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Preface

Higher education institutions must address changing expectations associated with the quality of the learning experience and the wave of technological innovations. Participants in the higher education enterprise are questioning traditional approaches and whether they are achieving the high levels of learning promised. Deep and meaningful learning experiences are best supported by actively engaged learners (Kuh and Associates, 2005). Those who have grown up with interactive technology are not always comfortable with the information transmission approach of large lectures. Students expect a relevant and engaging learning experience.

It is beyond time that higher education institutions recognize the untenable position of holding onto past practices that are incongruent with the needs and demands of a knowledge society. Higher education leaders have the challenge to position their institutions for the twenty-first century. They must provide students with an opportunity to engage their professors and peers in critical and creative reflection and discourse—the conventional ideals of higher education. The past is the future if we examine the ideals of higher education and recognize the need to critically examine current practices in higher education and the potential of communications technology to support intense, varied, and continuous engagement in the learning process. There is the opportunity to revisit and regain the ideals of higher education with the adoption of approaches that value dialogue and debate. The premise of this book is that the greatest possibility of recapturing the ideals of higher education is through redesigning blended learning.

Administration, faculty, and students in higher education know there has to be change in how we design educational experiences. Most recognize that the convergence of the classroom and communications technology has the potential to transform higher education for the better. However, blended learning is more than enhancing lectures. It represents the transformation of how we approach teaching and learning. It is a complete rethinking and redesign of the educational environment and learning experience. Blended learning is a coherent design approach that openly assesses and integrates the strengths of face-to-face and online learning to address worthwhile educational goals. When blended learning is well understood and implemented, higher education will be transformed in a way not seen since the expansion of higher education in the late 1940s. The challenge now is to gain a deep understanding of the need, potential, and strategies of blended learning to approach the ideals of higher education.

The purpose here is to explore the concept of blended learning in a comprehensive yet coherent manner. To borrow from the European ODL Liaison Committee (2004), the challenge is to “create order in the confused ‘panacea concept’ of ‘blended learning’ by distinguishing between innovative and merely substitutive use of ICT [information and communication technology].” Several key points are recognized in this statement. The first is the need for order. The second point is the recognition of the complexity of a deceivingly simple concept. And third, blended learning is fundamentally different and is not simply an add-on to the dominant approach. These particular challenges shape the content of this book.

This book provides an organizing framework to guide the exploration and understanding of the principles and practices needed to effect the much needed transformational change in higher education. Moreover, the book provides practical examples and organizational support structures required to fuse a range of face-to-face and online learning to meet the quality challenges and serve disciplinary goals effectively and efficiently. The primary audience for this book is faculty in higher education who are struggling to find the time and means to engage their students in meaningful learning activities. In addition, faculty who are trying to integrate the Internet and communications technology into their courses will find the book of considerable value. Certainly faculty developers and instructional designers will find here a coherent approach and specific techniques for designing blended learning courses. Finally, graduate students and administrators will find this book useful to gain an understanding and appreciation for the potential of blended learning designs.

Overview of Contents

Blended Learning in Higher Education provides a vision and a roadmap for higher education faculty to understand the possibilities of organically blending face-to-face and online learning for engaging and meaningful learning experiences. The first part provides the theoretical framework. The second part focuses on the practice of designing a blended learning experience.

Chapter explores the broader context that has spawned the interest in and development of blended learning in higher education. The chapter describes blended learning, along with changing expectations and challenges in higher education. It then discusses how blended learning can address these challenges through its potential to merge the best of face-to-face and online approaches.

Part One: Community of Inquiry Framework

Chapter introduces the community of inquiry framework as the ideal and heart of a higher education experience. The framework provides the roadmap for the integration of face-to-face and online learning activities. The chapter describes the conceptual foundation in terms of purposeful, open, and disciplined critical discourse and reflection. It also discusses the core elements of the framework—social, cognitive, and teaching presence.

Chapter outlines seven blended learning redesign principles. The chapter spans the three categories of teaching presence—design, facilitation, and direct instruction—and describes and identifies the principles of social and cognitive presence in each of these categories, as well as assessment.

Chapter uses the community of inquiry framework to explore professional development issues essential to the implementation of blended learning designs. It also describes faculty learning communities, organizational strategies for support, and blended approaches to professional development.

Part Two: Blended Learning in Practice

Chapter presents six scenarios of blended learning design organized under three ideal types. Each of the scenarios reflects successful blended learning designs associated with courses common in higher education. They cut across disciplines and are an amalgam of the best features and examples of course redesigns based upon the authors' experiences and those found in the literature. They serve as the touchstone for further discussions in designing blended approaches to learning in higher education.

Chapter explores more practical guidelines to blended learning redesign. It begins with a discussion of new approaches congruent with higher education goals. The discussion then moves into specific guidelines with regard to applying the previously identified principles.

Chapter describes specific techniques and tools to engage students in a collaborative and reflective blended learning experience. It gives detailed examples such as an online syllabus, a lesson plan for the first week, discussion forums, assessment rubrics, and other practical ideas and tips. These techniques and tools can be readily adapted to a range of disciplinary contexts.

Chapter describes the era of engagement and looks into the near future with a discussion of the evolutionary transformation of teaching and learning in higher education. Finally, the Appendixes provide a wide range of documents, practical tools, and resources.

Although chapters may be read in any order, the chapters do build on particular themes and concepts, and in many cases they follow a similar structure. For this reason, the most benefit from the book can be gained by reading the chapters in sequence.
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INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we document the growing interest in blended learning and describe the essence of this emerging approach to course design. We also make the case for a framework that has practical value in guiding blended learning design and describe the challenges in understanding and implementing this potentially significant change in higher education. We encourage educators in higher education to reexamine current practices and to actively engage students in their learning to achieve the higher-order learning outcomes that are so needed in higher education (Boyer Commission, 2001). New ways of thinking about course design are required to reconcile traditional values and practices with evolving expectations and technological possibilities.

Interest in Blended Learning

Curtis Bonk and his colleagues have documented the strong and growing interest in blended learning (Bonk & Graham, 2006). They concluded in a recent survey of higher education that respondents clearly expected a dramatic rise in their use of blended learning approaches in the coming years (Bonk, Kim & Zeng, 2006, p. 553). In another survey, Arabasz and Baker (2003) revealed that 80 percent of all higher education institutions offer blended learning courses.

Underlying these data is the increasing awareness that blended learning approaches and designs can significantly enhance the learning experience. Albrecht (2006) reports high student satisfaction with blended learning, and others have reported faculty satisfaction (Vaughan & Garrison, 2006a). This is confirmed by Marquis (2004) in a survey that found that 94 percent of lecturers believed that blended learning “is more effective than classroom-based teaching alone.” This is also consistent with a study by Bourne and Seaman (2005), who found that the primary interest in blended learning is to benefit the educational process. They report that blended learning is perceived to be a means to combine the best of face-to-face and online learning.

