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Over the past few years, asynchronous web-based technolo-
gies have been examined for their usefulness in promoting 
collaborative learning among university students. Variations 
in implementation of this technology will determine to what 
extent students’ learning is actually collaborative. This article 
discusses curricular adaptations made in the integration of 
an asynchronous discussion board assignment in graduate 
level teacher training courses over a five-semester period. It 
examines how several parameters (assignment preparation, 
student groupings, number, topic, type of posting, prompt, 
instructor’s role, evaluation, and carry-over into class meet-
ings) were modified in each semester and discusses which 
parameters did and did not contribute effectively to col-
laborative learning as identified through five key elements: 
positive interdependence, promotive interaction, individual 
accountability, social skills, and self-evaluation. Based on the 
formats that were found to promote collaborative learning 
most successfully, conclusions about a recommended asyn-
chronous web discussion assignment are presented. 
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COLLABORATIVE LEARNING

Collaborative learning, grounded in sociocultural and sociocognitive theory, 
has been a mainstay of American education for decades. Its effectiveness as 
a teaching approach has been well documented (Johnson & Johnson, 1993; 
O’Malley, 1995). Collaborative learning places much of the responsibility 
for learning on students. While instructors facilitate learning, students are 
asked to conceptualize, organize, test theories, and reconsider and evaluate 
theories on their own with the instructor as a facilitator rather than sole dis-
seminator of information (Nunan, 1999b). Students work together to teach 
each other, a task which requires clear conceptualization and articulation of 
ideas.

In contrast to an individual student who is limited to his own understand-
ing of material, the engagement ideally entailed in collaborative learning 
prompts students to reconsider their understanding of concepts so that 
they can clearly explain information to others. These explanations can be 
challenged by other learners, prompting a deeper consideration and thus a 
reconceptualization and better understanding of the information. “Through 
collaborative, task structured effort, [all students] can act as experts and 
novices in the same task …[and] contribute building blocks to each other’s 
individual knowledge” (Kasper, 2000, p. 25). Because students must con-
sider other learners as they negotiate their understanding and perspectives, 
students’ social skills are sharpened (Bonk & King, 1998; Muirhead, 2000). 
Their problem-solving skills are improved as they address questions raised 
in collaboration. Higher levels of thinking—analysis, synthesis, and evalua-
tion—are promoted through group analysis, critique, debate, and sharing of 
perspectives (Bruner, 1984). 

These benefits of collaborative learning have been claimed specifically for 
new technologies, such as asynchronous learning. Research into the use 
of web discussion boards has claimed that the out-of-class engagement 
with course content as well as the idea exchanges with classmates in this 
new format are ideal instantiations of collaborative learning—if carefully 
planned and integrated into the course (Berge, 1998; Bonk & King, 1998; 
Greenlaw & DeLoach, 2003; Scarce, 1997).

Johnson, Johnson, Stanne, and Garibaldi (1990) identified five key elements 
of collaborative learning: 
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Positive interdependence: Students organize themselves by assuming roles 
which facilitate their collaboration. 

Promotive interaction: Students take responsibility for the group’s learning 
by sharing knowledge as well as questioning and challenging each other.

Individual accountability: Each student is held responsible for taking 
an active part in the group’s activities, completing his/her own designated 
tasks, and helping other students in their learning.

Social skills: Students use leadership skills, including making decisions, 
developing consensus, building trust, and managing conflicts.

Self-evaluation: Students assess individual and collective participation to 
ensure productive collaboration.

COLLABORATIVE TECHNOLOGIES

Use of collaborative technology does not automatically produce a collab-
orative environment. Instructors must design the use of technologies and 
the learning environment to encourage collaborative work (Bonk & King, 
1998). The focus of this article is to identify the curricular implementations 
of asynchronous web discussions which determined their effectiveness in 
promoting collaborative learning in graduate level teacher training courses. 
The effectiveness is evaluated against Johnson et al.’s (1990) criteria previ-
ously described.

While synchronous technologies—such as chat, MOOs, and MUDs—have 
been found useful in promoting collaboration in highly interactive environ-
ments (Nunan, 1999a), the resulting high level of interactivity, however, ne-
cessitates more collaboration on procedural matters than substantive issues 
(Sengupta, 2001) and leads to message overlaps and little time to formulate 
and articulate—let alone type—ideas. This is particularly problematic for 
nonnative speakers (Kahmi-Stein, 2000a; O’Malley, 1995).

