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In face-to-face team conversations, contributions * Multiple sections of “Introduction to Engineering,” * There are more t-units produced in the chat * |n the face-to-face meetings, it is common for one
are often skewed, with a few members speaking a Fall 2011-Winter 2013. All sections are design- conversations, but that difference goes away when or a few team members to speak a lot and for one
lot and others speaking very little. build-test. “politeness/convention™ and “expressing or a few members to speak very little (in fact, in 4
The “silenced” members are often minorities in o | | Figure 1. agreement’ codes are excluded from analysis. | of the 15 face-to-face transcripts, one team
the class (in my case, female students and non- it?r?setpjit\évfrk believe that some of these contributions happen member did not spgak at all, gxcgpt for
native English speakers). assigned nonverbally in the face-to-face conversation. “pol|t§ness/convent|on” contributions (for example,
teams of ~4 or » Conversations in online chat are much more greetings).
£|\3/| St“tde”tst; “democratic,” with more balanced participation * This imbalance is ameliorated in the online chats.
The patterns of privilege that silence ‘ haospen;i:;fs among group members. See Figure 3 for the Of the 39 transcriptions of teams meeting in the
speakers might be disrupted by to-face in a lab relative distribution of t-units produced by the chat space, none of them include a silent team
environment. participants. member.

characteristics of online chat.

T . | . o W 1 | E]i‘gau\/reGrzéeDi;;rrit?gigz:ion g » Female students participate more in the online
® Part|C|pat|on on teams N the Chat Photo Cred|t.. J.oseph Xu. Pictured: Ne|I.SyaI, Somya GuE)ta, Botas Boke, Kelly WOJ?Ik. in 121 (left) and chat SpaCe. It iS eXpeC’[ed that 3 Similar reSUIt mlgh’[ be
environment will be more balanced, ° _”g!a!;ealr'(‘j m?et'f‘dg’ to Wh('jCh St_Udet”tStbgqg | gﬁgrt])cjgmlgggon 3 Most Active found among other at-risk groups, with a larger
: g ndividual design ideas and are instructed to leave , Paricipant
" i : ‘1A the chat east Active Sam le'
with fewer students cont"bytmg much meeting with a shared plan to begin building. Teams environment £f i _
more or much less than their peers. assigned to meet via Google Collaboration tools chat implementation Notes
* ¥Women in the chat environment wil =8 Leams) or lace-{o-1ace {11 teams). » At-test of the standard deviations of the members’ * Google Apps Interfaces well with UM's system; |
participate more than women in the * Students completed a survey about their L invited student teams to Google Drawings using
t f th i =198 student contributions on chat and face-to-face teams . .
: perceptions of the experience (n=198 students). o their UM IDs. Setting up 12 documents for a class
face-to-face environment. e suggests that contribution is more balanced of 57 students took ~15 minutes
- : : S Nbing (standard deviation is smaller) in the chat condition |
* Non-native English speakers in the Students in . .

_ _ T . wrtitweraais. zpvoppesas | g o (p<.05). » Though Google Drawing was a new collaboration
chat environment will participate more L Dosspependodanoniopcitven | dition used - — tool for students, they picked it up quickly, as they
than non-native English speakers in % Ve, L T = ‘ Google Preliminary Results: Participation by Gender generally have experience with other drawing
the face-to-face environment. o BLaSWr'Sgntizg'S 2 Differences between men tools.

chat to N o e . FuueWok
Characteristics of Online Chat brainstorm % 08 —— cllvat.]gondt/t/gntshar i 05
their design. S 06 Wormen ng’ﬂ’feagif;efem’i 09) Ongoing coding for rhetorical purpose and object of-
g = Men . discussion to help me answer a series of questions
» Less synchronous: There is time to pause, collect _ > between women in the bout batt fp einat |
. Example Transcript 02 two condlitions is also about patterns ot participation.
thoughts, and then type. Multiple people can type significant (p<.07). |
at once (and so respond to the same thought). Transcripts separated S1: | am for a propeller to help move it ’ fof | chat Figure 5. FO”OW.-up foc?us High .
There is less jockeying for conversational position i i up and down, groups or interviews with partcipation, [IESNRACR
J ying P - into t-units and S1: | just don't want that to be the Figure 4. Individual participation divided by team average, expressed students in each of the four face-to-face MM
. context
(De Wever et al., 2000). credited to speakers. propellers sole purpose as “participation ratio.” Participation is more balanced by gender in the categories will help me better
» Text-based: The textual nature of chat may make it At-unitis an e forward trustof the vahicle chat environment :ngfetﬁgg sttﬁ:tehqf
easti.e.r fotr non-gitiv”e Engflish speakers to - gﬁgze”r}?segi ;::)actij;ee d gi g)rzézl)yat an angle to the horizontal? Preliminary Results: Partic. of Non-native English Speakers pezagogical  vation ?222‘%{%2%2’ o
Particpale, and 1t alows 1or & PErmansncs 1 e - S2: wouldn't that affect the control of There was no significant difference between non-native context IS
conversation that allows the team and instructors material. the vehicle though, . . . .
. $2: it may lead to operator error English speaking students in terms of real or perceived
to look back at the conversation (Gunawardena et $3: yeh and with regards to the isination. H i ver of particinant
al., 2001; Morse, 2004). Not reported here, but placement of the thrusters for participation. Oweyerf € .O.W num .er O participants Acknowledgments
] ’ ’ " ’ el ] " ’'d be excited to tell forward a?ﬁ r(;\(;etrﬁe motion,ldo (n=‘2) makes this flndlng difficult to Interpret. T ——
« Lower social presence: The lowered social cues you guys think if they were closer i ial | upon work su
ke | o f ' you more about UG 1 Clall s - - Research on Learning aFr)1d Teachin F’)splnvesti yatin Student
may make it easier for shy students to contribute ongoing coding by faster? One participant provided open-ended feedback that this o G 50100013 J Jaing
and for students to provide constructive criticism of etorical Move and S4: T;i;s(\)/ﬁ I:[N cec')(rjwt::uti to fr?nlNa_:d ) meeting was the first time he felt able to contribute ideas to 9 Sl -
others’ ideas (McLeod et al., 1997; Zhao, 1998). . | . ey mg’kee ﬁ f‘nogvg :J’paas . his team. The project was initially supported by consultants with the Center
object of discussion. moves forward. for Research on Learning and Teaching’s Teaching with
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