The need to provide more engaged learning experiences is at the core of the interest in blended learning. Many faculty have begun to question passive teaching and learning approaches such as the lecture. The lecture is a method of disseminating information that emerged before the advent of the printing press. The lecture is not particularly effective in engaging learners in critically filtering and making sense of the glut of information that we now face. Complex topics require more in-depth engagement for students to construct meaning than what is possible in a typical lecture. In this regard, Palloff and Pratt (2005) argue that interactive and collaborative learning experiences are more congruent with achieving higher-order learning outcomes.

Concurrent with the recognition of the importance of interactive and engaged learning experiences is the growing understanding of the potential of the Internet and communications technology to connect learners. The interest in blended learning can also be attributed to the advances and proliferation of communications technology in most segments of society—advances that have not seen the same degree of uptake in the higher education classroom. Although this is changing, there is still a lack of understanding of how best to use technology to advance the goals of higher education in terms of engaging students in critical thinking and discourse.

We argue that the time has come to reject the dualistic thinking that seems to demand choosing between conventional face-to-face and online learning, a dualism that is no longer tenable, theoretically or practically. There is a better approach. With the increasing awareness and adoption of the Internet and communications technology to connect learners, a more sensible way forward would be to better understand the potential of these technologies and how they might be integrated with the best of the face-to-face learning environment.

We explore in this book a new educational paradigm that integrates the strengths of face-to-face and online learning. Blended learning—a design approach whereby both face-to-face and online learning are made better by the presence of the other—offers the possibility of recapturing the traditional values of higher education while meeting the demands and needs of the twenty-first century.

Blended Learning Described

Recognizing true blended learning is not obvious. Blended learning is the thoughtful fusion of face-to-face and online learning experiences. The basic principle is that face-to-face oral communication and online written communication are optimally integrated such that the strengths of each are blended into a unique learning experience congruent with the context and intended educational purpose. Although the concept of blended learning may be intuitively apparent and simple, the practical application is more complex. Blended learning is not an addition that simply builds another expensive educational layer. It represents a restructuring of class contact hours with the goal to enhance engagement and to extend access to Internet-based learning opportunities. Most important, blended learning is a fundamental redesign that transforms the structure of, and approach to, teaching and learning. The key assumptions of a blended learning design are


	Thoughtfully integrating face-to-face and online learning

	Fundamentally rethinking the course design to optimize student engagement

	Restructuring and replacing traditional class contact hours



Blended learning emerges from an understanding of the relative strengths of face-to-face and online learning. This opens a wide range of possibilities for redesign that goes beyond enhancing the traditional classroom lecture. Attaining the threshold of blended learning means replacing aspects of face-to-face learning with appropriate online learning experiences, such as labs, simulations, tutorials, and assessment. Blended learning represents a new approach and mix of classroom and online activities consistent with the goals of specific courses or programs.

Blended learning must be approached with the awareness of the broad range of flexible design possibilities and the challenge of doing things differently. It must be based upon a sound understanding of higher-order learning environments, communication characteristics, requirements of various disciplines, and resources. Blended learning redesign is a catalyst; it means to fundamentally reconceptualize and restructure the teaching and learning transaction. Its basic assumption is to open the educational mind to a full range of possibilities. Blended learning brings into consideration a range of options that require revisiting how students learn in deep and meaningful ways.

Blended learning is no more about reshaping and enhancing the traditional classroom than it is about making e-learning more acceptable. In both contexts one is left with essentially either face-to-face or online learning. Blended learning combines the properties and possibilities of both to go beyond the capabilities of each separately. It recognizes the strengths of integrating verbal and text-based communication and creates a unique fusion of synchronous and asynchronous, direct and mediated modes of communication in that the proportion of face-to-face and online learning activities may vary considerably.

Blended learning necessitates that educators question what is important and consider how much time should be spent in the classroom. We approach the possibilities of blended learning only when we step back and allow our minds to escape the paradigmatic trap of either the traditional lecture or Web-based learning. Blended learning is an approach to educational redesign that can enhance and extend learning and offer designs that efficiently manage large classes. It represents a distinct design methodology that transcends the conventional classroom paradigm. The proportion of face-to-face and online learning activities may vary considerably, but blended learning is distinguishable by way of the integration of face-to-face and online learning that is multiplicative, not additive.

Change

Higher education must start delivering on its promise of providing learning experiences that engage and address the needs of society in the twenty-first century. As Swail (2002) states, the “rules are changing, and there is increased pressure on institutions of higher education to evolve, adapt, or desist”(p. 16). To paraphrase Peter Drucker (1999), we must ask ourselves: would we, knowing what we now know, design learning experiences as we do with 200 and 300 students in a lecture hall? With what we know about the potential of blended learning, the need to create communities of inquiry, and the vast array of accessible and affordable communications technology, the answer has to be that there must be a better way.

Levy (2005) has stated that the field of e-learning “is marked by a juxtaposition of new technology and old pedagogy.” Higher education is only just beginning to grasp the significance and educational potential of asynchronous communication networks. The mistake of most traditional campus-based institutions was to see the potential of online learning in terms of access and serving more students instead of serving current students better. However, serving students better from a learning perspective would necessitate the adoption of a new pedagogy. For the traditional campus-based higher education institution, the breakthrough came when online learning was no longer regarded as a substitute but as an integral and valued component to address the need for a new pedagogy. This was the watershed moment for higher education.

The transformation of teaching and learning in higher education is inevitable with the use of Web-based communications technology (Newman, Couturier & Scurry, 2004). Fundamental redesign based on blended approaches to teaching and learning represent the means to address the challenges associated with providing a quality learning experience. Although the catalyst for change in teaching and learning has been technology, it is the need to enhance quality standards that is drawing attention to the potential of blended approaches. Technology is an enabling tool. Because blended learning is an approach and design that merges the best of traditional and Web-based learning experiences to create and sustain vital communities of inquiry, many higher education institutions are quietly positioning themselves to harness its transformational potential.

The Framework

Blended learning is at the center of an evolutionary transformation of teaching and learning in higher education. However, transformational growth can only be sustained with a clear understanding of the nature of the educational process and intended learning outcomes. In higher education there is an expressed focus on opportunities for learners to construct meaning and confirm understanding through discourse. At the core of this process is a community of inquiry that supports connection and collaboration among learners and creates a learning environment that integrates social, cognitive, and teaching elements in a way that will precipitate and sustain critical reflection and discourse. Blended learning opens the possibility of creating and sustaining a community of inquiry beyond the classroom.

We approach the understanding of blended learning designs through the framework of a community of inquiry. The community of inquiry (CoI) framework was created by Garrison and his colleagues (2000) to guide the research and practice of online learning. The CoI framework was generated from the literature and experiences of the authors grounded in the larger field of education. In particular, the framework was grounded in a critical, collaborative learning community consistent with the ideals of higher education. The generic nature of the framework and its resonance with both face-to-face and online education make it a useful guide to understand and design blended learning environments.

