-1:28:05 = 9.7 MIN 

DH: So HI everyone, welcome BACK! // 

 = S, IS#  

M: (moves DK to main room) 

= MOVE† 

M: (moves KR to main room) 

= MOVE† 

DH:  Hi everyone. // 

 = S, IS# 

DH: Welcome back // 

 = S, IS# 

MJ:  hi // 

 = S, SRS* 

EA:  Hello and welcome all // 

 = S, SRS* 

DH: M could YOU put the WHITEBOARD up? // 

 = A-T, IQ# 

M: (starts WB) 

= WB† 

DH: So we’re gonna look at the … TWO QUESTIONS OK? // 

 = A, IQ# 

DH: Erm … the first thing I want you to think about is how the tool that YOU studied 

changed the LEARNERS’ APPROACH to TACKLING their LEARNING // 

= A-C, IS# 
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DH: M, sorry, I don’t have ANY of the settings for the WHITEBOARD, none of the 

TYPING settings // 

= A-T, IS# 

EA:  Group 2 // 

 = A, SRS* 

EA: It made them more interactive of their own learning. // 

= C, SRS* 

EA: It made them more autonomous. // 

= C, SRS* 

EA: IT seemed to have given them more encouragement // 

= C, SRS* 

EA: Perhaps made them more competitive as they could see each other's results. // 

= C, SRS* 

EA: Gave them greater confidence in using the VLE. // 

= C, SRS* 

M: You should have editing rights // 

 = A-T, SRS† 

DH: Great EA // 

 = S, IS# 

DH: OK so IT is a way of encouraging people // 

= A-C, SRS# [EA MEANS it NOT IT] 

EA: That was a cut and past job // 

= T, IS* 

DH: Well a VLE IS kind of an autonomous … erm … environment // 

 = A-C, SRS# 
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KR: Group 1: // 

= A, SRS* 

KR: From what I gathered, it got learners very interested - almost too much. // 

= C, SRS* 

KR: Supervisors were saying they needed to stop them and ask what they really 

wanted to do. // 

= C, SRS* 

KR: seemed to take learners in many different directions - distance learning, work-

based learning, CPD etc // 

= C, SRS* 

DH: How about YOUR group KR? // 

= A, IQ# 

DH: OK so that’s ANOTHER interesting thing // 

= C, SRS# 

DH: KR there is giving the FLIPSIDE of AUTONOMY // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DH: Being … being autonomous obviously you get feedback for yourself you 

understand your OWN PROGRESS // 

= C, IS# 

DH: (adds to WB: Group 2. It made them more interactive of their own learning. It 

made them more autonomous. IT seemed to have given them more 

encouragement. Perhaps made them more competitive as they could see each 

other's results. Gave them greater confidence in using the VLE.) 

= WB# 

DH: But you can progress in ways that are perhaps not WANTED and your 

supervisors will need to control you and make sure you don’t get overexcited in 

this new VLE! // 

= C, IS# 
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MJ:   If you don't have clear personal objectives you can get sidetracked // 

= C, SRS* 

DH: Exactly you CAN get sidetracked // 

= A-C, SRS# 

MJ: so supervisors are deffinately important // 

= C, IS* 

DH: I think the other thing is to make sure your PERSONAL objectives are the same 

as the GROUP’S objectives // 

= C, IS# 

DH: So therefore that everyone ALTHOUGH they ARE DOING their OWN 

INDIVIDUAL EFFORT … that they’re all PULLING TOGETHER in the same 

DIRECTION // 

= C, IS# 

MJ: true DH! // 

= A-C, SRS* 

DH: (edits WB) 

= WB# 

MJ:  Which I guess they would be the same as course objetives // 

= C, SRS* 

DH: OK so how about the SECOND question now? // 

= C, IS# 

EA:  Group 2. // 

= A, SRQ* 

EA: Feedback on effect on teacher's notions of progress. // 

= C, SRQ* 

EA: Progress was not seen as linear?? // 
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= C, SRQ* 

EA: More two steps forward one back. // 

= C, SRQ* 

EA: They see progression was made against a a wider variety of areas. // 

= C, SRQ* 

EA: Progress was seen as under their control - they could change their lights from 

red to green // 

= C, SRQ* 

EA:  another cut and paste job // 

= T, IS* 

DH: THANK you very MUCH EA! // 

 = S, SRS# 

DH: You’re jumping … you’re right AHEAD of me // 

= A, IS# 

DH: Nice one! // 

= S, IS# 

DH: (adjusts text on WB) 

= WB# 

MJ:  You are still on fure EA! // 

= S, SRS* 

MJ: fire // 

= S, SRS* 

DH: So the teacher was able to SHOW people how they’re PROGRESSING by using 

these different COLOURS // 

= C, IS# 
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DH: (adds to WB: Group 1: From what I gathered, it got learners very interested - 

almost too much. Supervisors were saying they needed to stop them and ask 

what they really wanted to do. seemed to take learners in many different 

directions - distance learning, work-based learning, CPD etc) 

= WB# 

EA:  Still burning // 

= S, SRS* 

DH: But progress wasn’t LINEAR // 

= C, IS# 

DH: So again we’ve got this idea of PARAMETERS and operating in a VLE can mean 

that it isn’t as clear where the PARAMETERS are and this is why M’s discussion 

EARLIER about setting up the PARAMETERS was very IMPORTANT // 

= C, IS# 

DH: OK KR … erm … and OTHER people from that group, would you be able to 

contribute to the TEACHER’S idea of progress? // 

= C, IS# 

DH: (adds to WB: Group 2. Feedback on effect on teacher's notions of progress. 

Progress was not seen as linear?? More two steps forward one back. They see 

progression was made against a a wider variety of areas. Progress was seen as 

under their control - they could change their lights from red to green) 

= WB# 

DH: (clears earlier text from WB) 

= WB# 

PJ:  I was in the video and then the pdf group // 

= A, IS* 

KR:  I think teachers saw the different directions learners were taking as a positive, 

as progress // 

= C, SRQ* 
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DH: (laughs) 

= LAUGH# 

DH: Well PJ you got the best of BOTH WORLDS! // 

= S, SRS# 

DH: YES … KR’s making an important point there // 

= A, SRS# 

DH: Going off track CAN be NEGATIVE in that it’s difficult to CONTROL but also it 

can be POSITIVE // 

= C, SRS# 

DH: People are taking their OWN DIRECTION // 

= C, IS# 

DH: They’re directing their OWN LEARNING // 

= C, IS# 

DH: (edits WB text to read:  

Overall comments 

Progress is clear but non linear 

Needs careful guidance 

Going off track can be positive and negative - hard to control but truely 

individual) 

= WB# 

EA:  Great if there is no specific direction. // 

= C, SRS* 

EA: But if you want to fly to Paris and end up in Lima, maybe there is a problem // 

= C, IS* 

DK:  It helps to bridge the gap btw what is taught and what is learned // 

= C, IS* 
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DH: OK // 

= A, SRS# 

MJ: Maybe VLE are good when you have a foundation, when you know about 

something and you want to deepen your knowledge on the subject // 

= C, IS* 

DH: So yeah there’s a gap … there’s a gap between what’s taught and learned and 

that’s a really important point DK // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DH: And … you can SEE … erm … you can SEE that … the students … have to know 

what … is the FINAL OBJECTIVE … erm … and having it CLEAR … and in a 

COMMON ENVIRONMENT that everyone can SEE is perhaps the way to DO it // 

= C, IS# 

DH: Well THAT’S an interesting … // 

= A, SRS# 

DH: MJ is bringing up a REALLY interesting point there // 

= A, SRS# 

DH: IS it NECESSARY to have a FOUNDATION to be able to OPERATE in a VLE? // 

= C, QRS# [INITIAL Q IS RESPONSIVE TO MJ] 