In contrast, asynchronous technologies—such as listservs, email, and 
discussion boards—allow collaborators time to deliberate (Merron, 1998), 
thus promoting reflection, providing opportunities to test understanding, and 
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promoting critical thought (Jonassen, 1994; Kahmi-Stein, 2000b; Scarce, 
1997). Similarly, they encourage reflection on course materials (Chong, 
1998; Collins & Berge, 1996; Greenlaw & DeLoach, 2003; Lamy & Good-
fellow, 1999; Ocker & Yaverbaum, 1999). Discussion boards, specifically, 
have been found to promote more substantive—as opposed to procedur-
al—information in comparison to synchronous technologies (Irvine, 2000; 
Sengupta, 2001). Asynchronous technologies also promote productive 
social relations (Collins & Berge, 1996; Kahmi-Stein, 2000b; Sengupta). 
For students in teacher training classes, asynchronous discussions can pro-
vide different perspectives on course materials, teaching practices, as well 
as teaching resources and experiences (Kahmi-Stein, 2000a; Kahmi-Stein, 
2000b; Sengupta).

IMPLEMENTATION

Asynchronous web discussions were incorporated for five semesters into 
the curriculum of graduate level Teaching English to Speakers of Other 
Languages (TESOL) teacher training courses. Each semester, an average of 
15-20 students per class participated in the assignment, which entailed post-
ing messages to the course discussion board available through BlackBoard 
course management software. Students in nine classes overall were native 
speakers of English and about 20% nonnative speakers from predominantly 
Asian backgrounds. The students ranged in age from early 20s to late 50s 
and had varying levels of teaching experience.

At the beginning of each semester, students were introduced to the assign-
ment and technology, which was regularly used in other courses in the 
program as well. Introduction to the assignment also included a rationale 
for use of the technology and an explanation of how student contributions 
would be evaluated. Over the course of five semesters, the assignment 
requirements were modified each time—some more, some less—along 
eight parameters in response to student surveys at the end of the semester 
(Table 1). While some students’ participation overlapped for more than one 
semester, other students participated in only one semester (but tended to be 
familiar with the technology from other courses in the program).

As can be seen from Table 1, the discussion board assignment was adapted 
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Table 1 
Parameters and Changes of Discussion Board Assignments  

over Five Semesters

Note: changes from semester to semester are indicated by shaded cells

Parameters
Semester #1
Spring 2000

Semester #2
Fall 2000

Semester #3
Spring 2001

Semester #4
Fall 2001

Semester #5
Spring 2002

Preparation Assignment 
direc-
tions and evalua-
tion form pro-
vided

Explanation of
assignment type, 
posting proce-
dures, evaluation 
criteria during
first class

Explanation of
assignment type,
posting proce-
dures, evaluation
criteria in class
& posted on 
web-
site

Explanation of 
assignment type, 
posting proce-
dures, evaluation
tion criteria during
first class; hand-
out on posting 
procedures in 
first/ second class
and posted on
website

Assignment dis-
cussed/ 
designed 
with students’ 
input; directions 
and evaluation
criteria then pro-
vided on 
handout
and posted on
website

Group Assign-
ment

Ss assigned to 
small groups by
instructor

None None None None 

No. of Postings
and Topics

1 per week min.
(= 12 per sem.);
discussion of 
course content 
and relevant lan-
guage learning /
teaching exper-
iences

6 per semester
minimum;
responses to 
prompts designed
to engage discus-
sion of  course 
content and rele-
vant language 
learning/teaching
experiences

4 per semester
minimum;
responses to 
prompts 
designed
to engage 
discus-
sion of  course 
content and rele-
vant language 
learning/teaching
experiences

4 per semester 
minimum 
(1 initiation, 3 
responses), plus
required initial 
trial posting;
prompts and res-
ponses to relate 
to weekly class 
topics

3 per semester
(1 posting of 
tuto-
rial log plus 
ques-
tions; 2 
responses
to classmates’
logs/questions);
questions and
responses to rel-
ate to actual
teaching exper.