Arbaugh (2006) states that the CoI framework has shown considerable promise and has been widely cited in the literature. One reason for this is that it is a comprehensive yet parsimonious and intuitively understandable framework. Another reason is that it builds upon two ideas that are essential to higher education—community and inquiry. Community, on the one hand, recognizes the social nature of education and the role that interaction, collaboration, and discourse play in constructing knowledge. Inquiry, on the other hand, reflects the process of constructing meaning through personal responsibility and choice. A community of inquiry is a cohesive and interactive community of learners whose purpose is to critically analyze, construct, and confirm worthwhile knowledge. The three key elements for a viable community of inquiry are social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive presence. A community of inquiry appropriately integrates these elements and provides a means to guide the design of deep and meaningful educational experiences.

We use the CoI framework to shape this book. The first part of the book focuses on understanding this perspective and describing how it can influence practice and professional development. The design scenarios, guidelines, strategies, and tools discussed in the second part of this book all emerge from the CoI framework. The next chapter describes the CoI framework in greater detail.

Conclusion

There has been little fundamental change with regard to how we approach teaching and learning in higher education, yet there is increasing dissatisfaction among faculty, students, and society with the quality of the learning experience. Although technological advancements in society have been unrelenting (the Internet, pocket-sized computers, wireless web, cell phones, and satellite radio, television, games, and simulations), technological innovation in higher education has been largely restricted to administration and research. The significant technological innovations in teaching and learning have been confined to addressing issues of access and convenience. However, addressing the relevance and quality of the learning experience demands that higher education take a fresh look at how it approaches teaching and learning and utilizes technology.

For all of these reasons, as well as because of the successes of individual blended learning designs, there is a convergence of interest (intuitive appeal), need (educational demands) and opportunity (potential of communications technology) with regard to blended learning. The reality of engaging students across time and place makes possible the educational ideal of an engaged community of inquiry. Blended learning designs remove the constraints to create and sustain communities of inquiry in higher education.

The concept of a community of inquiry that frames this book provides a much needed roadmap for blended learning approaches and designs. The CoI framework provides the order and rationality to understand the nature, purpose, and principles of blended learning. It provides the context for the practical examples and the selection of strategies and tools presented in this book. It also generates the rationale for the templates and rubrics found in the Appendix.

Blended learning is not new. What is new is the recognition of its potential to help fundamentally redesign the learning experience in ways that can enhance the traditional values of higher education. Blended learning can address the ideals and core values of higher education in terms of creating and sustaining communities of inquiry. The challenge higher education faces is how to merge the distinct approaches and properties of face-to-face and online learning. This challenge is the focus of the remaining chapters of this book.
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COMMUNITY OF INQUIRY AND BLENDED LEARNING

The rationale and guidelines for blended learning provided here are embedded within the community of inquiry (CoI) framework. A framework avoids the distortion that may arise from the separation of theory and practice. Without order and a means to construct the rationale for adopting a particular technique, we are condemned to thrash about and to randomly search for what may work with little understanding of why something was successful or not. A coherent framework avoids the tyranny of adopting clever techniques. Moreover, a theoretical framework not only provides a means to shape practice but also to reflect upon and make sense of outcomes. The openness of blended learning redesigns, in terms of the range of possibilities, demands a strong theoretical foundation and framework.

A blended learning framework must organically integrate thought and action and provide an understanding for the importance of sustained critical discourse and private reflection. A unified framework will merge the public and private worlds. Finally, a useful blended learning framework must be coherent and inform the integration of face-to-face and online learning.

Conceptual Foundation

In recent years, innovative approaches to teaching and learning in higher education were inevitably framed from a constructivist perspective. Constructivist learning theory is essentially about individuals making sense of their experiences. However, meaning is not constructed in isolation. Consistent with Garrison and Archer (2000), we believe the ideal educational transaction is a collaborative constructivist process that has inquiry at its core. Social interaction and collaboration shapes and tests meaning, thus enriching understanding and knowledge sharing. It is important to note that collaborative constructivist learning experiences are not conducive to “covering” a large amount of subject matter. Instead, the emphasis is on inquiry processes that ensure core concepts are constructed and assimilated in a deep and meaningful manner.

The theoretical foundation for blended learning as outlined here is predicated on the recognition of the unity of the public and private worlds, information and knowledge, discourse and reflection, control and responsibility, and process with learning outcomes. John Dewey strongly rejected dualism and argued that the value of the educative experience is in unifying the internal and external worlds. Dewey stated, “the educational process has two sides—one psychological and one sociological; and that neither can be subordinated to the other or neglected without evil results following” (1959, p. 20). It is essential that students be actively engaged in the process of inquiry. When action is divorced from thought, teaching becomes information “transmission by a kind of scholastic pipeline into the minds of pupils whose business is to absorb what is transmitted” (Dewey & Childs, 1981, pp. 88–89). For this reason, higher education experiences are best conceived as communities of inquiry.

A community of inquiry is inevitably described as the ideal and heart of a higher education experience. A community of inquiry is shaped by purposeful, open, and disciplined critical discourse and reflection.

Purposeful

According to Dewey, educational inquiry is a process to investigate problems and issues—not to memorize solutions. Inquiry within the educational community focuses on intended goals and learning outcomes. It is a systematic process to define relevant questions, search for relevant information, formulate solutions, and apply those solutions. Discourse engages curriculum through reflection. A community of inquiry depends on sustained communication and collaboration wherein participants share experience and insights. Participants are expected to be self-directed and focused on the task at hand.

Education defined as a process of inquiry goes beyond accessing or even assimilating information. Inquiry joins process and outcomes (means-end) in a unified, iterative cycle. It links reflection and content by encouraging students to collaboratively explore and reasonably question the organization and meaning of subject matter. Inquiry is both a reflective and collaborative experience. Inquiry must be purposeful, but flexible, to explore unintended paths of interest. Personal relationships may be an artifact of a successful community of inquiry, but they are not the primary goal. Sustained communities of inquiry are dependent upon purposeful and respectful relations that encourage free and open communication.

Open

The individual must have the freedom to explore ideas, question, and construct meaning. If learning is to be a process of inquiry, then it must focus on questions, not just on answers. Learners must be free to follow new leads and to question public knowledge. They must have an opportunity to explore questions, as well as to construct and confirm resolutions collaboratively. Paavola and colleagues argue that constructing individual meaning and “knowledge creation is a matter of individual initiative embedded in fertile group … activities” (Paavola, Lipponen, & Hakkarainen, 2004, p. 568). Schrire (2004) found a relationship between interaction and cognition. We believe that understanding is precipitated and enhanced through interaction in the community. Education does not easily advance to higher levels of inquiry when reflection and discourse are artificially severed.