DH: Can a VLE be the FIRST … FIRST PLACE you learn about something? // 

= C, IQ# 

DH: We’ve all come to THIS one with a large amount of experience // 

= C, IS# 

DH: Would it be POSSIBLE for someone to come to a VLE and LEARN with NO 

experience at ALL? // 

= C, IQ# 

EA:  It depends on the amount of input // 

= C, SRQ* 
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KR: Yes // 

= C, SRQ* 

DH: So if we had to INCREASE the amount of INPUT … WHAT EXTRA PROGRESS 

and what extra MEASUREMENT of progress would we NEED? // 

= C, QRS# 

PJ:  not necessary but very  veryhelpful to have // 

= C, SRQ* 

KR:  We had no experience of setting up wikis // 

= C, IS* 

DH: KR’s made a VERY VALUABLE POINT, we DIDN’T have any experience of setting 

up WIKIS // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DH: So we were able to measure our progress THROUGH a FORUM at a later STAGE 

and make COMMENTS // 

= C, IS# 

DH: And what was very NICE about the wiki experience was that we all HELPED 

each other // 

= C, IS# 

KR:  Practice // 

= C, IS* 

EA:  Need to find out if that input has become uptake // 

= C, SRQ* 

KR:  Thats the key // 

= C, IS* 

DH: We ALL put up INSTRUCTIONS, we ALL put up even SCREENCASTS and 

SCREENSHOTS, which was EXTREMELY useful // 

= C, IS# 
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DK:  mediation // 

= S, SRS* 

DH: MEDIATION // 

= A-C, SRS# 

KR:  Yes, the teamworking was great // 

= C, SRS* 

MJ:  Yes but we needed more guidance // 

= C, SRS* 

DH: Yeah, mediation is REALLY IMPORTANT // 

= A-C, SRS# 

EA:  It's all in the relationship between input and interaction // 

= C, SRS* 

DH: And MJ’s saying we needed more GUIDANCE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DH: It’s true … MEDIATION and a way to STEER people is OBVIOUSLY INCREDIBLY 

IMPORTANT // 

= C, SRS# 

MJ: Maybe the less we know about a subject the more rigid the course // 

= C, IS* 

DH: So … kind of an OVERALL SUMMARY then would be that progress is CLEAR but 

it’s non-LINEAR and you need VERY CAREFUL GUIDANCE as MJ points out // 

= A-C, IS# [WEAVING IN MJ’S POINT] 

DH: Erm … it is possible to go off track // 

= C, IS# 

DH: It can be positive AND NEGATIVE … // 

= C, IS# 
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MJ: as it is really easy to get sidetracked // 

 = C, IS* [DEVELOPING OWN POINT] 

DH: But if it IS GOING off TRACK then it is truly INDIVIDUAL // 

= C, IS# [REFERRING TO WB, TRYING TO SUMMARISE!] 

EA: Input stimulates interaction which demonstrates that learning has taken place 

// 

= C, IS* [DEVELOPING OWN POINT] 

DH: OK? // 

= A, IQ# [TRYING TO BRING TO END, HENCE ACTIVITY] 

DH: So … EA’s saying that input stimulates interaction which demonstrates that 

learning has taken PLACE // 

= A-C, SRS# 

DH: OK so … just to SUMMARISE then and … erm … finish this OFF // 

= A, IS# 

EA: Interaction mediates between what the learner knows and what we want them 

to knwp // 

= C, SRS* 

DH: Erm … we DO have to have very careful MEDIATION // 

= A-C, SRS# [WEAVING POINTS ON MEDIATION] 

DH: We have to concentrate on BRIDGING the GAP between the TEACHING and the 

LEARNING and that’s the ROLE of the MODERATOR // 

= C, IS# 

DH: But if there is some kind of VISUAL or CENTRAL WAY of … tracking PROGRESS, 

then EVERYBODY can find that USEFUL // 

= C, IS# 

DH: And we have to be aware that if we … have a very COMPLEX virtual learning 

ENVIRONMENT then people CAN go off track // 
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= C, IS# 

DH: AND … that going off track has POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE ELEMENTS to it // 

= C, IS# 

DH: OK thank you very MUCH GUYS // 

= S, IS# 

DH: REALLY USEFUL DISCUSSION, REALLY USEFUL EXPERIENCE for ME as WELL // 

= S, IS# 

PJ:  thanks // 

 = S, SRS* 

MJ:  Good job DH!! // 

 = S, IS* 

KR:  Good job DH // 

= S, IS* 

DH: OK back to M // 

 = A, IS# 
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EMOD-036: 2D 

1:30:39-1:36:15 = 5.4 MIN 

EA: Is the MIKE working? // 

 = T, IQ# 

EA: Can you HEAR me? // 

 = T, IQ#  

M: Yes //   

 = T, SRQ† 

MJ: Now yes // 

 = T, SRQ* 

DH:  workign fine // 

= T, SRQ* 

EA: OK great // 

 = S, IQ# 

EA: Just start at the beginning again // 

 = A-T, IQ# 

 (four participants vote in poll) 

= POLL* 

= POLL* 

= POLL* 

= POLL* 

MI: yes // 

= T, SRQ* 

MP: yes // 

= T, SRQ* 
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EA: Erm … looking … this first slide you’re LOOKING at is just showing you the … 

erm … OVERALL SHAPE of what we’re doing // 

 = A-T, IS# 

 (one participant votes in poll) 

= POLL* 

EA: So were going to … erm … COLLECTIVELY look at everything we know about 

assessment ALREADY // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: Erm … we’re going to go into groups and look at THE THIRD and FOURTH 

questions there in TWO GROUPS // 

 = A, IS# 

 (one participant votes in poll) 

= POLL* 

EA: And then we’re going to come back together for a FOLLOW-UP // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: So that’s the SHAPE of things to COME // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: If we can move on to the SECOND SLIDE // 

 = A-T, IS# 

M: (shows EA slide 2) 

= SLIDE† 

EA Erm … I’m going to … erm … // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: Thank you very MUCH // 

 = S, SRA# 
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EA: Can we put … erm … a NOTEPAD up for EVERYONE, all participants to look at? 