Type of Postings Coherent group
discussion: con-
nections to group
members’ post-
ings and referen-
ces to course 
mat-
erials required

Individual web
board messages:
connections to 
classmates’ 
postings and ref-
erences to course 
materials required

Individual web
board messages:
connections to 
classmates’ 
postings and ref-
erences to 
course 
materials 
required

Individual web
board messages:
connections to 
classmates’ 
postings and ref-
erences to course 
materials required

Individual web
board mes-
sages; 
references to 
course mat-
erials required

Prompt Student initiated
and maintained

Instructor provid-
ed; available for
each week on 
web
site from begin-
ning of semester

Instructor provid-
ed; available for
each week on 
web
site from begin-
ning of semester

Student initiated, 
based on sign-up 
list determined at 
beginning of 
semester – each 
student initiates 
once

Student initiated 
postings of their
tutorial logs with
questions for
classmates
(sign-up list 
determined at 
beginning of 
semester)

Instructor Role Observer during/ 
evaluator after
discussion

Observer, evalua-
tor

Observer, 
evalua-
tor

Observer, evalua-
tor

Observer, 
evalua-
tor
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each semester along eight parameters: preparation, group assignments, 
number, topic, and type of posting, prompt, instructor’s role, evaluation, 
and carry-over into class meetings. Assignment preparation, especially 
from semester 1 to semester 2, became more explicit and included detailed 
posting instructions. After semester 3, posting instructions as well as evalu-
ation criteria remained posted on each course’s website. Semester 4 also 
required an initial trial posting to ensure that all students had familiarized 
themselves with the posting process (this was not necessary in semester 5 
as all students in that semester had posted in semester 4).

The assigned groups in semester 1 gave way to a loser structure in sub-
sequent semesters where the discussion was open to all classmates. The 
number of postings was reduced dramatically over the course of the five 
semesters: from every week in semester 1 to three per semester in semester 
5. The topics and type of posting remained stable for most of the semesters, 
requiring students to discuss course-related aspects and connect these to 
their own teaching and language learning experiences. In their discussions, 
students were to make explicit references to course materials and to make 
connections—semantically and linguistically—between their own and 
prior postings by classmates. Only the latter was abandoned in semester 5. 
Prompts changed from student-initiated to instructor-initiated, and shifted 
back to student-initiated versions in semesters 4 and 5. The difference be-
tween these last two semesters was students’ posting of questions relevant 
to their own teaching experiences during semester 5 rather than student-ini-
tiated prompts about the assigned course readings and class topics.

The instructor’s role is the only facet that remained essentially the same 
throughout the five semesters, but evaluation of postings shifted from ana-
lytic to holistic and then back again to more analytic criteria, determined 
with student input in semester 5. Carry-over from the web discussions into 
face-to-face class meetings shifted also, from minimal incorporation to de-
liberate and planned incorporation and eventually incorporation when class 
meetings presented appropriate opportunities to link the virtual discussion 
points with classroom discussion points.
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DISCUSSION

Positive Interdependence

Positive interdependence was realized in the web discussions through the 
requirement for students to develop their own system for initiating and 
managing communication. This applies most directly to semester 1, when 
students were assigned to small groups and had to determine on their own 
who would start a weekly discussion thread within the group and the order 
in which other group members would respond. This allowed students to de-
velop positive interdependence by choosing their own method for organiz-
ing and facilitating collaboration.

During the second and subsequent semesters, the small group structure was 
dissolved in favor of whole class postings available to all course partici-
pants. Also, since prompts in semesters 2 and 3 were instructor-initiated and 
reduced in number, the resulting individual postings did not promote posi-
tive interdependence of students by providing a structure which facilitated 
each group’s discussion in the same way as in semester 1 (Benbunan-Fich 
& Hiltz, 1999; Greenlaw & DeLoach, 2003). This type of jointly developed 
structure was also lacking in semesters 4 and 5, despite the fact that students 
initiated their own prompts. Nevertheless, in semester 5 students who were 
assigned to post their teaching logs and questions in a given month had to 
post in timely fashion to allow sufficient time for their classmates to re-
spond. It appears though that positive interdependence might be more likely 
realized in small autonomous discussion groups that are left to set their own 
discussion agendas than in whole class virtual discussions that are prestruc-
tured by set topics and minimum number of required postings.

Promotive Interaction

Promotive interaction was promoted by the requirements that each student’s 
posting be related to course materials as well as linguistically and semanti-
cally connected to previous messages. Students thus presented their under-
standings, interpretations, and evaluations of course materials, providing a 
basis for other group members’ learning. Moreover, since students had to 
connect messages to those previously posted, students were prompted to 
build on other students’ understandings to co-create a clearer understand-
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ing of course materials and of their application (Benbunan-Fich & Hiltz, 
1999; Lamy & Goodfellow, 1999; Muirhead, 2000; Nunan, 1999a). Lin-
guistic connections not only provided language practice for the nonnative 
students in the courses, but also prompted students to carefully consider 
other students’ ideas and to clearly articulate their responses to those ideas 
(Berge, 1998). Students thus had to clearly link new information to previ-
ous knowledge of their classmates (Jonassen, 1994; Lamy & Goodfellow, 
1999). However, this was the one constraint that students in the first four 
semesters had the greatest difficulty adhering to, and with students’ input, 
this requirement was omitted in semester 5, asking students only to make 
explicit references to course materials to support their arguments.