The inquiry method is dependent upon interaction. Interaction is essential for both a community of inquiry and the higher educational experience. The educational process within this community is a process of inquiry that integrates both the public and private worlds. Participants must feel secure to reveal their private thoughts and open them to scrutiny and critique. Engagement in a community of inquiry is the intersection of public and private worlds. An educational experience has both an interactive (social) and a reflective (private) element. To inquire is to be awakened, informed, and engaged to explore the controversies of a discipline rather than simply adopt the obvious and accepted truths. Worthwhile educational experiences fully engage learners to question ideas—even accepted truths—and hone the critical and creative thinking abilities of students.

Disciplined

The foreground of the educational experience is engagement— interaction, collaboration, and reflection. The educational experience requires focusing on ideas and conceptual frameworks, challenging and creating ideas, and diagnosing misconceptions and constructing mutual understanding. It demands the discipline to interact academically and respectfully with members of the community as they engage in the pursuit of common goals. It is learning to listen, explain, and defend positions and ideas. In short, the educational experience is a commitment to scholarship. By focusing on the process of inquiry, higher-order thinking and learning emerge. Lipman (1991) defined higher-order thinking as being “conceptually rich, coherently organized, and persistently exploratory”(p. 19). The process of inquiry requires considerable intellectual discipline. In a discipline of inquiry, participants acquire the attitudes and skills to become critical thinkers and to continue their learning beyond the narrow scope and time limit of a formal educational experience.

Discipline is essential for deep and meaningful learning. Discipline provides the mindset to engage in critical discourse and reflection. For tacit knowledge and individual insights to be externalized and made explicit, participants must have the discipline to engage in critical reflection and discourse. A community of inquiry requires discipline if it is to provide a sense of connection and support in the systematic and purposeful pursuit of shared educational goals and knowledge. Through purposeful, open, and disciplined interaction and discourse, a community supports inquiry and development of both the individual and the community. Disciplined collaboration to test and confirm personally constructed meaning is essential and integral to a community of inquiry.

The following CoI framework provides a broad orientation to the educational process. This framework will provide order and guide our exploration of blended learning designs by presenting a coherent and accurate account of what shapes educational processes and outcomes.

Community of Inquiry

An educational community is a formally constituted group of individuals whose connection is that of academic purpose and interest who work collaboratively toward intended learning goals and outcomes. The purpose of the community should determine how it is defined and developed. From an educational perspective, the academic interest should be the primary focus. Community must be developed to support the learning processes that progress systematically from identifying a problem to resolving it. Participant knowledge and expertise is shared and developed through discourse and collaborative activities. Although social dynamics are important to create the climate that will support the learning process, it is the academic interests that give purpose and shape to the inquiry process. Roles and expectations are defined by the educational community.

As noted, the CoI framework provides much of the conceptual order for this book and has shown strong empirical validation (Arbaugh, 2007; Garrison, Cleveland-Innes, & Fung, 2004). The community of inquiry is a recursive model in that each of the core elements supports the others (see Figure 2.1). The three elements of the CoI framework are social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence. Each of the presences reflects categories and indicators that operationalize the elements used to study and design the teaching and learning transaction. It is important to note the interdependence across and within the presences. For example, teaching presence will have a significant influence on cognitive presence, and social presence will influence cognitive presence. Overlap does not have to be symmetrical. Emphasis can be on any one of the presences.


Figure 2.1 Community of Inquiry Framework
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We next describe the presences crucial for the design of a blended educational experience.

Social Presence

Students in a community of inquiry must feel free to express themselves openly in a risk-free manner. They must be able to develop the personal relationships necessary to commit to, and pursue, intended academic goals and gain a sense of belonging to the community. The formal categories of social presence are open communication, cohesive responses, and affective/personal connections (see Table 2.1). These categories are progressive in the sense that they establish, sustain, and develop a community of inquiry.

Table 2.1 Community of Inquiry Categories and Indicators




	Elements
	Categories
	Indicators (examples only)





	Social presence
	Open communication
	Enabling risk-free expression



	 
	Group cohesion
	Encouraging collaboration



	 
	Affective/personal
	Expressing emotions, camaraderie



	Cognitive presence
	Triggering event
	Having sense of puzzlement



	 
	Exploration
	Exchanging information



	 
	Integration
	Connecting ideas



	 
	Resolution
	Applying new ideas



	Teaching presence
	Design & organization
	Setting curriculum and methods



	 
	Facilitation of discourse
	Sharing personal meaning



	 
	Direct instruction
	Focusing discussion




Meaningful communication begins when students can communicate openly. Community is established when students are encouraged to project themselves personally and academically. Interpersonal interaction is a very important means of connecting with others and creating trust. A community of inquiry must foster personal but purposeful relationships. Students must feel emotionally secure to engage in open, purposeful discourse. Students may well feel secure and feel free to comment but may still need to establish the cohesiveness for the community to begin to work collaboratively. A community is inherently collaborative. Therefore, social presence must provide the cohesive tension to sustain participation and focus. Although participants must be respected as individuals, they must also feel a sense of responsibility and commitment to the community of inquiry. Open communication establishes a community of inquiry, but social cohesion sustains it. Finally, according to Ruth Brown (2001), “after long-term and/or intense association with others involving personal communication”(p. 24), personal relationships develop and camaraderie may emerge. In a community of inquiry, it takes time for students to find a level of comfort and trust, develop personal relationships, and evolve into a state of camaraderie. Emotional bonding and camaraderie constitute the ultimate stage of establishing social presence in an educational community.

Considerable research has focused on the issue of social presence in computer conferencing. There was great concern in the early research that the lack of visual cues and body language would seriously inhibit the effectiveness of asynchronous text communication. Put simply, the communication theorists argued that the lack of social cues would severely limit interpersonal communication. However, researchers began to understand the complexities of this supposedly “lean” communication medium. It became clear that participants could communicate a wide range of socio-emotional messages, such as personal greetings, feelings, and humor. Written communication, in fact, had great power and flexibility and participants could project themselves socially and emotionally and create interpersonal relationships.

Establishing social presence is a primary concern at the outset of creating a community of inquiry. Social relationships create a sense of belonging, support freedom of expression, and sustain cohesiveness, but they do not structure and focus academic interests among the students. Social interaction is insufficient to sustain a community of inquiry and achieve educational goals. Communities of inquiry are more than online chat rooms. Higher levels of learning inevitably require purposeful discourse to collaboratively construct, critically reflect, and confirm understanding. This is what is referred to as cognitive presence. With the understanding that social presence could be established in a community of inquiry, we next turn our attention to issues of cognitive and teaching presence.

Cognitive Presence

Cognitive presence is basic to the inquiry process. Inquiry includes the integration of reflective and interactive processes. Cognitive presence maps the cyclical inquiry pattern of learning from experience through reflection and conceptualization to action and on to further experience (see Figure 2.2). We see the progressive nature of cognitive presence moving from a triggering event through to resolution. Dewey based his concept of inquiry on the scientific process writ large. This is the core of cognitive presence and a key element of the CoI framework.