// 

 = A-T, IQ# 

M: Sure // 

 = A, SRQ† 

M: (adds notes pod) 

= NOTES† 

EA: This is a … a BRAINSTORMING … // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: You can see the NOTES NUMBER SEVEN there // 

 = T, IS# 

EA: Erm … this is a BRAINSTORMING activity where we’re just going to BASH 

DOWN everything we know already about ASSESSMENT // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: And my FIRST little BULLET point is NO SELF-CENSORING please! // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: This comes to the idea that quite often we have an idea in our HEAD that 

comes into our head FIRST away, straight AWAY and what we want to do is say 

OH, that’s NOT so GOOD an idea, I’m not going to put it DOWN // 

 = C, IS# 

EA: NONE of THAT PLEASE! // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: If an idea comes into our head, no matter if it’s ANYTHING related to 

assessment whatever, DON’T censor, PUT it DOWN! // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: We have THREE MINUTES for this ACTIVITY // 

 = A, IS# 
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EA: Have you got … ALL got your fingers on the KEYBOARD, all READY and willing 

just to put down ANY notes you want about ASSESSMENT? // 

 = A-T, IS# 

MJ:  yes // 

= A-T, SRQ* 

DH: yes // 

= A-T, SRQ* 

EA: And you have … // 

 = A, IS# 

M: EA, EA! // 

 = A, IS† 

EA: Erm … THREE MINUTES … // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: YES? // 

 = A, QRS# 

M: Yes, THEY will have to do that in the CHAT as they don’t have EDITING RIGHTS 

as PARTICIPANTS, to … erm … add to the NOTEPAD? // 

 = A-T, QRQ† 

EA: Please do it in the CHAT // 

 = A-T, IS# 

M: Yes, they can do it in the CHAT // 

 = A-T, IS† 

EA: And then … erm … I’ll probably do something like CUT and PASTE or something 

… COPY it or something for later // 

 = A-T, IS# 

M: OK // 
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 = A, IS† 

EA: But this is a BRAINSTORM for you to get down ANY IDEAS YOU WANT at ALL 

about this // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: So please THREE MINUTES starting from NOW, get those fingers typing NOW // 

 = A, IS# 

KR:  Nerves // 

 = C, IS* 

KR:  Learning // 

 = C, IS* 

DK:  formative more informal // 

 = C, IS* 

MJ:  I hate preparing students for standardised tests // 

 = C, IS* 

KR:  Feedback // 

 = C, IS* 

DH:  needs guidance // 

 = C, IS* 

PJ:  encouragement // 

 = C, IS* 

DH:  should be summative and formative // 

 = C, IS* 

DK:  summative checks overall progress at end of course' // 

 = C, IS* 

KR:  marking takes time // 
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 = C, IS* 

PJ:  directional focus // 

 = C, IS* 

MJ: love informal assessment, which doesn't mean it doesn't have guidelines // 

 = C, IS* 

MJ:  out of the box // 

 = C, IS* 

DK:  diagnostic is crucial // 

 = C, IS* 

DH: everyone hates people focussing only on the one assignment and overal 

development // 

 = C, IS* 

MI:  plagiarism // 

 = C, IS* 

KR:  formative more important? // 

 = C, IS* 

DK:  tests // 

 = C, IS* 

M:  mainly focuse on "fails" rather than on success // 

 = C, IS† [JOINING IN AS PARTICIPANT] 

EA: You’re DOING VERY WELL // 

 = S, SRS# 

EA: We’ve just gone through the FIRST MINUTE // 

 = A, IS# 

EA: I might just cut this down to TWO minutes // 
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 = A, IS# 

DK:  portfolios 

= C, IS* 

EA: Couple of HINTS, different VARIETIES of assessment // 

 = A-C, IS# 

DK:  written work // 

= C, IS* 

MI:  one or two things at a time // 

= C, IS* 

MP:  fair , clear purpose, measure what it intends to measure, free from bias // 

= C, IS* 

DH: plagiarism is interesting is that something that immediately fails // 

= C, IS* 

MJ:  Hate doing it but feels great when you get an A! // 

 = C, IS* 

DK:  journal // 

 = C, IS* 

KR:  case studies // 

= C, IS* 

EA: What about PROBLEMS with assessment? //  

= A-C, IQ# 

PJ:  matching to criteria // 

= C, SRQ* 

DH:  problems - can box you in // 

= C, SRQ* 
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M:  teacher-centred mainly // 

= C, SRQ† 

DK:  presentation // 

= C, SRQ* 

KR:  assessment criteria needs to be clear & transparent // 

= C, SRQ* 

MJ:  I feel uncomfortable giving fails to studnets that work really hard // 

= C, SRQ* 

PJ:  cna be too subjective // 

= C, SRQ* 

EA: Erm … OK, I’m gonna give you NOW about another HALF-minute about on your 

experiences of ADMINISTERING or RUNNING or PREPARING people for tests 

and how that makes you FEEL 

= A, IS# 

KR:  consistency in assessment // 

= C, SRQ* 

MJ:  don't always feel that their level is shown on the end result // 

= C, SRS* [RESPONDING TO EA’S INSTRUCTION] 

DH: test preparation can be meaningful as it has a real purpose but meaningless in 

terms of the english learnt // 

= C, SRS* 

KR:  sometimes feel good when its positive, sometimes confused when dont know 

what happened // 

= C, SRS* 

EA: I’m gonna give you FIFTEEN SECONDS, a short time to WRAP UP this section // 

= A, IS# 
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DK:  signals closure/achievement/ // 

= C, SRS* 

MP:  time-consuming, takes up teaching time // 

 = C, SRS* 

EA: And can I ask … erm … M to … to put us into two BREAKOUT groups? // 

= A-T, IQ# 

PJ:  sometimes sts jujst want the quick fix 

= C, SRS* 

EA: And while she’s DOING that just may I say thank you VERY much for ALL your 

CONTRIBUTIONS // 

= S, IS# 

EA: It certainly stirs up a lot of EMOTIONS and we certainly have a lot of 

information and knowledge ALREADY … erm … IN that // 

= C, IS# 

EA: That was a DIAGNOSTIC test to find out how much you knew about testing // 

= A-C, IS# [RELATING TO CURRICULUM] 

EA: So that was … you were doing something and I was TESTING you how much 

you knew ALREADY // 

= A-C, IS# 

EA: So if we could go into two BREAKOUT groups and if M could possibly show the 

PowerPoint in BOTH breakout groups and slide THREE? // 

= A-T, IQ# 

DH:  so is this test teach test? 

 = C, QRS* 

M: OK // 

= A-T, SRS† 
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Appendix 2: Focus group questions and transcripts 

MODERATOR FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION 

That syncing feeling: how does learning design affect participation and interaction in 

e-moderator development webinars, and how is the medium perceived by both 

moderators and participants? 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Thank you very much for taking part in this focus group.  Archived recordings of a 

meeting can only tell researchers so much about learning designs, participation and 

interaction.  Your input is vital to my research. 

For ethical reasons, all comments from the focus group will be anonymised, but coded 

in order to help triangulate the data from the archived recording. 

Please consider these questions in terms of participation, interaction and learning 

design.  Please think about your perceptions of using Adobe Connect™ both as a 

moderator and as a participant. 

Here, participation is taken to mean the nature of textual discourse and actions in 

Adobe Connect™: does it address curriculum content, webinar activity or webinar 

technology (or some combination of these), or does it address socio-emotional 

elements?   

Interaction refers to the interactive nature of textual discourse: is it making a 

statement or asking a question?  Is it independent or responsive?  If responsive, is it 

responding to a question, statement or action?   

Learning design consists of technology design, activity design and task design. 

Technology design relates to how the affordances of webinars are applied and how 

much access participants have to different tools.  Activity design refers to the nature 

of interaction between the moderator and participants.  Task design is defined here as 

both the type of knowledge addressed and the stage(s) at which it is addressed. 
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PART 1: GENERAL QUESTIONS 

1 Do you prefer moderating discussions using asynchronous media (e.g. Moodle) 

or synchronous media (e.g. Adobe Connect™)?  Why? 

2 Do you prefer taking part in discussions using asynchronous media (e.g. 

Moodle) or synchronous media (e.g. Adobe Connect™)?  Why? 

3 Did you feel the third synchronous meeting, on feedback, follow-up and 

assessment, was successful overall?  Did you feel the individual parts you 

moderated were successful?  Why / why not? 

4 Do you feel that (a) your own perceptions of Adobe Connect™ and (b) other 

participants’ perceptions of Adobe Connect™, prior to the third meeting, 

influenced (a) your own participation and interaction and (b) the overall level of 

participation and interaction in the third meeting?  If so, in what way(s)? 