While weekly messages were required for the first semester, the required 
number of postings was decreased in subsequent semesters. This allowed 
students to respond to prompts that were of special interest to them, and it 
also allowed them to tailor the assignment schedules of their various classes 
to their own needs. However, since posting prompts in semesters 2 and 
3 were already predetermined by the instructor at the outset of the given 
semester, the virtual discussions allowed perhaps too little opportunity to 
complete an interesting line of discussion that may have been raised in 
class. In semesters 4 and 5, a change for the better resulted from the student-
initiated prompts: students were able to transfer a line of discussion to the 
discussion board based on course readings, class discussions, or interest. 
This prompted more thoughtful collaboration with the discussion since the 
topics were of potentially greater interest to students than those formulated 
by the instructor in semesters 2 and 3 (Kahmi-Stein, 2000b; Ocker & Yaver-
baum, 1999).

The web discussions also allowed students to share information about their 
own linguistic, cultural, and social backgrounds (Benbunan-Fich & Hiltz, 
1999; Kahmi-Stein, 2000a,b). Not only did students provide information of 
personal interest, but the requirement to focus on course-related materials 
prompted students to build on course related aspects from their own socio-
cultural and teaching perspectives. This type of information sharing promot-
ed the learning of all group members. However, some limited promotive in-
teraction may have been due to the decreasing number of required postings 
over the five semesters—resulting in isolated participation in noncontinuous 
discussions—and unfamiliarity with other students’ teaching situations. In 
each class, students straddled different teaching realities (from elementary 
ESL to adult ESL and preacademic ESL) and different levels of teaching ex-
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perience. Some students may not have felt sufficiently knowledgeable about 
the teaching reality of another student to engage in a constructive discussion 
of the topics. However, the posting format in semester 5 appeared to provide 
a fertile forum for providing and sharing teaching suggestions, informed by 
both what students were learning in the course as well as their own con-
current and past teaching experiences. As students shared concrete logs of 
lessons they had taught or tutored, of materials they had used, and problems 
they had run into, the postings provided tangible teaching instantiations; and 
students became more willing to share knowledge and teaching suggestions 
as well as question each other’s approaches.

Absence of direct instructor involvement in the virtual discussions may 
have prevented more constructive collaboration among the students (Gamas 
& Solberg, 1997). Instructor involvement could perhaps have guided post-
ings so that they were more collaborative and reflective instead of descrip-
tive in nature (Muirhead, 2000). For all semesters, however, students found 
the discussions to be useful in terms of promoting their own understanding 
of course materials. The sharing of information and collaborative construc-
tion of understanding of course materials was seen by a number of students 
to be the greatest benefit, especially in semester 5.

Individual Accountability 

Over the course of all five semesters, students were held individually 
accountable for their participation through the assignment of individual 
grades. Evaluations of individual participation shifted from analytical as-
sessment to holistic and then back to analytical. In fact, in semester 5, it 
was the students who developed the analytical criteria according to which 
they wanted to be evaluated. In contrast to holistic evaluation, an analytical 
scale was able to better pinpoint those areas in which the students’ postings 
could be improved, such as “You provide concrete suggestions with specific 
examples” and “You support your response with references to course read-
ings and class discussions.” However, accountability in terms of group 
collaboration was greatest in semesters 1 and 5: in semester 1, all students 
had to participate each week to make the discussion work. In semester 5, the 
students’ roles—which shifted each month—as poster of one’s teaching log 
and responder to the questions posted required them to provide both input 
and responses for their classmates.
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Individual accountability was less realized in the carry-over of the virtual 
discussions into the classroom. Deliberate integration of discussion points 
into face-to-face class meetings was minimal, or initiated by the instruc-
tor only, in the first three semesters. In semester 1, it was difficult for the 
instructor to predict what direction and topics the student discussion groups 
would pursue; in semesters 2 and 3, since the posting prompts were deter-
mined by the instructor, integration of these weekly topics into class discus-
sion was more feasible, but it was also often hampered by unpredictable 
turns of the ongoing face-to-face class meetings each week. Sometimes an 
aspect dealt with in class took longer than expected or raised other immedi-
ate student involvement so that the points students may have raised in the 
web discussions could not be addressed. Therefore, students did not have 
to feel accountable for what they had written in their postings. In semester 
4 and attempt was made to have the student initiator for each week sum-
marize and comment on the postings made during that week, thus increasing 
individual accountability of not only the initiator, but also the other students 
for timely responses to the prompt. This would also have been a useful com-
ponent in semester 5, where the students who posted questions could have 
discussed useful teaching tips obtained in responses.