Figure 2.2 Private Inquiry Model
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Cognitive presence is defined by the practical inquiry model (see Figure 2.2). In comparison to other cognitive taxonomies, Schrire (2004) found the practical inquiry model “to be the most relevant to the analysis of the cognitive dimension and presents a clear picture of the knowledge-building processes”(p. 491). Practical inquiry has two dimensions and four phases. The vertical axis defines the deliberation–action dimension. This dimension represents the recursive nature of inquiry as representing both constructive and collaborative activities. The horizontal axis represents the perception–conception dimension. This process constructs meaning from experience. Although the dimensions are abstracted processes, the phases of inquiry resemble more closely the educational experience. The first phase is the triggering event, whereby an issue or problem is identified and defined. The second phase is the exploration of the problem and the gathering and refinement of relevant information. In the third phase, participants begin to reconcile and make sense of the information. Solutions will be hypothesized and debated. In the final phase, the preferred solution is applied and tested directly or vicariously. It may trigger another cycle of inquiry if the solution is not satisfactory.

Cognitive presence is a recursive process that encompasses states of puzzlement, information exchange, connection of ideas, creation of concepts, and the testing of the viability of solutions. This is not to suggest, however, that the actual practice of inquiry is linear or immutable. Some problems or issues will be more inductive and will require students to focus more on exploration. Others will be more deductive and students will focus on the application of ideas or solutions. Leaps of insight and intuition reflect what appears to be radical phase shifts such as a student moving from exploration spontaneously to a solution. Regardless, practical inquiry must be a logical process and hypothesized solutions rationally justified and defended. A community of inquiry is essential to establish and sustain cognitive presence.

Higher educational outcomes are very difficult to define and measure. Moreover, outcomes change as students engage in the educational process and activities are modified. As Burbules (2004) states, “Outcomes are constituted and reconstituted in active processes of inquiry, not taken as static endpoints”(p. 7). Unfortunately, an obsession with educational outcomes has created a focus on assimilating measurable, although trivial, information. Unintended learning outcomes can be most educational. True inquiry is exploratory and often unpredictable. Burbules (2004) goes on to say that the “question of educational quality should be sought … in the reflexively critical and liberating activities of the classroom itself ”(p. 9). For this reason, practical inquiry is very much process oriented.

Establishing and maintaining cognitive presence in blended communities is the area that is in greatest need of research. Cognitive presence goes to the heart of a community of interest. It has been argued that community supports the cognitive development of individuals. Garrison and Archer (2007) point out that only recently has research focused on the nature of formal, purposive online educational communities and their ability to support cognitive presence. Heckman and Annabi (2005) found written communication to be cognitively rich. Not only was written communication precise and permanent, but it was open to all participants in a way not always possible in a face-to-face context. Working in an asynchronous text-based environment reduces student cognitive load and the need to rely on memory to process large numbers of facts and ideas. Cognition and learning, above a very limited number of facts and ideas, is inversely proportional to the cognitive load. Online inquiry would appear to offer students a considerable advantage in processing information and constructing meaning.

Online communities of inquiry were also shown to be more inclusive and less threatening. Other researchers have shown that a sense of community is positively related to the perception of learning in an online environment (Rovai, 2002; Shea et al., 2006). However, little cognitive presence research has focused on blended learning environments and the strengths of integrating verbal and written communication.

The final element necessary to create and sustain a community of inquiry is teaching presence. Teaching presence is essential to provide structure, facilitation, and direction for the cohesion, balance, and progression of the inquiry process.

Teaching Presence

In an educational context, teaching presence is essential to bring all the elements together and ensure that the community of interest is productive. It is a significant educational challenge to create and sustain a community of inquiry. Teaching presence provides the design, facilitation, and direction for a worthwhile educational experience (see Figure 2.2). There is evidence of construct validity for teaching presence (Arbaugh, 2007; LaPointe & Gunawardena, 2004). Consistent with the categories of social and cognitive presence, these are progressive; they do not reflect static categories. Although the categories are always present (for example, planning occurs throughout the educational process), the different categories take precedence as the inquiry process moves from planning to establishing and sustaining reflection and discourse. Teaching presence establishes the curriculum, approaches, and methods; it also moderates, guides, and focuses discourse and tasks. It is the means by which to bring together social and cognitive presence in an effective and efficient manner. Teaching presence is an essential and challenging responsibility, especially in a blended learning environment where students are not always in direct contact.

The focus of recent research has shifted to teaching presence. In a review of the CoI literature, Garrison (2006b) has shown that students in an online CoI expect strong teaching presence. Perry and Edwards (2005) state that “exemplary online teachers create a community of inquiry that is comprised of a strong social, cognitive and teaching presence.” From an online teaching-effectiveness perspective, Conrad (2005) reports in her research that students stated simply that “Good instructors created community; poor instructors didn't”(p. 12). She also states that opportunity for face-to-face experiences can enhance connectedness and satisfaction. Similarly, Garrison and Cleveland-Innes, (2005) found that students value their time and expect structure and leadership. Arbaugh (2007) found teaching presence to be a strong predictor of perceived learning and satisfaction with the delivery medium. Finally, Dixson and associates (2006) found that leadership was linked to student success. Students clearly attribute a successful learning experience with teaching presence. The unifying force of teaching presence is essential to create and sustain a community of inquiry in a blended environment when students are shifting between direct and mediated communication.

Blended learning is about fully engaging students in the educational process; that is, providing students with a highly interactive succession of learning experiences that lead to the resolution of an issue or problem. Interaction is to life in the classroom what carbon is to DNA. However, just as other elements (hydrogen, oxygen, and nitrogen) are essential to the formation of DNA, cognitive and social presence in the classroom also require the components of design, facilitation, and direction to form a vital community of inquiry that will ensure organic academic growth and development.

The provision of teaching presence is challenged to shape cognitive and metacognitive processes and learning. Student awareness of the inquiry process is crucial to complete the inquiry cycle and to prevent stalling in the early phases. Metacognitive awareness must be a goal of higher education for students to monitor and manage their learning. Metacognition is the regulation of cognition, which includes self-appraisal (assessing what needs to be done) and self-management (successfully carrying out the learning task). Engaging in a higher-order learning experience requires that students have some metacognitive understanding of the inquiry process if students are to learn how to learn.

The CoI framework provides an understanding of the essential elements of a higher educational experience. The goal is to use this framework to explore the synergies of face-to-face and online learning.

Real and Virtual Communities

Blended learning is a significant presence in higher education that offers contact and convenience for the professor and students. The strength of blended learning goes beyond the complementary educational experiences of face-to-face and online learning. Blended learning represents a fundamental redesign and the consideration of new approaches to learning. The premise is that education is best experienced in a community of inquiry. How we integrate real and virtual communities will be informed by the community of inquiry model and related research.

