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AbStrAct
The purpose of this paper is to argue that communication technologies play a 
non-neutral rather than passive role in formulating both student and teacher 
identities in verbal and non-verbal social exchanges. Further research into group 
interaction within peer-based collaborative tools is required to determine how 
these cognitive tools can lead to higher levels of learning in students. For many 
years, educators have been exploring ways to improve teaching and learning 
practices with the help of technologically innovative tools. Cognitive tools used 
in collaborative learning environments support the interactive construction of 
knowledge during problem-solving processes as they promote students’ adop-
tion of an active learner mode. Increasingly, the social aspects of our e-learning 
environments are being used to inform how educational episodes should best be 
designed to take full advantage of the cognitive powers that students possess. 
While conceptual understandings are foremost to learning, we also need ways of 
expressing outwardly the representation of our concepts. Language, tools, symbols, 
and cues are the ways we objectify and communicate our concepts in everyday 
life inside and outside our classrooms. By furthering our understanding of vari-
ous e-learning cultures, cues and contexts, we can ensure that the best possible 
educational scenarios emerge.

internet commUnicAtion tecHnologieS And 
networKed leArning: identity formAtion 
tHroUgH SociAl excHAnge
Although instructors have always been faced with diversity in their classrooms, 
computer-mediated environments offer an even greater range of complex and 
multifaceted learning environments because of the shifts in geographic and tem-
poral boundaries, as well as the lack of interpersonal social cues in interpersonal 
communication. Understanding this type of communication within networked 
learning environments is worthy of further research as trends toward flexible 
learning environments (e.g., tele-learning; m-learning; e-learning) are physi-
cally separating teachers and learners between and among each other. A physical 
separation affects interpersonal communication within the learning process in 
various ways. For example, monitoring student cues is important with respect 
to the provision of opportunities to gain understanding of teaching effectiveness 
(McAlpine, Weston, Beauchamp, Wiseman, & Beauchamp, 1999). 

Building on prior knowledge, making thought processes more explicit, and 
developing organized knowledge structures are areas instructional psychologists 
have been intent on exploring for many years. Researchers have replaced a static 
notion of the learner with more dynamic process-oriented theories. Constructivist 
theories, although wide and varied, stress the social and active aspects of learn-
ing environments and advocate teachers acting more as guides than authoritar-
ians. The learner’s social and cultural interactions with the environment and the 
individual’s self-regulation in terms of what they might attribute to their successful 
or unsuccessful learning experiences have become more pronounced. Weiner’s 
attribution theory, for example, draws attention to attributions the learner makes 
explicit through self-monitoring, as well as the attribution cues that the teacher 
passes on to the students. When there is a separation between and among students 
and teachers, and communication technologies are used to facilitate the learning 

transactions, interpersonal communication processes change. These communica-
tion process changes, referred to by Moore as transactional distance, can alter 
expository teaching so significantly that new ways of teaching and learning are 
required (Kanuka, 2001; Moore & Kearsley, 2005). A good place to start in 
understanding these communication process changes is to begin with what we 
know about face-to-face interaction. 

pSycHo-SociAl relAtionS to pHySicAl proximity
One way Burgoon, Bonito, Ramirez Jr., Dunbar, Kam, & Fischer (2002) derive 
an understanding of interdependent message exchange is by defining the proper-
ties of face-to-face interactions through the senses. Varying degrees of cognitive, 
emotional, and behavioural engagement, the ease or smoothness of the interac-
tion, and perceptions of connection, receptivity, similarity and understanding 
all contribute to a rich, interactive experience. Nonverbal behaviours such as 
physical proximity, eye contact, touch, body orientation, and body lean enable 
sensory immersion and create psychological closeness as well as physical and 
social presence (Coker & Burgoon, 1987; Mehrabian, 1981; Short, Williams, & 
Christie, 1976). Two people in close proximity automatically share a heightened 
sense of mutual understanding, connection and common ground. In a study ex-
amining proximity, Burgoon et al.’s findings revealed that, “Actual or perceived 
distance can indeed weaken people’s task engagement, their sense of connection 
with one another, and the credibility they ascribe to task mates” (p. 671). Further 
research is identified as being required to focus explicitly on what nonverbal cues 
might be available to augment verbal information and how such cues are actually 
utilized in the interaction process. 