5 Do you feel that your own perceptions of Adobe Connect™ changed as a result 

of the third meeting?  If so, in what way(s)? 

6 Now that you have experienced Adobe Connect™ both as a moderator and as a 

participant, are you (a) more likely or (b) less likely to use it on the courses 

you moderate?  Why? 
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PART 2: TECHNOLOGY DESIGN 

Here, technology design relates to how the affordances of webinars are applied and 

how much access participants have to different tools. 

1 How did the general use of audio and video help participants interact during 

the meeting?  What effect do you think it had on (a) your own participation and 

(b) overall participation? 

2 Did you turn on your webcam during the third meeting?  Did the other 

participants?  Why / why not? 

3 How did the general use of webinar tools (slides, notes, polls and the 

whiteboard) or changing the layout help participants interact during the 

meeting?  What effect do you think it had on overall participation? 

4 How did your own use of webinar tools during the stages you moderated help 

participants interact?  What effect, if any, do you think it had on (a) your own 

participation and (b) overall participation? 

5 Do you feel any aspects of the technology design used during this session 

inhibited participation or interaction?  If so, which aspects and why?  

6 From observing the other moderators in this session, what did you learn about 

moderating synchronous meetings in terms of technology design? 

7 If you were to moderate this session again, what would you do differently in 

terms of technology design? 

8 Imagine moderating and participating in this meeting using only text chat and 

no other modalities.  How would it have been different? 
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PART 3: ACTIVITY DESIGN 

Here, activity design refers to the nature of interaction between moderators and 

participants.  For example, activities may be more participant-centred or more 

moderator-led. 

1 Think about the pre-breakout stages of the meeting in which participants and 

moderators brainstormed ideas and discussed feedback, follow-up and 

assessment, from the perspective of both (a) a moderator and (b) a 

participant.  How did different activity designs influence participation and 

interaction during these stages?  

2 Think about the breakout stages of the meeting in which participants went into 

small groups to complete discussion tasks, from the perspective of both (a) a 

moderator and (b) a participant.  How did the different activity designs used in 

these stages affect participation and interaction?   

3 Regardless of the activity designs used, do you feel that using breakouts 

resulted in increased participation (including more equal participation) and 

higher interaction both (a) during and (b) immediately after the breakout 

stages?  If so, why?  If not, why not? 

4 Think about the post-breakout stages of the meeting in which participants and 

moderators shared feedback and summarised their discussions, from the 

perspective of both (a) a moderator and (b) a participant.  How did the 

different activity designs used impact on participation and interaction during 

these stages? 

5 Do you feel any aspects of the activity design used in this session inhibited 

participation or interaction?  If so, which aspects and why? 

6 From observing the other moderators in this session, what did you learn about 

moderating synchronous meetings in terms of activity design? 

7 If you were to moderate this session again, what would you do differently in 

terms of activity design? 
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PART 4: TASK DESIGN 

Here, task design is defined as both the type of knowledge addressed and the stage(s) 

at which it is addressed. 

1 How appropriate do you feel Adobe Connect™ is as a medium for teaching and 

learning: 

 factual knowledge (e.g. terminology related to assessment)? 

 procedural knowledge (e.g. using the Adobe Connect™ interface or 

adding text files to a wiki)? 

 conceptual knowledge (e.g. Salmon’s five-stage model)? 

 metacognitive knowledge (e.g. understanding your own practice as a 

moderator)? 

2 How helpful do you feel each of the following elements were in helping 

participants learn about feedback, follow-up and assessment?  Why? 

 Pre-meeting discussion(s) using a Moodle forum 

 Pre-reading assigned before the meeting 

 Pre-breakout discussion(s) in the main room 

 Breakout discussions (and tasks) 

 Post-breakout feedback, discussions and summarising 

 Post-meeting tasks using a wiki 

 Post-meeting discussion(s) using a forum 

 Post-meeting reflections using a journal 

3 Do you feel any aspects of the task design used in this session inhibited 

 participation or interaction?  If so, which aspects and why? 

4 From observing the other moderators in this session, what did you learn about 

moderating synchronous meetings in terms of task design? 

5 If you were to moderate this session again, what would you do differently in 

terms of task design? 
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PART 1: GENERAL QUESTIONS 

EA: I prefer asynchronous … it gives me time to think about what people have 

posted … what people are saying, to round up my ideas and put them in … on 

the side of the quality of discussion, I prefer asynchronous … for social things I 

would say synchronous 

DH: I prefer synchronous meetings, I feel I can better control the discussion, I 

know that I’m immediately linking up with what people are saying, I feel like 

I’m keeping up with the way the discussion is going … often [with 

asynchronous discussions] I feel the points I’m making have already been 

made, or I see someone else making the same point later on and I think, “Why 

are making exactly the same point if I’ve already made that point?” and I don’t 

feel that happens with synchronous media 

MJ: I like both … asynchronous media allows you to … connect, to think things 

through, but I do agree … in the course, I didn’t want to repeat the exact same 

thing everybody had said … I very rarely commented on what was happening … 

as a moderator I think synchronous media is a complement to asynchronous 

media but there are a lot of technical issues … I don’t like the technical issues 

[that come with Adobe Connect™], so both should be used 

DH: I agree … 

EA: Synchronous meetings allow you to summarise … asynchronous meetings allow 

you to think about things and develop issues, and then you have a 

synchronous meeting and it allows you to focus in on them 

DH: I think the meeting overall was successful … we had good discussions, I don’t 

know how on track we stayed in terms of the original questions but I think 

that’s also important that new ideas came up and we followed those ideas … 

my individual part I wasn’t overly happy with … I’ve used Adobe Connect™ for 

teaching in the past … I hadn’t realised I wouldn’t … get full control of the 

operations … I thought that as soon as M gave me control I’d be able to control 

all the elements … and … I couldn’t, I was still dependent [on M] and that 

confused me … my reflection on that was that I left all the activities in breakout 

rooms, which was a mistake … you guys had most of the activity in the central 

room, which you were then able to control, and you let participants discuss 

things in the breakout rooms and then come back to the part you were 

controlling, which was a much better way to do it 
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MJ: I also thought I was going to have full control … so I found out how to do 

certain things … when I realised I didn’t, I had to ask M constantly … it will take 

up time … I wasn’t happy with the timing 

DH: I went way over time! 