Social Skills

Social skills were sharpened through the assignment particularly in semester 
1 since students had to work with group members to assure the success of 
the group’s discussions. Students not only had to negotiate the initiation of 
topics, express approval and disapproval, structure arguments, and encour-
age others, but also had to use socially appropriate English to do so. The 
assignment also provided all students in all five semesters opportunities to 
develop their discussion skills in writing, which are important in academic 
classes where group work is prominent and successful collaboration par-
tially determines grades.

In semester 5, the initiative of the students in determining the parameters 
of the web discussions as well as the evaluation criteria proved to be very 
important to productive collaborative learning from classmates’ postings. 
When students posted their tutorial logs with questions, they served as 
models of social interaction and placed themselves in a potentially vulner-
able position by seeking advice on a perceived problem in their teaching. 
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The responses and advice provided social as well as pedagogic support 
that aided all students, especially those who seemed reticent or reluctant to 
participate in face-to-face class meetings or had little teaching experience. 
Students pointed out commonalities and teaching difficulties they all shared 
and commended each other for offering valuable advice (Sengupta, 2001).

The asynchronous technology of the discussion board postings itself provid-
ed a nonthreatening environment in which some students felt comfortable 
interacting socially with other students. Some students who rarely partici-
pated in class were very productive group members in the web discus-
sions throughout all five semesters; this is especially true for the nonnative 
speakers in the classes. This beneficial aspect of asynchronous technologies 
has been noted by a number of researchers (Greenlaw & DeLoach, 2003; 
Kahmi-Stein, 2000b).

Self-evaluation

Self-evaluation was encouraged, but not required, by means of a clear 
evaluation system with analytic criteria, especially in semesters 1 and 5. 
Self-evaluation was probably more difficult for students to do in semes-
ters 2, 3, and 4 as the criteria may have been less clear to them; students’ 
postings were evaluated holistically and were returned to them only with 
comments as to what could have been done better, but no proactive means 
for improving their postings was included. Especially in the last semester, 
the provision of a set of analytic evaluation criteria, developed with student 
input and available on the course web site throughout the semester, as well 
as instructor evaluations, provided students the tools to evaluate their mes-
sages before and after posting. However, it was surprising that students did 
apparently not use the available criteria as a means for self-evaluation as 
the many postings that were lacking in one or more of the criteria indicated. 
Thus, it may be useful to require students to complete an explicit element of 
self-evaluation and submit with their posting.

AN IDEAL WEB DISCUSSION FORMAT?

From the modifications made to the basic discussion board assignment over 
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the course of five semesters, it is possible to infer what might perhaps be the 
best way to promote collaborative learning through asynchronous tech-
nologies in TESOL teacher preparation courses. With respect to the eight 
parameters (Table 1), it appears that the five criteria of collaborative learn-
ing—positive interdependence, promotive interaction, individual account-
ability, social skills, self-evaluation—might best be realized in the following 
type of discussion board assignment (Table 2).

Table 2 
Recommended Assignment Structure

Web discussions should be designed with students input. This refers to the 
content, the frequency, the evaluation criteria, as well as to what form the 
carry-over into the classroom should take. As an accompaniment to courses 
in a teacher training program, students should make postings that relate to 
their teaching experiences. Especially if a practical teaching component is 
part of the courses as well, students appreciate a forum in which they can 
share, obtain, and provide advice on their current teaching experiences and 

Assignment 
Parameters

New Semester

Preparation Assignment discussed/ designed with students’ input: relating 
to ss’ teaching experiences during the semester; directions and 
evaluation criteria then provided on a handout and posted on 
website

Group Assignment Small groups – perhaps on monthly basis

No. of Postings and
Topics

3 per semester minimum (1 posting of teaching log plus ques-
tions; 2 responses to classmates’ logs/questions); additional 
postings within groups encouraged; perhaps one student as-
signed as discussant

