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Abstract: E-forum is widely recognized to be an effective method of students'
learning. Research on processes and phenomena in synchronous (SOD)
and asynchronous (AOD) discussion at e-forum date back to the first years of the
new Millennium and explore both the role and tasks of the moderator as well as
complex preconditions of a productive and satisfying students' participation.
The present article focusses on moderation of e-forum discussion and in particular,
on two crucial and challenging moments in e-forum moderation: opening
and closing. The co-authors of this paper have constructed their perspective
on e-forum moderation upon analysis of the role of discussion
in the teaching/learning process in face to face, e-learning, and b-learning settings.
The final remarks and postulates follow conclusions from the original research
study.
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INTRODUCTION

Traditional teaching methods (like lecture and readings) are efficient enough
at basic knowledge acquisition. Bloom’s cognitive taxonomy identifies six levels
of cognitive taxonomy: (1) knowledge, (2) comprehension, (3) application,
(4) analysis, (5) synthesis, (6) evaluation (1956). At this level (the first level
in Bloom’s taxonomy), there is no room and no need for discussion. But at the next
levels (2™ to 6™), the discussion maybe helpful; the higher cognitive level,
the more efficient is the discussion as a learning method. “Discussion is a high
versatile strategy that can be used not only to help students develop
problem-solving skills and to share opinions but also to attain subject matter
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mastery” (Gall and Gillett, 1980, p. 98). Therefore, discussion is recognized
to be “a key component” of online students' learning (Ertmer et al. 2007).

This notion relies on constructivist ideas on learning and teaching.
Both  Piagetian and Vygotskian constructivist theories “emphasise
the learner taking an active role in the learning process rather than being
a passive recipient of knowledge from the teacher” (Thomas, 2013);
it is the learner who constructs his knowledge.

There are two main forms of online discussion: synchronous online discussion
(SOD) and asynchronous online discussion (AOD).
The latter has attracted more researchers’ interest.

“An asynchronous online discussion forum may be defined as a text-based
computer-mediated communication environment that allows individuals to interact
with one another without the constraint of time and place” (Hew, Cheung
and Ling Ng, 2010). The authors explain that AOD is regarded to be more
beneficial to student learning because:

all the messages are kept in their original, chronological sequence;
— all the messages are available to all the participants;

— students can view the messages many times and analyse them;

— students can contribute at their own pace;

— students have more time to construct their ideas and to verbalise
them what is beneficial to “higher-level learning”.

Therefore the AOD “supports student understanding of concepts (...) allows
students to share, compare, analyse, criticise, supplement, and apply information
from others (...). It promotes group construction of knowledge while fostering
individual assimilation and retention” (Baker, 2013).

1. RESEARCH ON ASYNCHRONOUS ONLINE DISCUSSION

Research on processes and phenomena in the scope of online discussion forum date
back to the last decade of the second millennium and explore complex
preconditions of a productive and satisfying students' participation.

Asia and Europe are world leaders in AOD research, while Singapore, Taiwan,
and the U.S. have the largest numbers of publications in the field.

In Poland, research papers on the use of asynchronous online discussion
are still few. Evidence from Polish research studies shows a minor interest for this
type of LMS teaching/learning tools declared by university teaching staff
(Chmielewski et al., 2013; Redlarski and Garnik, 2014,
Niksa-Rynkiewicz, 2017). But this is about to change soon.
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The new “Constitution for Science” introduces doctoral schools as the unique path
to academic career and sets higher standards for university teachers’ teaching
skills. That is why we have to analyse foreign approaches to teaching and learning
and to evaluate them.

Systematic reviews of research literature on AOD (Hammond, 2005; Johnson,
2006; Andersen, 2009; Roehm and Bonnell 2009; Hew et al., 2009;
Gao etal., 2013; Loncar, Barrett and Liu, 2014; Thomas, 2017) show that the
greatest number of studies focuses on student learning effectiveness
in asynchronous online discussion environments.

One of the most fundamental conditions of the AOD effectiveness is student
participation and engagement resulting in a contribution to the discussion
(measured in the number of postings). In his paper published in 1997,
Mark Guzdial found that per 18 classes he investigated at Georgia Tech,
“the  average  discussion thread contained only 2.2  messages,
which was essentially a single message and a response to that message”
(Hew et al., 2007). Similar research findings were obtained by other authors.
Hewitt observed that limited student contribution in asynchronous online
discussions “appears to be a persistent and widespread problem” (2005).

Khe Foon Hew and co-authors (2007) suggest that limited student contribution
has its primary causes in student himself (personality traits, lack of motivation,
lack of critical thinking skills, discouraging behaviour of other participants, etc.).

Other authors do not maintain this proposition, focussing rather
lon “external factors” influencing student engagement. The most important
“external  factors” are related to teacher (moderator, facilitator)
and other co-participants:

— design of AOD environments (Gilbert and Dabbagh, 2005;
Gao, Zhang and Franklin, 2013; Echeverria, Cobos and Morales,
2013; Yilmaz and Yurdugul, 2016),

— teacher role, his teaching skills and engagement (Goodyear et al., 2001;
Goodyear, 2002; Mazzolini and Maddison, 2003; Liu et al., 2005;
Guldberg and Pilkington, 2007; de Laat et al., 2007; Wang, 2008;
Berge, 2008; An, Shin and Lim, 2009),

— other students engagement and group influence (Wasko and Faraj, 2000;
Fung, 2004; Brewer and Klein, 2006; Dooley and Wickersham,
2007; Liu and Tsai, 2008; Chan, J.C.C.; Hew, K.F.; Cheung, 2009;
Young and Bruce, 2011),

— student engagement with problem content and knowledge construction
(Perkins and Murphy, 2006; Putman, Ford and Tancock,
2012; Hull and Saxon, 2009; Lan et al., 2012; de Leng et al.,
2009).
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A limited student contribution in asynchronous online discussions is not the main
topic of this paper. Nevertheless, the first two of the four above-listed points
have drawn our attention. From pedagogical point of view a limited student
contribution may be regarded as a result of teacher negligence in “design of AOD
environments”, and inadequate teacher moderation caused by lacking teaching
skills  and  commitment.  Discussion  (including  online  discussion)
is one of teaching/learning methods — ways in which the aims of education may
be achieved — and as such needs proper preparation and moderation.
This paper aims to emphasise the teacher’s role in the student’s successful learning
within online settings.