MJ: Timing was a big issue … but apart from that, I was happy with the way things 

worked out … I was able to round off but at the expense of EA not having time 

to do everything he’d planned 

EA:  I agree about not understanding I wouldn’t have full control … so then I 

thought I’d leave the technical stuff for M and try and just look after the 

meeting … to be honest with you, when I saw your presentations before … the 

meeting, I thought “That’s a lot of stuff to get through in the time … it’s going 

to go over” … because I [saw] yours first, I thought “I must get mine down … 

shorter … with fewer things to read” … so, having seen your presentations I 

made mine much shorter and could get it done in the time required, so … it 

was a very useful experience … having three people do their presentations at 

the same time, you learn from each other 

MJ: I like the use of Adobe Connect™ as a plus to online courses … I’m into the use 

of new technologies … my perceptions were positive, I was looking forward to it 

… being a participant and a moderator gave you more of an insight into what 

was going on … it’s good to see it as a student and then use it as a teacher, it’s 

a good way to learn 

DH: I really like Adobe Connect™ … it’s a really fantastic tool … I’ve used it for 

teaching and now I’ve used it for moderating … I’m amazed how easy it is to 

manipulate, how much you can get people to do … the one thing I didn’t really 

understand until I had to do it was why M kept reading the chat … but I 

understood when I was moderating … when you’re trying to have a very “in-

time” discussion, you’ve got to have the voice to fill the space … it seemed 

[avoiding long periods of silence] was more of an issue with these meetings 

[compared to my previous experiences with Adobe Connect™] … I didn’t [read 

aloud from the chat] immediately, but then I felt this really strong sense of “Oh 

my God … no one’s talking … there’s no sound!” so I started reading the chat 

like M … I understand why she did that 

EA: In actual live presentations, the idea of silence isn’t great either … even if [the 

audience] can read what’s on the screen, there’s an awkward silence … so I 
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feel the way to go for avoiding silence is to summarise what’s been said, rather 

than reading it out entirely 

DH: I think summarising is the way to go 

DG: So that made you as a moderator participate more, you were saying more in 

the meeting, summarising and reading the chat 

DH: That’s personally why I enjoy synchronous media more … I see someone’s 

point come up, and I see someone else’s point come up, and I can link the two 

… I felt like I was more active [in the meeting] and more in control of what was 

happening … with asynchronous media you can do the same but you can’t 

guarantee people will be aware of the links … people might not read it … or 

they might have their own point to make … and just ignore it completely … 

that’s why I prefer Adobe Connect™  

MJ: I could see the use in teaching … so if my institute allows it, of course I’ll use 

[Adobe Connect™ as a moderator] 

EA: I’m very much for it … it’s a new way of interacting that you have to learn … I 

definitely want to explore how to get the most out of it … how to blend it with 

the asynchronous forum … it would definitely be worse without it … but you 

need a few people who are enthusiastic to get everyone else using it 

 

PART 2: TECHNOLOGY DESIGN 

DH: I think the moderator needs to have audio … it’s a … human experience to 

expect a voice at least, if not a picture, of the person who’s in control … you 

need to be able to have the person interacting with you, telling you what’s 

going on … I’ve tried to do groups of 6 or 7 all with audio and it simply doesn’t 

work … there’s a lot of waiting around, you don’t know whose turn is next … it’s 

very difficult, it’s better to use the chat … I have the same feeling about 

webcams … I think webcams are important at the beginning to get everyone to 

say hello … after that you’re watching people think, they’re not doing anything 

interesting … they’re not doing anything that needs a webcam, so I don’t really 

… fully understand the need for a constant webcam 

EA:  I'm definitely experimenting [with both using and not using my webcam] … I 

think it’s harder to judge when someone wants to take a turn … if I’m looking 

at the screen I can see the intake of breath that someone has before they say 
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something and I can stop and wind down … but if I can’t see someone and they 

can’t see me … I don’t get those visual signals to stop … they are useful 

MJ: On 100% online courses it adds … a human touch … it gets lonely so it’s good 

to match a voice and face to a person … there’s a human there and not just a 

computer … it’s more of a psychological thing … it gives a F2F touch to online 

teaching … and also as EA says it helps with interaction 

EA:  I totally agree … the synchronous meetings have a strong social bonding 

function 

DH: I tend not to watch the screens … but that might just be me?  

EA:  [I spend some time] watching the screens [and some] watching the chat 

MJ: It depends how many people are [in the meeting] … in the first meeting, I 

didn’t watch everyone 

EA:  I think with a big group, we need to be able to flick on and off the video 

DH: [I feel compared to Skype] Adobe Connect™ is a completely different tool … 

Skype is a presentational device and you don’t have something central that 

everyone can interact with … breakout rooms for me are an amazing function … 

the breakout room is so smooth 

EA:  Never used Skype for educational purposes 

EA: Once we got used to the tools they became better for us … as technology 

develops, this kind of activity will be much more common socially as well as 

educationally … we’ll have much more savvy participants using it who want 

more meetings 

MJ: What I like about Adobe Connect™ is that you’ve got the whiteboard, the 

notes, breakout rooms … you can do pair work, group work … you’ve got your 

PowerPoint presentation that you can show … it’s trying to … bring all the 

positive aspects of F2F to online learning, so for me it’s probably why I’d use 

this and not Skype … I’ve used Skype in teaching, but only [to help students 

watch the F2F classroom when they were unable to attend class] 

EA:  That's one of the problems of new technology … it tends to just say “Let’s 

replace live things” and not find alternate ways of doing something … if it starts 

to find different things to do, not only the same things you can do in a physical 

space, it becomes more interesting 



 

  175 

DH: Until you start using it, you don’t realise how incredible it can be … when I first 

started using Adobe Connect™, I only used the media I’d uploaded, as if it was 

a classroom … but then I observed other people using it and … then I realised, 

“You’ve got the whole of the Internet, why limit yourself to what you’ve 

brought to the room?” 

EA:  Just like [using] an IWB 

MJ: I don’t use an IWB … all [the workshop I attended on IWBs] showed me were 

the same things I could do using a normal whiteboard … but now I’ve been 

researching different uses … so, definitely, not just copying what you can do 

F2F … but also thinking, what else can we do … what’s the difference between 

this and F2F?  

EA:  [When using slides it’s a question of] do you we want to input something new, 

do you want to guide a conversation … or is it a combination of the two? 

EA: My intention in using slides was to focus discussion … but also it was nice that 

they were able to generate notes and then record their discussion … it was very 

much used … for controlling the topic and theme and what was going on … 

DH’s session had more input … you can input new stuff or you can use them as 

guidelines … DH had more input 

DH: I could see how it would have worked had I had full control … EA is right that 

using slides … did gain central control and there was a framework to the whole 

discussion … mine was much more … open and loose and I think the worse for 

it … I think it would have been better to have some kind of central framework 

to be controlling people … I did like the way that people were able to watch the 

video and make notes in the breakout space … it was the first time I’d used it 

like that … one thing I don’t like about Adobe Connect™ is that once you get 

the notes in a breakout space, you can’t take them back to a central space 

very easily … you can copy and paste, of course, but not everyone thinks of 

that … I think that’s missing and you need careful instructions! 

EA:  Time management becomes an issue … too much input to read or look at takes 

too much time 

MJ:  I definitely agree 

MJ: I’d never thought of using video as input, but our Internet is too slow, and 

that’s why I only used PowerPoint … I liked the way DH did it, it was much 

more interesting 
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DH: Is it a question of learning styles?  I like interacting with the thing there at that 

moment and dealing with responses and everything happening at that 

moment, that’s the way I work … EA I think prefers reflecting on things and 

discussing ideas at length … is it a question of the learning style? 

EA:  I'd prefer input to be done before a meeting and then discussion about the 

input during the meeting 

EA: Different learning styles are important but I think if your input is short and 

concise and … stimulates discussion then it can be managed … but lengthy 

input that takes time to take in … to think about, to talk about … there’s a time 

management issue and when I looked at what you were presenting before the 

session, I thought it would take too long … it needs to be short 

MJ:  I think this is a matter of aims … I think giving students their own time will 

result in deeper discussion 

DH:  Yes, input needs to be contained … the video was only two minutes though 

EA:  Apologies if this is starting to sound personal DH, not meant to be 

DH:  Not at all … I’m intrigued as to what you feel is the ideal length of input 

EA:  Two minutes of very intriguing video is a lot of input [but] two minutes of 

mundane video is little input … your video was too stimulating! 