At a basic level, face-to-face interpersonal communication requires speakers and 
listeners to co-ordinate both content and process (Clark & Brennan, 1991; Whittaker, 
Brennan & Clark, 1991). Effective coordination of communication involves the 
construction and maintenance of shared beliefs, requiring listeners and speakers 
to infer and monitor each others’ understandings, in addition to their attitudes 
and motivation. Much of our personal interaction in face-to-face classroom set-
tings, which communicates our beliefs and intentions, requires paralinguistic and 
non-verbal cueing in addition to our individual utterances (Baron, 2000; Gram, 
Kanuka, Norris, 2004). Thus, both paralinguistic cueing and utterances infers a 
shared context that includes both linguistic and physical contexts (Grosz & Sidner, 
1986), as well as the management of the conversation, or ‘process coordination’ 
(Whittaker, 1995). Individual utterances alone do not adequately convey beliefs 
and intentions (Allen & Perrault, 1986; Searle, 1990; Whittaker, 1995). 

The importance of interpersonal communication on collaborative formations has 
been demonstrated by research. Research has revealed, for example, that people 
who are in close proximity to each other are more likely to communicate frequently. 
This, in turn, results in effective collaboration (see, for examples, Whittaker, 1995). 
Indeed, research has revealed that physical proximity has a significant impact on 
social and organizational knowledge, and we are more likely to not only be more 
familiar with the work of those who are close (e.g., an office next door; sitting in 
a chair next to us), but we are also more likely to respect the work of colleagues 
who are in close physical proximity (Kraut, Fish, Root, & Chalfonte, 1993).   
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cUeing in commUnicAtion And mediAtion
Theories on the impact of the non-verbal communication assert that paralinguistic 
cuing is critical to the management and coordination of the conversational content 
(Clark & Brennan, 1991). Non-verbal communication theories maintain that 
interpersonal communication requires cognitive cues (i.e., head nods and visual 
attention) (Clarke & Brennan, 1991; Clark & Schaefer, 1989), turn taking (i.e., head 
turning, posture, eye gaze) (Kendon, 1967) and social cueing (facial expression) 
(Argyle et al., 1974). The latter, social cueing, is of particular importance in the 
formation of learning communities as this element of communication includes 
negotiations, bargaining, and conflict resolutions (Whittaker, 1995) – elements 
essential to higher level thinking and learning skills (Kanuka & Anderson, 1998). 
Further, research has shown that when we have access to visual information, our 
interactions are more personal, less argumentative, broader in focus, and less 
likely to end in deadlock (Reid, 1977; Williams, 1977).

There is also evidence that suggests text-based communication can be highly dis-
ruptive in the turn-taking process (Collett, Kanuka, Blanchette, & Goodale, 1999). 
Aspects fundamental to interpersonal interactions that require timely feedback, 
switching speakers, and clarifications are reduced, or absent; in text-based com-
munications. Conversational turn-taking in this environment is also considerably 
more time consuming than face-to-face interactions making the communication 
system suitable for certain types of communication such as information exchanges 
which do not require fast, dynamic and animated exchanges. In teaching learners 
to learn, they become members in a community. They learn the social rules of 
that community, but also learn how to solve problems not just according to rules, 
but through good interpretations. Good interpretations involve the conceptual 
understanding of the roles and ways of interacting with a community. Producing 
and evaluating designs and policies is conceptually integrated with the person’s 
identity as a member of the group (Clancey, 1995). Tools, activities and signs are 
representations which also give us more direct access to the conceptual under-
standing inherent within a particular group. While cognitive approaches provide 
analyses of the ways a learner’s knowledge is structured, situative approaches 
provide analyses focused on the actions of individuals with material and informa-
tional systems in relation to one another. Cognitive studies which examine social 
interactions provide us with important clues about how communication can be 
used in e-learning environments to motivate students and stimulate their thought 
processes for deeper levels of learning and increased critical thinking skills.