Dewey (1981) believed in the “experience of genuine community” and continuous inquiry “in the sense of being connected as well as persistent”(p. 620). Being connected and persistent gives participants the means to shape the discourse and be fully engaged. Empirically, Rovai and Jordan (2004) found that “blended courses produce a stronger sense of community among students than either traditional or fully online courses.” In turn, Rovai (2002) and others have found that community is associated with higher levels of perceived learning (Schrire, 2004; Shea et al., 2006).

Community is not defined by physical presence. Network supported and facilitated communities have the great advantage of being accessible virtually anywhere and at any time. Shumar and Renninger (2002) argue that online or virtual communities can be simultaneously expanded and compressed in space and time. Although it may be clear how communities can be sustained over time, the written form of communication can also compress time with succinct and more rapid forms of communication compared to spontaneous and ephemeral verbal exchanges. Face-to-face verbal and online text communication are distinct and have enormous potential to complement each other. Conrad (2005) found that when online learners had an opportunity to meet face-to-face, they reported “an enormous surge in connectedness and satisfaction with the program design”(p. 9). She also reported that face-to-face and online communication “facilitated a greater ease in the other medium”(p. 9). Reciprocity benefited teacher-student and student-student relationships and learning in both face-to-face and online environments.

Blended learning has enormous potential to transform the nature of the educational experience with the use of direct and mediated communication and the rethinking of the educational approach. Shumar and Renninger (2002) state that the “boundary between the physical and virtual communities is permeable, … making it difficult to conceptualize either form of community as a completely separate entity”(p. 8). The community of participants may be well defined, but the network is virtually infinite. Blended learning is a complex weaving of the face-to-face and online communities so that participants move between them in a seamless manner—each with its complementary strengths. Communication in such a community is multidimensional, both academically and personally. Blended learning communities open up new learning relationships that can extend beyond the limited time of the class and course.

It is a challenge to create and sustain an online community of inquiry. An educational community is a specialized and purposeful community that must come together quickly but lasts for a relatively short period. Fully online communities take time to develop social and cognitive presence to support the necessary commitment and collaboration. Face-to-face communication provides an opportunity to create a sense of community and connectedness more quickly. Although a face-to-face classroom dynamic may provide the best opportunity to begin the formation of a community, online communities can extend the opportunity for both sustained and flexible communication and provide convenient links to other resources.

However, other personal and collaborative properties and capacities of face-to-face and online learning need to be considered. Garrison and colleagues have shown that “students do perceive face-to-face and online learning differently” (Garrison, Cleveland-Innes, & Fung, 2004, p. 70). Furthermore, they suggest that the face-to-face learning experience is more teacher oriented, whereas the online learning experience is more cognitive or internally focused. They also observe that the face-to-face educational experience involves the teacher transmitting information, in “contrast to online learning which is concurrent with and integral to the learning process”(p. 70).

How we integrate face-to-face and online learning experiences is best approached with an understanding of reflective and collaborative processes. The face-to-face classroom is collaborative before it is reflective. Its strength is in its spontaneity, which reinforces education as a social activity. It is a challenge to provide the time for students to reflect and offer a considered opinion. In fact, Abrams (2005) has found that students preferred a face-to-face environment but were more willing to critique participants’ work in an online context because of the asynchronous nature of online learning. It is equally important that online learning be reflective before it is collaborative. The strength of online learning is the opportunity for reflection and rigor. It takes longer to compose a written message and communicate in a clear and concise manner that others will read and respond to. A community of inquiry would benefit from the integrated strengths of blending face-to-face and online learning and capitalizing on their inherent strengths.

Pedagogically, the CoI framework identifies the core elements and provides direction for the design of authentic and engaging higher-order learning experiences. For there to be a high cognitive presence, both reflection and collaboration must be present. Attention needs to be given to the opportunity for students to reflect on and monitor the construction of meaning, as well as to collaborate and manage the learning process. Students must be prepared and willing to recast their role. To benefit from a community of inquiry, students must be engaged both collaboratively and reflectively. Song and colleagues (2005) have shown that reflective thinking is perceived to be enhanced through collaboration. Blended learning offers the opportunity for all students to be cognitively engaged and feel that they are learning individually by participating in, and contributing to, a community of inquiry.

Conclusion

This chapter has provided an organizational framework to guide the exploration and understanding of blended learning. We began by identifying the characteristics of a learning community as being purposeful, open, and disciplined inquiry. To understand and shape the practice of blended learning, we described the CoI framework with its constituent elements—social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence. We argued that a community of inquiry is a unifying process that integrates the essential processes of personal reflection and collaboration in order to construct meaning, confirm understanding, and achieve higher-order learning outcomes.

Higher-order learning outcomes are the natural result of a purposeful, open, and disciplined learning process. Meaning cannot be imposed or “swallowed whole” (memorized), as Dewey (1933) argues. It is the struggle of the individual making sense (constructing meaning) of the educational experience that is of lasting value. An educational experience is the transaction between teacher as pedagogue and subject expert and the engaged community of learners. The ultimate goal is not to acquire fragments of information but to collaboratively construct core concepts and schema based on important ideas and information. It is the understanding of the process of inquiry that will stay with the student and be of subsequent value in future learning endeavors. The best guarantee of quality learning outcomes is to focus on the foreground of the inquiry process with community and communication as the contextual background.

As noted in the introduction, blended learning is a simple concept but it is challenging in practice. In application it becomes a complex phenomenon and presents challenges in terms of disciplinary content, levels of instruction, and course goals. The complementary and reciprocal relationship of face-to-face and online learning offers the potential to rethink the educational experience. Blended learning is a fundamental redesign in which the combination of face-to-face and online learning represents a new approach and a qualitative shift in process and outcome. The fusion of real and virtual experiences creates unique communities of inquiry that are accessible regardless of time and location. If we did not already know that this was possible, it could be dismissed as simply an imaginative creation. We explore the practical realities of integrating the strengths of the real and the virtual experiences in subsequent chapters.