 

PART 3: ACTIVITY DESIGN 

DH: I think having a pre-discussion is very sensible, having questions works … I like 

the breakouts so you have your central question and then go away and have 

your discussion … it’s important to know what the moderator is doing when 

you’re in a breakout … if you don’t know what the teacher is doing, you feel 

you could be alone, so time limits are really important … you’ve got to have 

something that drives people to do what they have to do in that time 

EA: I agree when I’m in a breakout room and the teacher is not there, I’m not sure 

who’s running things, who’s doing stuff, who’s supposed to be doing what … 

especially if you don’t catch the instructions … so it’s so important to know the 

time limit … and what the end result is … those things give you confidence 

DH: It’s not simply “Do I know what I’m doing in terms of the task?” it’s also “Do I 

know what I’m doing as … a participant?” because there are certain people in 



 

  177 

the group who are more vocal than others, EA (!), who are quite happy to take 

the leadership and there are other people who aren’t, and … it’d be nice to 

have roles … to say “When we do this task … you’re the leader … you’re the 

secretary, you’re this, you’re that” 

EA:  [You need to have] very good instructions before going into the breakout room 

[and a] very clear task in the breakout room 

MJ: I agree about clear instructions and maybe the slides will help participants stay 

on task 

EA:  Totally agree about clear roles … people who are confident will say more … like 

people who type faster chat more 

MJ: [In our breakouts] the groups were smaller … I was with EA … and EA you were 

on fire … whatever I was thinking, you were also writing … you were typing 

very fast … there were only three of us …  

EA:  This was a negative! 

MJ: I don’t think it was a negative … I was typing a few things … I didn’t see much 

participation from the other person, but that’s learning styles 

EA:  It didn't let you discover what you thought [but] time constraints do that to 

people 

MJ:  Couldn't agree more … but if we type we can all make our point 

EA:  I feel there were too many tasks in the third meeting 

DH:  Time constraints are tricky … we have to have them but they can push the 

discussion too hard 

EA:  I think [having] a couple of presentations [would have worked] better 

DH: I was trying to show off … it was a moderated course, I knew I was being 

assessed, so I brought more to the discussion that I might have done if it had 

been a normal class! 

EA:  Somebody else trying to show off! 

MJ:  Good – I wasn't the only one! 

DH: It was like an observation divided into three sections … it’s a recipe for a lot of 

input 
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EA:  I agree [it was] too short [a] time for each of us! 

MJ: I didn’t know M was going to do an introduction … if I’d known this I would 

have changed my activities and made it more student-centred 

DH: EA’s made a valuable point … he’s saying the reason he was on fire was … that 

there was a time constraint and he felt obliged to bang out the ideas as fast as 

possible … it’s an intriguing idea … we need time constraints otherwise you 

don’t know what to do, you feel it isn’t structured … but if you’ve got too much 

of a time constraint, you’re not really thinking, you’re just whacking our ideas 

as fast as possible … not that you weren’t thinking EA (laughs)! 

EA:  We had to do things by a deadline … there was a product we had to have … 

process or product? 

MJ: It always happens that you try to help the person who’s being observed … I felt 

pressured because I felt I need to get things right, so it looks good on DH … if I 

participate it helps others … it’s also something that I’d do in a regular 

observation 

EA:  So, a guided activity with no product? 

DH:  That's a good point … the process actually should be more interesting 

EA: Exactly, we were trying hard to help each other shine … if you come out of a 

[breakout room] and you have nothing to say, it looks bad, so I felt we should 

get lots of stuff down and help each other … it’s so important on an online 

course to have a very good sense of social cohesion 

 

PART 4: TASK DESIGN 

DH: Factual and conceptual, definitely … metacognitive, I think so … procedural 

knowledge, you could share your screen? 

EA:  Great for teaching procedures was the other software that Elvina used … 

screencasting  

EA:  Procedures are something you have to do again and again … screencasting 

shows you what you need to keep repeating 

DH:  Screen sharing is synchronous, “This is what I’m doing, I will slow down if you 

don’t understand” … I think what you’re looking at is the combination of 
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synchronous and asynchronous … you have your screencast which you send 

round prior to the meeting … [it’s] the “flipped classroom” … do you do the 

presentation of what they need to learn prior to the meeting?  Does the 

meeting become a presentation … or does it become a discussion point based 

on what people have watched? 

EA:  Great point DH … are you intending to say “I want people to interact and 

process information, and that’s the important thing”, so it’s the quality of the 

thought that’s going on in the discussion, or “I want to put something new into 

them, am I going introduce new concepts to them”?  Is there a balance?  

There’s a danger that even with a little bit of input … it’s such a precious time, 

this hour or so, we need to use it very effectively … so we can think about 

inputting in different ways, before the session … then we have more time for 

the benefits of all these social exchanges and looking at people … you’re not 

focusing on taking in so much 

EA:  Purpose is so important … are we using Adobe Connect™ to stimulate 

discussion, thought and therefore to process information?  Or are we using it to 

input new ideas and information to them?  Or both? 

DH:  I say both 

EA:  If so, a little input and a lot of discussion 

MJ: If I send my students information beforehand, we get more insight during the 

class … it’s a must … it allows [e.g. the dyslexic] students to catch up … it’s all 

about learning styles 

MJ:  [My approach isn’t] exactly the same, I go deeper in class 

DH: I would have expected more in-depth in class 

DH: My only quibble on that would be … providing the material beforehand and then 

doing the same material in the class isn’t strictly “flipped classroom” … in that 

the idea is you don’t have any presentation in that space … it’s a workshop … a 

discussion space 

DH: I don’t think I did flipped classroom at all because I didn’t present … give it to 

anyone before the class, it was only during the time of the discussion  

DH: I think [post-meeting discussions] are important … we had to have it with EA’s 

part because he was cut short … but I think, if you look at that chat that 

happened after that meeting, it wasn’t just because he was cut short, there 
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were lots of ideas that came up that hadn’t been developed during the meeting 

… people had the opportunity to think about them and react 

EA:  Stimulating interest in learning during Adobe Connect™ … telling people where 

they can find information about it … asking them to go and look at sources and 

discuss them later … classic pre-, during and post-learning 

MJ:  It depends on the aims, but post-reflection is always good … it allows you to go 

in depth and do further personal research 

EA:  Input can be at all stages … actually, input, discussion and reflection can be at 

all stages 
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PARTICIPANT FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION 

That syncing feeling: how does learning design affect participation and interaction in 

e-moderator development webinars, and how is the medium perceived by both 

moderators and participants? 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Thank you very much for taking part in this focus group.  Archived recordings of a 

meeting can only tell researchers so much about learning designs, participation and 

interaction.  Your input is vital to my research. 

For ethical reasons, all comments from the focus group will be anonymised, but coded 

in order to help triangulate the data from the archived recording. 

Please consider these questions in terms of participation, interaction and learning 

design. 

Here, participation is taken to mean the nature of textual discourse and actions in 

Adobe Connect™: does it address curriculum content, webinar activity or webinar 

technology (or some combination of these), or does it address socio-emotional 

elements?   

Interaction refers to the interactive nature of textual discourse: is it making a 

statement or asking a question?  Is it independent or responsive?  If responsive, is it 

responding to a question, statement or action?   

Learning design consists of technology design, activity design and task design. 

Technology design relates to how the affordances of webinars are applied and how 

much access participants have to different tools.  Activity design refers to the nature 

of interaction between the moderator and participants.  Task design is defined here as 

both the type of knowledge addressed and the stage(s) at which it is addressed. 
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PART 1: GENERAL QUESTIONS 

1 Do you prefer taking part in discussions using asynchronous media (e.g. 

Moodle) or synchronous media (e.g. Adobe Connect™)?  Why? 