commUnicAtion breAKdownS in e-leArning
Garrison, Anderson, & Archer (2000) present a model of community inquiry to 
distance educators that acts as a guide for the optimal use of computer conferencing 
transactions. They identify three elements essential to an educational transaction 
in discourse environments: cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching 
presence. These authors note that group cohesion is a strong indicator of social 
presence and that the quality of text-based discourse is heightened when students 
see themselves as part of a group rather than as individuals. With regard to how 
social presence develops, Garrison et al., assert that salient factors in participants’ 
developing and sharing social presence through mediated discourse is created 
through familiarity, skills, motivation, organizational commitment activities, 
and length of time in having used the media (p. 95). They also note, similar to 
Burgoon et al. (2002), that participants in computer mediated communication 
environments develop compensating strategies in the absence or reduction of 
visual cues (Garrison et al., 2000) and adapt technology to their communication 
practice (Burgoon, et al., 2002). 

Since simple information exchanges can be of limited benefit in student learn-
ing, distance educators remain committed to eliciting higher levels of thinking 
in asynchronous text-based communication environments. Jonassen (1997) pro-
posed that cognitive tools were best used as reflection tools to amplify, extend, 
and even reorganize human mental powers in order to help learners construct 
their own realities and complete challenging tasks. Cognitive tools using asyn-
chronous communication were thought to provide students with the opportunity 
to develop argument formation capabilities, increased written communication 
skills, greater complex problem-solving abilities, and increased opportunities for 
reflective deliberation (Abrami & Bures, 1996; Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 
2000; Hawkes, 2001; Winkelmann, 1995). Discourse models developed by Gar-
rison et al. (2000), as well as Gunawardena, Lowe, and Anderson (1997) sought 
to explain how students involved in online discussion should move from lower 
to higher levels of learning. However, in practice, researchers such as Angeli, 
Valanides, and Bonk (2003), Gunawardena and Zittle (1996), Gunawardena, 

Carabajal, and Lowe (2001), Kanuka and Anderson (1997), and Thomas (2002) 
all found evidence documenting how student discussions remain primarily at lower 
levels of thinking due to an absence of challenging, debating and/or defending 
between and among students (Kanuka & Rourke, 2005). In testing Garrison et 
al.’s (2000) model of critical discourse, Kanuka and Rourke (2005) determined 
that students remain mostly in the exploratory phase (phase two of four phases). 
Similarly, in tests of Gunawardena et al.’s (1997) model, students remained in 
the lower two phases of sharing and comparing information, and discovering and 
exploring dissonance. 

Further research into instructional strategies used in computer-mediated collab-
orative environments would provide even more empirical evidence of how these 
cognitive tools are able to promote higher order and critical thinking skills. To 
discover how higher levels of thinking might best be achieved in online discourse, 
Rourke and Kanuka (2005) conducted a study to analyze various types of instruc-
tional methods which incorporated discussion activities into their design. Specifi-
cally, within highly structured instructional methods (e.g., Webquests, Debates, 
and Deliberative Inquiry) findings revealed a denser concentration of discussion 
postings in the higher phases of critical discourse models. One explanation for 
these findings refers to discussion activities which explicitly require students to 
contend with one another’s assertions. Research has also shown that with text-
based computer mediated communication technologies, groups are less productive 
across tasks, have lower expressed satisfaction on tasks related to judgment, and 
lower cohesiveness than face-to-face groups (Straus, 1997). Moreover, computer 
mediated groups have less total communication, take more time to complete tasks 
than face-to-face groups (Hiltz, Johnson, & Turoff, 1986; Weisband, 1992) and 
experience higher rates of negative interpersonal communication (e.g., flaming). 
Alternatively, research has shown that face-to-face groups are more productive 
on all tasks and this difference becomes even greater when the number of task 
requirements increases (Straus, 1997). Hence, aspects of community important to 
higher education may be difficult to realize in text-based asynchronous computer-
mediated distance education environments (Gram, et al., 2004).