Type of Postings Group discussion; references to course materials required

Prompt Student initiated postings about their teaching/tutoring with ques-
tions for classmates (sign-up list and monthly groups determined 
at beginning of semester)

Instructor Role Observer, evaluator; perhaps some participation

Evaluation Analytic ratings (criteria determined with students’ input); self-
evaluation based on criteria required and to be submitted with 
posting

Carry-over into 
Class Meetings

Each group to summarize/ discuss teaching related issues in 
specially designated class (perhaps once a month)
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reality. Posting directions and evaluation criteria should be available to 
students on the course web site throughout the course. Instructors should 
also consider assigning students to small stable groups on a monthly basis. 
This would allow students to realize positive interdependence as they would 
need to develop their own discussion agendas and to become more familiar 
with fellow students’ teaching situations. In a typical semester, groups might 
rotate three times, thus allowing students to build positive interdependence, 
promotive interaction, and social skills with all students in the class.

The number of postings in semester 5 seemed optimal (one posting of teach-
ing log and relevant questions; two responses to classmates’ teaching ques-
tions), as the students’ feedback indicated; and while the reduced number 
may have limited promotive interaction, the relevance students perceived 
in posting their teaching logs and questions, and the advice and sugges-
tions they received, outweighed this possible drawback. Students should 
also be required to support their postings with references to course materi-
als and discussions as they thus develop a deeper understanding of course 
content and simultaneously develop important academic skills. However, 
for this format to work smoothly, it needs to be determined at the outset of 
the semester who will post a log and who will provide responses during a 
given month. While some instructor participation—in the form of instruc-
tor provided teaching advice to students’ posted questions—may be useful, 
it should also not overtake the discussions. Students may feel much less at 
ease sharing their own suggestions if they perceive their own ideas to be of 
less expert quality than those of the instructor, and this could stifle positive 
interdependence and promotive interaction among the students.

Finally, students’ individual accountability and self-evaluation could be 
promoted by requiring them to complete a self-evaluation of their posting 
according to the criteria that were established with their input, and by allot-
ting classroom time for discussion of the teaching problems and suggestions 
students have shared in their virtual discussions.

CONCLUSION

Overall, web discussions are very useful in promoting productive collab-
orative learning, especially by extending classroom collaboration outside 
the classroom. Changes in implementation of the technology over the five 
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semesters affected the degree of positive interdependence. In semester 1, 
positive interdependence was probably greatest as students had to take 
responsibility for organizing their discussions in small groups on a weekly 
basis. In semesters 2, 3, and 4, positive interdependence was less optimally 
realized as postings occurred less often and did not occur within a group 
structure. In semester 5, the assignment again realized positive interdepen-
dence as students had to plan when to post their teaching logs and questions 
for classmates, but could perhaps have been enhanced by more frequent 
postings or reactions to classmates’ responses to the questions posted.

Promotive interaction enhanced learning within the web discussions, which 
in turn enriched classroom learning, in all five semesters. The opportunity, 
even though required, to discuss course content as well as teaching and 
learning experiences outside the classroom allowed all students to expand 
their perspectives on course readings and class discussions. However, the 
less frequent postings in semesters 3 and 4 needed to be counterbalanced by 
postings that students perceived as directly relevant in their journey toward 
becoming teachers; thus, the increased relevance of posting teaching-related 
questions and obtaining advice in semester 5 accomplished this goal. 

The discussion board postings also promoted social skills throughout the se-
mesters as students had to present opinions, support claims, agree, and dis-
agree in unabrasive ways. Finally, a return to analytical assessment criteria 
underlined individual accountability for participation and self-evaluation, 
but may need to be more explicitly incorporated into the students’ postings. 

Implementation of technologies must be carefully considered. The experi-
ence of this assignment over five semesters has shown that students will 
not necessarily use web discussions in a collaborative manner. Collabora-
tion can, however, be promoted through the provision of some structure, 
such as the provision of student initiated prompts that are relevant to the 
students’ concurrent teaching experiences, assigned posting responsibili-
ties (i.e., initiator or responder, and perhaps discussant), the requirement for 
regular postings, the need to make connections to course materials, and the 
requirement to include a self-evaluation according to criteria established. 
Last, the technology should be carefully integrated into the curriculum and 
carry-over into class meetings planned so that it is not viewed simply as a 
supplement to the course.
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