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Experiences with a Social Learning Environment 



Research Framework 

1) Technology enhanced learning environments 

can promote, foster, and support student 

ownership and autonomy 

(Clayton & Ardito, 2009; Ardito, 2010; Ardito 

2018) 



Research Framework 

2) There is a positive relationship between the 

development of (student) learning networks and 

student achievement. 

(Ardito, 2018) 



Conceptual Framework 

(It’s their fault!) 



Conceptual Framework 

Paulsen’s Model of Cooperative 

Freedoms 

Community of Inquiry Model 

(Garrison, et al.) 



Conceptual Framework 

 “Connectivism is the thesis that knowledge is distributed across a network of 

connections, and therefore that learning consists of the ability to construct and 

traverse those networks.” 

 Khatabi & Fouladchang, 2015 



Research Questions 

1) How does participation in a social learning 

platform shape the work and outcomes of 

higher ed students? 

2) What happens to the role of teacher in this 

social network learning setting? 



The Platform: Pace Commons 



The Platform: Pace Commons 



The Platform: Pace Commons 



Why Elgg? 

 Solid design and architecture 

 Very customizable 

 Access options  are fluid 



The Courses (so far) 

 CS for Educators (online) 

 Teaching Methods Courses – Adolescent 

Teaching Methods, Science Teaching Methods 

(face to face) 

 Educational Psychology (online) 

 Learning Environments (online) 



What Was Supposed to Happen 



What Actually Happened? 



A Tale of Two Courses 

 Face to face course 

 Undergraduates (sophomores) 

 Homogeneous cohort - all 

teacher candidates 

 Online course 

 Graduate students 

 Heterogeneous cohort – novice 

and advanced ed tech 

students, literacy specialists 

 



(Fuzzy) Metrics 

 # Spontaneous 

Posts/Interactions  

 _________________ 

 

 # Non-Spontaneous 

Posts/Interactions 

1) User Feedback and Activity  

2) Ratio – Spontaneous Activity and Interactions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3) Social Network Graphs 



User Feedback 

 Pros 

 More natural ways of 

communicating 

 User friendly 

 “Feels” better than LMS 

Reported Pros and Cons 

 Cons 

 Too many options/pathways 

 What is expected isn’t always 

clear. 

 Less structured/predictable 

than LMS 



User Activity 



User Activity 



User Activity 



Spontaneous Activity and Interactions 



Spontaneous Activity and Interactions 

 CS for Teachers 

 Most if not all course related 

interactions are happening 

online 

 Work was less teacher 

centered – less content and 

more application 

Some interpretations 

 TCH 215 

 Most if not all course 

interactions are happening 

either in person or between 

friends. 

 Work was content heavy and 

relied on teacher feedback 

 Students reported more 

concerns with compliance – 

doing what they were told – 

more risk averse 



Network Structures 

    CS for Teachers           TCH 215 

Baran, P. (1964). On distributed communications networks. IEEE transactions on Communications Systems, 12(1), 1-9. 



Distrbuted “Teacher Presence”!? 



Next Steps: Social  Network Analysis 



Questions? Comments? 



Please be in touch 

 gardito@pace.edu 

 Twitter: geraldardito 

mailto:gardito@pace.edu