impAct of tecHnologieS on identity formAtion
Technology-mediated communication is a complex process. In particular, it is a 
complex multimodal process that involves not only speech, but also gaze, gesture, 
and facial expressions (Clark & Brennan, 1991, Clark, 1996). This research has 
given rise to the belief that multimodal technologies (such as video conferencing 
that provides both speech and vision) provide more effective communication than 
single mode technologies (such as audio conferencing or email and listservs).  
Somewhat surprisingly, research has not supported this assumption. A review of 
the research shows that speech alone can be as effective as speech plus video; 
under certain circumstances speech can be as effective as face-to-face communi-
cation and video is not significantly different from speech communication (Reid, 
1977; Whittaker, 2003). Some research has even revealed that adding visual 
information may impair critical aspects of spoken communication (Anderson, et 
al., 2000). Further, there is evidence from the research on communication media 
which indicates that audio systems (e.g., Elluminate, Centra), and audio and video 
systems (e.g., Web cams) can provide more effective interpersonal interactions 
than text-based communication systems alone (Collett, et al., 1999). Though, 
this research should be interpreted with caution, as low quality video systems 
(e.g., discontiguous visual and audio transmissions) may provide distractions to 
a point where the communication process and the quality can be severely eroded 
(Whittaker, 1995; Whittaker, 2003). Currently, Internet networking bandwidths 
do not support high quality and/or stable video and audio systems. 

Some research within the field of communication has also focused on aspects of 
media richness and/or the effects of filtered cues. Results of this research suggest 
that different communication media affect groups largely through differential 
transmission of social context cues (or paralinguistic cues). Text-based computer 
mediated communication is considered to be ‘social cueing poor’ as it limits the 
exchange of paralinguistic and interpersonal cues (e.g., age, sex, physical ap-
pearance) and other physical surroundings. Social cueing is an important aspect 
that facilitates and regulates interpersonal interaction, information and monitors 
feedback (Straus, 1997). Reductions in social cues through the use of reduced-
channel media (e.g., text-based communication tools) disrupts the flow of com-
munication causing difficulty in following and understanding discussions (Straus 
& McGrath, 1994). This can result in diminishing the intensity of interpersonal 
interactions and social connectedness, as well as increasing a sense of anonymity 
and feelings of depersonalization (Straus, 1997). In a depersonalized context, in 
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turn, there is reduced motivation to share personal information and/or inquire 
about others, as well as reduced expressive communication (Hiltz, et al., 1986). 
Explanations for these results tend to revolve around the belief that the time and 
effort required to type versus speak results in considerably less communication 
in text-based discussions than face-to-face in addition to difficulties in follow-
ing and understanding the text without supplementary social cues, adding to the 
cognitive workload (Straus, 1997). 

Groups have access to a variety of interchanges: students of the same age inter-
acting with their peers, younger students interacting with older students, and all 
students interacting with the instructor or various experts. Through this reciprocal 
interchange among several groups, novices adjust their perceptions and make new 
choices of language and activities. The computer is used as a tool to facilitate 
multiple interactions, since students of various ages are commonly placed in the 
same e-learning classroom. Younger students experience social relations differently 
from their instructors or older classmates, since the machines they use to mediate 
their communication often substitutes for face-to-face relations (e.g., Internet 
chats, cell phones). These technologies enable private subcultures to grow and 
exist in the public sphere. Hayles (2004) states that our ideas of the body change 
along with cultural changes, and declares that body boundaries intermingling with 
technology and information-rich environments leads to shifts in habits, postures, 
enactments, and perceptions. 