End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/images/ch02fig002.jpg
Exploration Integration
perception EXPERIENCE Conception
(Awareness) (deas)
1
i
Triggering Event Resolution






OEBPS/images/ch07fig001.jpg
Learning Commons

Algebra

Example of a Self-Study Module






OEBPS/images/ch04fig001.jpg
Curriculum

Teaching
Design

Strategies

Teaching
Excellence and
Innovation in
Support of
Student
Leaming

Technology Integration





OEBPS/images/ch07fig003.jpg
[The Internet As An Educational Tool

e i sy

[R——

ey 41 e o ot st oty o o cls st ey
e et e R e S R T
b, Evhnass ot g o o oy A 3 10 P
3 eyt b e 3 S

R e vty e o e ot T M

R S S e

it o cortrnet it s o st bt st e
B T iyt of e e 1 e & 4750

T B s A 2 v & o





OEBPS/images/ch07fig002.jpg
coautan
STRRSTISTIR I AT

73] sduction

The femet s an Educatont Tos!:






OEBPS/images/ch07fig005.jpg
R
T

e
O &2 8 ) o e @) B )
e T
(s L5 BT R T T Erbi
¥r- el it | Cle e @ o - vt - Qs < \grente -+ Bume - o -
o . oeo
e O e 3

ool s g Concars

o Tt b v 1 1 i

$

T





OEBPS/images/9781118180181_epub_title.jpg
Blended
Learning in
Higher
Education

Framework, Principles,
and Guidelines

D. Randy Garrison
Norman D. Vaughan

]. JOSSEY-BASS
] AWi t






OEBPS/images/ch07fig004.jpg
el

ey

(T — TR

7 - g Slwams | (- - @] - B v - G - g - S - e
et Quet Reflection.

e






OEBPS/images/apendix7004.gif
Statement

Agreed

Difference

Disagreed

Response

The quantity of interaction
with other students was
increased in this ITBL
course compared to
other courses.

The quality of interaction
with other students was
increased in this ITBL
course compared to
other courses.

The quality of interaction
with the instructor was
increased in this ITBL
course compared to
other courses

The quantity of interaction
with the instructor was
increased in this ITBL
course compared to
other courses

The U of C provided
sufficient resources for
this ITBL course

You were satisfied with this
ITBL course

Given the opportunity you
would take another
ITBL course in the
future

ITBL courses are
sufficiently identificd
and expectations made
clear in the U of C
course calendar.

8%

59%

55%

53%

48%

45%

19%

16%

25%

28%

28%

2%

23%

2%

36%

5%

4%

12%

15%

19%

25%

26%

£%

1%

2%

1%

2%

1%

4%

2%

2%






OEBPS/images/utable04001a.gif
Session. Topic Discussion Component - Lab Compoent
One  Mdentifying key Whatwill students  Creation of a course:
leamning remember five years  menu structure within
outcomes  after the course? your course Web site
Two  Designing  Designingand Management and
integrated _ developing learning  manipulation of the
face-to-face and activities learning management
online leaming Seven principlesof  System tools such as the
activities cffective teaching  communication and
practice collaboration features,
Using echnclogy o 41 drop box. couse
leverage these fend
principles
Three  Developing ~ Web-based assessment Assessment tools in the
acoune techniques and learning management
assesment  activities system—esting, surveys,
strategy online grade book, and
course statistics
Four  Creatinga  Course syllabus—your Using Web editors to
leaming- redesign plan create himl
centered course: pages—Microsoft Word,
syllabus Macromedia
(redesign plan) Dreamweaver
Five  Developinga Developinga Using Adobe Photoshop
course module  paper-based course o create banners and
prowotype module prototype  buttons for your course
modules
Six  Leveraging the Digital leaming objects Creating external links
we of digital  — “Legos of Learning” within your course Web
leamning abject site to learning objects
repositories
Seven Developing your Low threshold Demonstration and
owndigil  applications (LTAs)  construction of
learning objects Audio and video clips
Narrated PowerPoint
presentations
Basic animations
Eight Faciliatingand Creating student  Communication tools
directing online  interaction protocols,  within the learning
learning activities, and management system,
assessment rubrics  asynchronous and
synchronous
Nine Inwegrating  Activities to “glue” the Construction of
face-to-faceand face-to-face (F2F) and just in time teaching
online activities ~time-out-of-class techniques (ITT)
(TOC) components  Classroom assessment.
techniques (CATs)
within your course Web
site
Ten  Leamersupport Developinga leaming Student orientation to
strategies community your blended leaning
course
Student time and study
management strategies
and skills
Eleven Pilotingand  Piloting and course  Experimentation with
course evaluation strategies  digital survey collection
evaluation tools
suategies Survey tool within the
leaming management
system
Flashlight assessment
program (FAST—free
assessment summary
tool)
Twelve Show & tell (project demonstration) session for the university

community






OEBPS/images/b04fig001.jpg
Curriculum
Design

Teaching

Strategies

Teaching

Excelonce and
Innovation in
Support of

Student
Leaming

Technology Integration





OEBPS/images/table07007.gif
(uoneryeas (uonenpuss
pu spsotuds pun ssopuis
sk astjee
‘wopeandde) wuopiso Suppurg Sunpunp ‘wopeandde)
Suppurg onu Sunpunp or pomn  uosmosp Suppurp
0 snupiaa ) ommonos  joshnuueg  pdopaspApoog  amudioupi [0 0 DI
- sauopms
[ —— oo ojpue gosopur  suspms o Sausprs o
sopuesongsy sormsur saonnsy 10 s0m0nsuy fusrs—
g soun fm—— Wmowwm oqogge uosmosp @ sosuodsas
B A A worsnosg
-
soonponu pue womsmp
(ydesseaed 243 03 ppe
00 w0 10) seapt wapt e — Sunsod
pdopaop i pdopap i sop Sudopaag  podopadpApoog  amuaiou pi  worsnosp Appas
¥ 13 z i 0 oy

wumuiofiag fo pory






OEBPS/images/b11fig001a.gif
C Beginning | Developir
[ e
AW DR
e |, | A
e i e
o B e
e Bl [
Yovor i e | om0 he
P ] P
s
L T
bulleted or num- Dﬂ‘""‘“&;w
N i
e Gt P
e ceaching interests | consistently.
eyt il .
b i ey
L | S
bt IR
e |
e
e e
ey
el
b,
© Weblog (online

journal)






OEBPS/images/b11fig001b.gif
0.5 poines.
Incomplete—
missing
components
and broken.
hyperlinks

1.5 poines.
All componenss are
present and funcrional:
Acitle

© At least one graphi-
cal image.

« At least five hyper-
text links to external
educational WWW.
stes that support
your teaching inter-
ests. Each of these
links should include:
a tidle and a brief
(explanation/
summary) about the
Web site

* A retum link to
your title (home)
page

2 poines.
There i clear
theme (e, subject
area, grade level) to
your resource links
and the annotations

overview w each of
the external Web

05 poines
Incom-
plete—missing
components
andbroken.
hyperlinks

T3 poine
All componenss are
present and funcrional:
 Acile

© At least one graphi-
cal image.

o Alink 0 your ac-
tual leson plan (and
resurn link <o your
Lesson plan menu
page)

« Peronal reflections
about your lesson

what you leamed
from this assignment

 ldeas and insights
about how you will
apply what you
leamed from chis
assignment (e,
What will 1 do dif-
ferently for my next
Lesson plan?)

« A retum link to
your itk (home)
page

T poins
The page content
demonstrates mean-
ingful and substan-
tive reflection and
connections with
course content.






OEBPS/images/utable05001.gif
Increased

Increased

students in
this blended
learning
course

Comments:

instructor in
this blended
learning
course

Comments:






OEBPS/images/b11fig001c.gif
Web-log (on-
ine journal)

05 poines
Incom-
plete—missing
components
and broken
hyperlinks

05 poins
Incomplete—
mising reflec
and hn( oken
byperints

15 poines.