2 Did you feel the third synchronous meeting, on feedback, follow-up and 

assessment, was successful overall?  Why / why not?  Did you feel some 

individual parts of the meeting were more successful than others?  If so, which 

ones and why? 

3 Do you feel that (a) your own perceptions of Adobe Connect™ and (b) other 

participants’ perceptions of Adobe Connect™, prior to the third meeting, 

influenced (a) your own participation and interaction and (b) the overall level of 

participation and interaction in the third meeting?  If so, in what way(s)? 

4 Do you feel that your own perceptions of Adobe Connect™ changed as a result 

of the third meeting?  If so, in what way(s)? 

5 Now that you have experienced Adobe Connect™ as a participant, are you (a) 

more likely or (b) less likely to use it on the courses you moderate?  Why? 
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PART 2: TECHNOLOGY DESIGN 

Here, technology design relates to how the affordances of webinars are applied and 

how much access participants have to different tools. 

1 How did the general use of audio and video help participants interact during 

the meeting?  What effect do you think it had on (a) your own participation and 

(b) overall participation? 

2 Did you turn on your webcam during the third meeting?  Did the other 

participants?  Why / why not? 

3 How did the general use of webinar tools (slides, notes, polls and the 

whiteboard) or changing the layout help participants interact during the 

meeting?  What effect do you think it had on overall participation? 

4 How did the different uses of webinar tools during the different stages of the 

third meeting help participants interact?  What effect, if any, do you think they 

had on (a) your own participation and (b) overall participation? 

5 Do you feel any aspects of the technology design used during this session 

inhibited participation or interaction?  If so, which aspects and why?  

6 From observing the moderators in this session, what did you learn about 

moderating synchronous meetings in terms of technology design? 

7 If you had moderated this session, what would you have done differently in 

terms of technology design? 

8 Imagine participating in this meeting using only text chat and no other 

modalities.  How would it have been different? 
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PART 3: ACTIVITY DESIGN 

Here, activity design refers to the nature of interaction between moderators and 

participants.  For example, activities may be more participant-centred or more 

moderator-led. 

1 Think about the pre-breakout stages of the meeting in which participants and 

moderators brainstormed ideas and discussed feedback, follow-up and 

assessment.  How did different activity designs influence participation and 

interaction during these stages?  

2 Think about the breakout stages of the meeting in which you went into small 

groups to complete discussion tasks.  How did the different activity designs 

used in these stages affect participation and interaction?   

3 Regardless of the activity designs used, do you feel that using breakouts 

resulted in increased participation (including more equal participation) and 

higher interaction both (a) during and (b) immediately after the breakout 

stages?  If so, why?  If not, why not? 

4 Think about the post-breakout stages of the meeting in which participants and 

moderators shared feedback and summarised their discussions.  How did 

different activity designs impact on participation and interaction during these 

stages? 

5 Do you feel any aspects of the activity design used in this session inhibited 

participation or interaction?  If so, which aspects and why? 

6 From observing the moderators in this session, what did you learn about 

moderating synchronous meetings in terms of activity design? 

7 If you had moderated this session, what would you have done differently in 

terms of activity design? 
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PART 4: TASK DESIGN 

Here, task design is defined as both the type of knowledge addressed and the stage(s) 

at which it is addressed. 

1 How appropriate do you feel Adobe Connect™ is as a medium for teaching and 

learning: 

 factual knowledge (e.g. terminology related to assessment)? 

 procedural knowledge (e.g. using the Adobe Connect™ interface or 

adding text files to a wiki)? 

 conceptual knowledge (e.g. Salmon’s five-stage model)? 

 metacognitive knowledge (e.g. understanding your own practice as a 

moderator)? 

2 How helpful do you feel each of the following elements were in helping 

participants learn about feedback, follow-up and assessment?  Why? 

 Pre-meeting discussion(s) using a Moodle forum 

 Pre-reading assigned before the meeting 

 Pre-breakout discussion(s) in the main room 

 Breakout discussions (and tasks) 

 Post-breakout feedback, discussions and summarising 

 Post-meeting tasks using a wiki 

 Post-meeting discussion(s) using a forum 

 Post-meeting reflections using a journal 

3 Do you feel any aspects of the task design used in this session inhibited 

 participation or interaction?  If so, which aspects and why? 

4 From observing the moderators in this session, what did you learn about 

moderating synchronous meetings in terms of task design? 

5 If you had moderated this session, what would you have done differently in 

terms of task design? 
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PART 1: GENERAL QUESTIONS 

PJ: I’d be very happy to use SD once I’m fully used to it … I can see it’s better but 

I’m more comfortable with AD for the time being. 

PJ: They’re closer to conventional reality … to a F2F classroom. 

PJ: I was always a step behind … EA could type so fast!  They’re nearer to a 

realistic classroom discussion. 

PJ: You can refine your words after you’ve said them [in a forum]. 

PJ: I found … what I was going to say, someone had always said it before me … 

some people are very fast on the keyboard … I was always mulling over what 

to say. 

PJ: They can both be a little unequal … the inequality was just familiarity with 

technology … it’s more about how literate you were with the system and how 

much time you could get [from your employers]. 

PJ: I was in the YT group and lost connection when I tried to play the video … and 

when I got back in they put me in the PDF group … by which time everyone 

had read most of it and had scrolled down … EA was typing away 

PJ: I wished I’d had training [before the course began] … I missed out a lot 

because I couldn’t see the PDF, see the video  

PJ: I think because everyone reads, listens and absorbs things, and thinks of 

solutions at different speeds … it would have been better to view them before 

the meeting 

MI:  I prefer taking part in discussions using synchronous media, but because of the 

problems we come across I would like to use asynchronous [tools as a 

moderator] 

PJ: For me it’s just getting used to it … I’m probably still more comfortable 

participating through a forum or wiki 

MI:  I lost my connection in the last part of the third session … [the meeting] was 

good, but we had to spend too much time [getting] connected and [trying to 

understand] what we were supposed to do because of the bad connection … 

although we had some problems I would love to use it 



 

  187 

PJ: I just felt like an outsider at all the meetings … everyone was … using Moodle 

was like riding a bike for them … I was on a course trying to learn to be a good 

online teacher … I’m very experienced and confident in my teaching ability … 

as I was trying to learn about pedagogical things I was constantly frustrated by 

having to learn how to use the technology … If I’d had a technical course 

before the start of the main course that would have removed most of the 

distractions 

PJ: I haven’t seen anything AC can do that Skype doesn’t, but I’m sure there are 

lots of things 

PJ: You’re able to respond and have proper interaction … with a forum, they’ve 

made the point and you may not read it till a day later and you might not read 

it in between 

PJ: S has to be best … where the technology holds up 

 

PART 2: TECHNOLOGY DESIGN 

PJ: I’d have been more comfortable if someone had sat down with me in a 

classroom before the course … if there was a tutorial video simply on how to 

work your computer? 