diScUSSion
While there is much we do not know about technology-mediated communication, 
we can glean from this literature that communication is a complex process. The 
purpose of this paper is to argue that communication and all its complexities in 
social interaction needs to be considered in terms of shaping both student and 
teacher identities with technology playing a non-neutral rather than passive role. 
Understanding how the non-neutral effects of technology affects students’ experi-
ences within the social context of distance learning could also provide distance 
educators with better insight into designing improved instructional environments 
which promote critical discourse while addressing a greater number of students’ 
individual needs. Through social interactions in a local community-based practice, 
language, tools, symbols, and cues are used to objectify and communicate our 
concepts. Diminished social cues have also been shown to engender social apathy 
and foster socially undesirable behaviour. Students enter into dialogue with one 
another having also come from diverse ethnicities and a variety of personal experi-
ences largely shaped by the technological devices which enable specific types of 
communication in the society within which they have been immersed. Important 
clues contained in interactive processes between humans in social networked 
systems may provide an increased level of adjustment by these systems to address 
the level of cognitive support required by learners. By furthering our understanding 
of various e-learning processes, we can ensure that the best possible educational 
scenarios emerge and are translated from theory into practice.    

  

referenceS
Abrami, P. C. & Bures, E. M. (1996). Computer-supported collaborative learning and 

distance education. American Journal of Distance Education, 10(2), 37-42.
Allen, J & Perrault, R. (1986). Analyzing intentions in utterances. In B. Grosz, K. 

Sparck-Jones & B. Webber Eds. Readings In Natural Language Processing. 
Los Altos, California: Morgan Kaufmann.

Anderson,  A.H.,  Smallwood,  L.,  MacDonald,  R.,  Mullin,  J.,  Fleming,  A.  & 
O’Malley, C. (2000) Video data and video links in mediated communication: 
what do users value? International  Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 
52(1), 165-187.

Angeli, C., Valanides, N., & Bonk, C. J. (2003). Communication in a web-based 
conferencing system: The quality of computer-mediated interactions. British 
Journal of Educational Technology, 34(1), 31-43.

Argyle, M., Lefebvre, L., & Cook, M. (1974). The meaning of five patterns of 
gaze. European Journal of Social Psychology, 4, 125-136.

Baron, N. S. (2000). Alphabet to email. How written English evolved and where 
it’s heading. New York: Routledge.

Burgoon, J. K., Bonito, J. A., Ramirez Jr., A., Dunbar, N. E., Kam, K., & Fischer, 
J. (2002). Testing the interactivity principle: Effects of mediation, Propinquity, 
and verbal and nonverbal modalities in interpersonal interaction. Journal of 
Communication, 52, 657 – 677. 

Clancey,W. J. (1995) A tutorial on situated learning. Proceedings of the International 
Conference on Computers and Education (Taiwan) Self, J. (Ed.) Charlottes-
ville, VA: AACE. 49-70, 1995. Available: http://cogprints.org/323/00/139.
htm [Accessed 2004-12-23].

Clark, H. (1996). Using language. Cambridge University Press. 
Clark H. & Brennan, S. (1991). Grounding in communication. In L.B. Resnick, 

J. Levine & S. TEASLEY, Eds. Perspectives on socially shared cognition. 
Washington DC, APA Press.

Clark, H., & Schaefer, E. (1989). Contributing to discourse. Cognitive Science, 
13, 259-292.

Coker, D. A., & Burgoon, J. K. (1987). The nature of conversational involve-
ment and nonverbal encoding patterns. Human Communication Research, 
13, 463-494.

Collett, D., Kanuka, H., Blanchette, J., & Goodale, C. (1999). Learning technologies 
in distance education. Edmonton, AB: University of Alberta.

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2000). Critical inquiry in a text-based 
environment: Computer conferencing in higher education. The Internet and 
Higher Education, 2(2-3) 87-105.

Gram, N. P., Kanuka, H., &, Norris, S. P. (2004). Distance education environ-
ments, higher education, and the concern for community. PAACE Journal of 
Lifelong Learning, 13, 39-56.