All components

e present and.

funcrional:

° Acide

© Acleast one graphi
“cal image

© Alink o your con-
verted PowerPoint
presentation assign-

Personal reflections

about your Pow-

erPoint presena

tion, which should

include:

© A brief summary

of the presenta-

o A reeum lnk o
your e (home)
paze

L5 poies

Al componens

are present and

funcrional:

Peronal reflections:

© What did you learn
in the process of
creating your Web-
based porcolio?

What future plans

do you have for
your porfolo (or
what would you do
differencly i you b
w0 create  pordolio
again)!

2 points.
The page content
demonstrates mean-
ingful and substan-
cive relection and
connections with
course content

of 4 entries (Web-
Porfolo, Power-
Poing, Spreadsheet
and Lesson Plan
Assignment reflec-
cions).






OEBPS/images/b11fig001d.gif
Web-log (on-
line journal)

 Peer shared reflec-
tions (each of you
will randormly selece
one other person in
our course t0 pro-
vide feedback on his
or her porfolio):
© Wha did you learn
from reviewing this
porfolio?

What did you like:
‘about this pordolio?
© What recommen-
dations or advice

would you like
<o share with the
pemon who created
ehis porefolio (e.¢.
future plans, ways o}
make the porfolio
even better)?
 Weblog opens in @
e browser window.

Toeal Score

110






OEBPS/images/9781118180181_epub_cov.jpg
D. Randy Garrison | Norman D. Vaughan






OEBPS/images/box1.gif





OEBPS/images/ch02fig001.jpg
Community of Inquiry

Supporting
Discourse

SOCIAL

COGNITIVE
PRESENCE

PRESENCE

Selecting
Content

TEACHING PRESENCE
(Structure/Process)

Communication Medium





OEBPS/images/utable05003.gif
Sutement

Not Sure:

11. Blended
leaming
courses are
sufficiently
identified and
expectations
made clear in
the Uof C
course
calendar.

Comments:






OEBPS/images/utable05002.gif
Other students in
this blended
learning course

Comments:

‘The instructor in
this blended
learning course

Comments:






OEBPS/images/utable05005.gif
Onlneand | Onlincand | comecsimn | Therewas
nass cass beecen e or o
work workwere | themwowas | comnectin
enbanced wlewanco | notaleays | between

Satenent cuhotber. | cahotber. | dlear. he uo.

16. How

would you

describe the

relationship

between the

online and in

class learning

in this course?

Comments:






OEBPS/images/utable05004.gif
12.The U of
C provides
sufficient
resources for
this specific
blended
course.

Comments:

13. Given the
opportunity |
would take

blended
learning
course in the
future.

Comments:

14. Overall, [
am satisfied
with this
blended
learning
course.

Comments:

TooLight

Too Heavy

15. Compared
to your other
courses was

the workload
in this course:

Comments:






OEBPS/images/utable10003.gif
EA2047  EISI EBI112 T248
Monday- 830 a.m.— 830 am— 9:00am.~
Thursday  7:00 p.m. am. 7:00 pm. am. 5:00 pam.
Fridoy ~ 830am- 800am- 830am— 745am— 9:00am~
500pm.  500pm.  500pm. 500pm. 500 pm.
Saturday Closed  1:00am- Closed  9:00am— Closed
5:00 pm. 5:00 p.m.
Sunday Closed  1:00am- Closed  1:00pm— Closed
5:00 pm. 5:00 p.m.






OEBPS/images/utable10002.gif
Faculty:
Dr. Norm Vaughan

Lecture Time:
Tutorial Time:
Office Hours:

Blackboard Course
Web Site:

‘Fhone:
220-7811

Monday 17:00 to 19:50 pm
Wednesday 17:00 t0 18:50 pm
By appointment (please phone
or e-mail in advance)

Can be accessed through
MyMRC (http/fsrwwv.
mymre.ca) or dircetly through
the Blackboard Server (htpy//

Ccourseware.mymre.ca)

E-mail:  Office:
nvaughan@  EA3014
ucalgary.ca

Lab: E141

Lab: E141





OEBPS/images/utable10008a.gif
Jan. 23-25

Jan. 30—
Feb.1

Feb. 6-8

Feb. 13-15

Feb. 20-22
Feb. 27—
March 1

March 6-8

March
1315

Using Instructional
Software (classroom
based)

Transforming the
Learning Experience
(classroom based)

Web-hased student
portfolio (online
work)

Using Technology to
Link Learners—Parc
One (types of
telecommunications
systems—classroom

based)

Reading Week (on lecture o tutorial)

Using Technology to
Link Learners—

Part Two (online
teaching activities—
classtoom based)
Hand in Web
Portfolio Assignment
via Digital Drop Box
Using Technology to
Link Learners—Part
Three (using
CMC—online work)
Integrating
Technologies Across
the Curriculum
(classroom based)

‘Web-based
articles

‘Web-based
articles

Handouts

Handouts

Handouts

Handouts

‘Web-based
articles

MS PowerPoint
(online work)

Hand in Internet
Lesson Plan &
Spreadsheet
Assignment via the
Digital Drop Box
Web-based student
portfolio (classroom
based)

Hand in PowerPoint
Assignment via the
Digital Drop Box
Web-hased student
portfolio (online
work)

Web-based student
portfolio (online
work)

WebQuests (online
work)

WebQuests (online
work)

WebQuests (online
work)
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Dates Monday (Lecture) ~ Readings  Wednesday (Tutorial)
Jan.24  Holiday—No Handouts  Overview of the course
Leeture and an ofientation to
the PC computer and
the course Blackboard
site
Jan.9-11  Introduction to Handouts  Introduction to
Intemnet Lesson Searching & the
Planning Internet (classroom
(classroom based) based tutorial by Pearl
Herscovitch from the
Library)
Jan.16-18  Using Technology ~ Web-based  Microsoft Excel
Productivity Tooks  articles Spreadsheets & Internet
(classroom based) Lesson Plan (online

work)





OEBPS/images/utable10008b.gif
March
20-22

March

27-29

April 3-5

April
10-12

April 19

Future Directions of
Educational
Technology
(classtoom based)

Preparation for Group
Teaching
Presentations (online
work)

Preparation for Group
Teaching
Prescntations
(classroom based)

Group Teaching
Presentations
(classroom based)

‘Handouts

Preparation for Group
Teaching
Presentations (online
work)

Hand in Web Quest
Assignment
Preparation for Group
Teaching
Presentations (online
work)

Preparation for Group
Teaching
Presentations (online
work)

Submit your Weblog
Reflections—Online
Discussion Forum
and Course
Assignments

Final Exam Review
(classroom based)

Final Exam will be on Wednesday April 19 from 19:00 to

21:00 in lab E141