MI:  Of course [audio and video are important] because you know who you are 

talking to 

MI:  I always [switched on my webcam] 

PJ: I think a lot of people didn’t have their video on but it does always help … 

having the tutor there, she’s leading everything … being able to see M gives 

you something to focus on … like in a classroom, who’s leading the thing 

PJ: I didn’t know [the tools] were there … [tools] are a distraction from the 

teaching … I didn’t know what they were, where they were coming from and it 

was a distraction 

MI:  Skype is [a better medium] I think [because] at least there is no problem like 

this 

PJ: The split screens … two, three screens … screens all over the place … could be 

a bit [distracting] 
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PJ: I guess M’s approach was relatively low-tech, but I was most comfortable with 

that … but of course, because she was speaking to us and we were typing, she 

would say something … she would continue to say something, so by the time 

your text appeared five seconds later it could look like you were responding to 

the last thing she said but in fact you were responding to the thing she’d said 

before that … so they were slightly out of sync … I was most comfortable 

because [the technology design] was so easy to use … but it doesn’t mean it’s 

the best, it’s just what I was familiar with 

MI:  [Using text chat is good] as long as you are fast … [at] writing, otherwise you 

listen like me 

PJ: It’s good that M is speaking because she’s speaking to everybody, but just as I 

say, maybe to pause for the texts to come back … otherwise they get out of 

sync with what’s been said 

PJ: I contributed a lot more with the chat because it was relatively low-tech … and 

when I had my mike turned off because I was getting feedback, I was the only 

one with the mike off … felt completely hampered there … so if we can have 

audio with no feedback and chat that’s quite fast … then I’m quite comfortable 

… but then I get confused by these breakout rooms and things! 

PJ: I think they need practice by the moderator first and they need practice how to 

use them by the participants … maybe an initial technology class at the 

beginning of the course? 

PJ: I was floundering around [in the breakout] and had five [videos] going and … 

like the use of the PDF, everyone clicking the mouse moved the PDF … so as 

one CP was reading the top, somebody else has moved it to the bottom … 

that’s a design flaw, we don’t all read at the same speed, we want to re-read 

something and the PDF was going all over the place … it did end up a less than 

perfect situation 

MI:  [Practice sessions are important because] I think you have to be familiar what 

you are supposed to do … [though it can be difficult] even if you have a chance 

to practice beforehand 

PJ: I missed the first session because I didn’t know how to get in … I missed the 

technology meeting because I didn’t have the technology to get in! 

PJ: Learning [how to use the technology] in a meeting probably isn’t the best way 

because [of the different skill levels] 
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PJ: Previous synchronous sessions [that I moderated from 2005-2008] were very 

simple, and very effective 

PJ: It’s a perfect tool for education … maybe they could bring out an education 

version … once I get my head round it, I’ll be OK 

MI:  It would be better doing it with local participants [who would be in the same] 

time zone [so there would not be scheduling issues that prevented some 

participants from attending the practice session] … maybe I would do it more 

often so other people have a chance to attend 

MI:  We shouldn't use [the tools] just [for the sake of] using it 

PJ: It’s not a criticism, but maybe moderators should practise before the meeting 

and pace activities for timing and [have] a list of problems that might arise?  

MI:  I believe that [the use of technology] should be as simple as it is … so that we 

don't so much time struggling with it 

PJ: Some people freak out [when they see] the technology 

MI:  [Technology design should move] from simple to complex … one thing at a 

time like F2F teaching 

PJ: A tutorial video, maybe a human face … you could repeat it and replay it … 

some people wouldn’t need to listen to it 

 

PART 3: ACTIVITY DESIGN 

PJ: I think M had a very good balance there … she’d get the ball rolling and then … 

take a very light touch approach  

MI:  I [prefer] student-centred [designs] with [achievable?] aims 

MI: [EA’s lead in was] definitely [a good approach] 

PJ: I think [EA’s lead in] was OK … I wasn’t able to type as fast as some of the 

others … as I saw ideas come up, I thought, yeah yeah yeah … I’d agree with 

what I saw 

MI:  [The] moderator should be the guide … M was great … she was telling us what 

to do and we were doing it in a short time 
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PJ: If the moderator wasn’t leading things you could end up directionless … all 

going off in the wrong direction or all going off in different directions, so I think 

she did it just right 

PJ: Even in a F2F classroom … if you just left them to it, they’d all go off the point 

… so if you don’t monitor and bring them back to the point … and weave things 

in … it’s probably more necessary online  

MI:  Sometimes [in the breakouts] we were given texts to read and discuss … if we 

were given more time it would be better 

PJ: I don’t know why but I just found it difficult to keep up … as I was thinking 

about something to write, someone had written it already … and that was more 

the case in the breakout than with the whole group … that’s right [maybe 

because other people were more willing to participate in breakout rooms] … I 

found myself constantly typing “yes, I agree” so I just stopped typing because 

I couldn’t think of something fast enough 

PJ: Breakout rooms are useful for looking at contrasting things, or comparing 

different things … 

MI:  When we worked in the small groups it was better … because you have a 

chance to say your opinion and if you keep silent they ask you … so [people 

participated more equally in a breakout room] 

PJ: I disagree … I always felt more comfortable in the big group … I guess maybe I 

could hide … I was always nervous in the breakout rooms that suddenly I might 

have to do something technical really quickly and not be able to do it … I felt I 

was back in my comfort zone when I had the whole class there 

PJ: If you’re in a group and you haven’t said anything for two minutes, people say, 

“What do you think?” … I was very happy to offer what I thought but often 

they’d said the thing already 

MI:  [It’s better to have a discussion] first [in] one main group than [to go into] 

breakout groups [immediately] 

PJ: Before you send people to breakout rooms you need a bit of a brainstorm first 

… to make sure they’re on the same page … just like a classroom, you pool the 

topic between them all first  

MI:  [I agree with PJ because] I feel more secure when I am aware of what I am 

supposed to do 
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MI: Of course [the breakout stage gave people more to say in the main room, once 

everyone had returned] 

PJ: It was the technology that inhibited me from taking part … but I don’t see that 

as being a permanent impediment, just something I have to get my head 

around 

MI: Yes [I felt more comfortable in smaller groups so I was more willing to join in 

and participate] 

 

PART 4: TASK DESIGN 

PJ: If M was to use Adobe Connect™ to teach us how to edit and play around with 

wikis, that’d present me with a double-whammy because it’d be like I was 

being taught about an unfamiliar technology … in the medium of an unfamiliar 

technology … it’d probably blow my brain 

PJ: There’s so much going on in front of you, you miss things, it can [lead to 

cognitive overload] 

PJ: [For learning about concepts or discussing our practice] I agree [with MI] [that 

wikis are perfect] because it’s there as a permanent record, isn’t it … and even 

the forums, too, because they’re all there as a semi-permanent … here we’re 

having a chat but if you want to refer back to something that was said, it’s kind 

of gone isn’t it …  

PJ: Things that get thrown up here, you might think, that’s a really interesting 

point, and … you haven’t got it anywhere permanent to go back to, or to think 

about it again, it’s gone! 

PJ: All the pre-readings were very useful, using forums or wikis … something I 

could print out and read … [synchronous meetings will only work if people have 

knowledge about the topic before the meeting], absolutely, because people 

have different levels of knowledge for a particular subject … we’re all capable of 

making fantastic contributions to the discussion … but not instantly, whereas 

some people can, because that’s right up their street, and some people can’t, 

but if we’ve done the pre-reading beforehand we all start … on a level playing 

field and we’ve all had a chance to think and digest 

MI:  Pre-readings were useful [because they] helped us to lead discussions 
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PJ: Pre-meeting reading helps the discussion and the pre-breakout discussion 

helps the breakout 

MI:  [Follow-up tasks in forums and reflective tasks in our journals] helped us 

personalise [everything we had learned in the meeting] … and they also helped 

the moderator [prepare] for the following sessions 

PJ: Synchronous meetings make it harder to review everything, as you can on a 

forum 

  

 