Grosz, B. & Sidner, C. (1986). Attentions, intentions and the structure of discourse. 
Computational Linguistics, 12, 175-204.

Gunawardena, C., Carabajal, K., & Lowe, C. A. (2001). Critical analysis of 
models and 

 methods used to evaluate online learning networks. (ERIC Document Re-
production Service No. ED456159).

Gunawardena, C., Lowe, C., & Anderson, T. (1997). Analysis of a global online 
debate and the development of an interaction analysis model for examin-
ing social construction of knowledge in computer conferencing. Journal of 
Educational Computing Research, 17 (4), 395-429.

Gunawardena, C. N., & Zittle, F. J. (1996). Social presence as a predictor of 
satisfaction within a computer-mediated conferencing environment. The 
American Journal of Distance Education, 1997, 11(3), 8-26.

Hawkes, M. (2001). Variables of interest in exploring the reflective outcomes 
of network-based communication. Journal of Research on Computing in 
Education, 33(3), 299-315.

Hayles, K. N., (2004). Flesh and metal: Reconfiguring the mindbody in virtual 
environments. In R. Mitchell & P. Thurtle (Eds.), Data made flesh: Embody-
ing Information (pp. 229-248). NY: Routledge.

Hiltz, S. R., Johnson, K., Turoff, M. (1986). Experiments in group decision making: 
Disinhibition, deindividuation, and group process in pen name and real name 
computer conferences. Decision Support Systems, 5, 217-232. 

Kanuka, H. (2001). University student perceptions of the use of the web in 
distance delivered programs. The Canadian Journal of Higher Education, 
31(3), 49-71.

Kanuka, H., & Anderson, T. (1997). On-line forums: New platforms for profes-
sional development and group collaboration. Journal of Computer Mediated 
Communication 3(3). Retrieved January 5, 2006, from www.ascusc.org/jcmc/
vol3/issue3/anderson.html#Professional

Kanuka, H. & Anderson, T. (1998). On-line social interchange, discord, and 
knowledge construction. Journal of Distance Education, 13(1), 57-74.

Kanuka, H., & Rourke, L. (2005). Questioning eLearning: What’s gained and 
what’s lost? Manuscript submitted for publication.

Kendon, A. (1967). Some functions of gaze direction in social interaction. Acta 
Psychologica, 26, 1-47.

Kraut, R., Fish, R., Root, B. & Chalfonte, B. (1993). Informal communication in 
organizations. In R. Baecker Ed.,Groupware and Computer Supported Co-
operative Work. San Mateo, California: Morgan Kaufman.

McAlpine, L., Weston, C., Beauchamp, C., Wiseman, C., & Beauchamp J. (1999). 
Monitoring Student Cues: Tracking Student Behaviour in Order to Improve 
Instruction in Higher Education. The Canadian Journal of Higher Educa-
tion, 29( 2), 113-144.

Mehrabian, A. (1981). Silent messages: Implicit communication of emotions and 
attitudes (2nd ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Moore, M., & Kearsley, G. (2005) Distance education: A systems view (2nd ed) 
(Belmont, CA, Thompson Wadsworth).

Reid, A. (1977). Comparing the telephone with face-to-face interaction. In I. Pool 
Ed., The Social Impact of the Telephone, pps 386-414. Cambridge, MA: IT.



880  2007 IRMA International Conference

Copyright © 2007, Idea Group Inc. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of Idea Group Inc. is prohibited.

Rourke, L. & Kanuka, H. (2005). Barriers to online critical discourse. Manuscript 
submitted for publication.

Searle, J. (1990). Collective intentionality. In P. Cohen, J. Morgan & M. Pollack 
Eds. Intentions in Communication. Cambridge, MA.: MIT Press.

Short , J., Williams, E., & Christie, B. (1976). The social psychology of telecom-
munications. London: Wiley.

Straus, S. G. & McGrath, J. E. (1994). Does the medium matter: The interaction 
task and technology on group performance and member reactions. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 79, 87-97. 

Straus, S. G. (1997). Technology, group process, and group outcomes: Testing the 
connections in computer-mediated and face-to-face groups. Human-Computer 
Interaction, 12(3), 227-266.

Thomas, M. (2002). Learning within incoherent structures: The space of online 
discussion forums. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 18, 351-366.

Weisband, S. P. (1992). Group discussion and first advocacy effects in computer-
mediated and face-to-face decision making groups. Organizational Behavior 
and Human Decision Processes, 53, 352-380.

Whittaker, S. (1995). Rethinking video as a technology for interpersonal com-
munication: Theory and design implications. International Journal of Human-
Computer Studies, 42(5), 501-529. 

Whittaker, S. (2003). Things to talk about when talking about things. Human 
Computer Interaction, 18(2), 149-170.

Whittaker, S., Brennan, S., & Clark, H.H. (1991). Co-ordinating activity: an analysis 
of computer supported cooperative work. In Proceedings of CHI’91 Human 
Factors in Computing Systems, 361-367, New York: ACM Press.

Williams, E. (1977). Experimental comparisons of face-to-face and mediated 
communication. Psychological Bulletin, 16, 963-976.

Winkelmann, C. L. (1995). Electronic literacy, critical pedagogy, and collaboration: 
A case for cyborg writing. Computers and the Humanities, 29(6), 431-448.



 

 

0 more pages are available in the full version of this document, which may be

purchased using the "Add to Cart" button on the publisher's webpage: www.igi-

global.com/proceeding-paper/internet-communication-technologies-networked-

learning/33206

Related Content

Students' Experiences of Emotional Connection with Pedagogical Agents
Maggi Savin-Baden, Gemma Tombs, Roy Bhaktaand David Burden (2015). Encyclopedia of Information

Science and Technology, Third Edition (pp. 1380-1391).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/students-experiences-of-emotional-connection-with-pedagogical-agents/112538

Intelligent Furniture Design for Elderly Care at Home in the Context of the Internet of Things
Deyu Luo (2023). International Journal of Information Technologies and Systems Approach (pp. 1-15).

www.irma-international.org/article/intelligent-furniture-design-for-elderly-care-at-home-in-the-context-of-the-internet-of-

things/320764

Blended Learning
José Alberto Lencastreand Clara Pereira Coutinho (2015). Encyclopedia of Information Science and

Technology, Third Edition (pp. 1360-1368).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/blended-learning/112536

Risk Management via Digital Dashboards in Statistics Data Centers
Atif Amin, Raul Valverdeand Malleswara Talla (2020). International Journal of Information Technologies and

Systems Approach (pp. 27-45).

www.irma-international.org/article/risk-management-via-digital-dashboards-in-statistics-data-centers/240763

The Systems View of Information Systems from Professor Steven Alter
David Paradice (2008). International Journal of Information Technologies and Systems Approach (pp. 91-98).

www.irma-international.org/article/systems-view-information-systems-professor/2541

http://www.igi-global.com/proceeding-paper/internet-communication-technologies-networked-learning/33206
http://www.igi-global.com/proceeding-paper/internet-communication-technologies-networked-learning/33206
http://www.igi-global.com/proceeding-paper/internet-communication-technologies-networked-learning/33206
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/students-experiences-of-emotional-connection-with-pedagogical-agents/112538
http://www.irma-international.org/article/intelligent-furniture-design-for-elderly-care-at-home-in-the-context-of-the-internet-of-things/320764
http://www.irma-international.org/article/intelligent-furniture-design-for-elderly-care-at-home-in-the-context-of-the-internet-of-things/320764
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/blended-learning/112536
http://www.irma-international.org/article/risk-management-via-digital-dashboards-in-statistics-data-centers/240763
http://www.irma-international.org/article/systems-view-information-systems-professor/2541