2. DISCUSSION AS A TEACHING/LEARNING METHOD

It was John Dewey who conceptualized discussion as a problem-solving, activating
method (Petty, 2014). What is the discussion? According to Polish authors,
the discussion is a method that involves “mutual exchange of thoughts
and opinions while students work together on a certain issue covered
by the curriculum. Not only does the discussion enable problem-solving by adding
together the knowledge of respective participants, but it also allows verification
of hypotheses and confrontation of various positions and opinions
(Bereznicki 2001, p. 284). In general, educators agree that discussion
as a teaching method belongs to the group of methods appealing to the human
cognitive sphere. The classical division of teaching methods (Okon 1998,
Bereznicki 2001, Bereznicki 2015), where the criterion is the dominant type
of activity in a teaching-learning situation, identifies: knowledge assimilation
methods (based on reproductive cognitive activity), self-acquisition of knowledge
methods (based on productive cognitive activity), evaluation methods (where
emotional activity is dominant) and practical methods (characterized by
engagement in the practical and technical spheres). According to some authors,
discussion belongs to methods relying on information transfer (Okon 1998, p. 256-
257), because its main goal is to exchange opinions.

Joyce, Calhoun, Hopkins (1997) tend to classify discussion as a social model.
The authors use the concept of a model because, in their opinion, the trigger
of a given sequence of teacher’s activities, which is a sequence of teaching
activities is the desired model, the pattern of learning. The teaching-learning
method, the educational strategy or procedure, is thus a construct that governs
the teacher’s conduct, based on the scheme of a certain type of learning.
The proposed division is by no means an exhaustive description of separate sets.
The models may be complementary and intertwined. Based on the criterion
of the type of thinking triggered by applying a given strategy or method
and the pupil’s place in a model, the authors divided the models into four groups:
information processing models (the processual and cognitive type), social modes
(whose task is to create a community of learners), personality development models
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and behavioural models. The thing that the social models have in common
is that they create a community of learners - a specific community that generates
collective energy called synergy, which, rather than being a simple accumulation
of the energies of the respective community members, is its multiplication
and facilitates the learning process. All the ideas for various forms of group work
are based on the pedagogically proven advantages of learning together.
Social models, on the one hand, may serve the purpose of achieving certain,
strictly cognitive results (promoting specific types of thinking, solving cognitive
problems together, confronting a different - individual or group — perception
of a given issue), but, on the other hand, they may stimulate social interactions
and build group standards and contracts that, in the first place, enable good
collaboration. These models promote pro-social attitudes and readiness to support
one another, they help develop democratic decision-making procedures, and enable
learning through collaboration, which is a chance for students to develop the skills
of negotiating, discussing and listening to one another, managing one’s own work
and the work of others, accepting responsibilities based on group decisions and,
last but not least, learning from one another.

Thus, discussion as a teaching method may be analysed from two perspectives:
on the one hand, it may strongly engage the human cognitive sphere, it may trigger
advanced processual and cognitive learning patterns that focus on creative problem
solving; but, on the other hand, the main goals of a group discussion may be social,
focusing on the development of important social skills: listening to one another
with understanding, building arguments and counterarguments to support a given
position and the ability to change the cognitive perspective to an emphatic
“insight”, stepping into the phenomenological field of another person by accepting
the world of their experiences.

2.1. Other contexts for the discussion method

Transcending the constructivist context (both Piagetian and Vygotskyan) focussed
on the intellectual-cognitive sphere of human personality, we can find other
interesting contexts; for example, an aesthetical one. Educational hermeneutics,
especially in art, literature, or music goes far beyond the acquisition of information.
Discussion is a good method to form and develop aesthetic standards
and sensibilities. It is indispensable in acquiring and cultivating students’ analytical
and interpretational skills. In this regard, the discussion should be more sharing-
than fighting-like.

Similar effects may be expected in the context of practical skills from craft, dance,
sport to actor’s craft and music as performance art. In this context, taking part
and taking advantage of the essential discussion assumes a certain degree
of proficiency. The members of the discussion group or forum should not represent
highly unequal skill-levels (Neville).

Social constructionist approach to emotions (Rom Harré and James R. Averill)
is different from the approach presented by sociologists recalling Emile
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Durkheim’s thought. The main difference lays in the conceptualisation of the role
of collective (rather than individual) interpretation in the social causation
of emotions (Fisher and Chon, 1989, p. 1). Assuming that emotions (at least
to a certain extent) are socially constructed and emotional reactions to typical
social phenomena are negotiated within smaller and larger groups, we discover
another context in which discussion has to be recognized as a learning method.
Discussion enforces verbalization of many undiscerned and poorly recognized
elements of human experience, becoming an important factor to management
and cultivation of emotions.

One other context to be noted is the so-called ”humanistic approach” to education
relying on Abraham Maslow’s psychological theory, developed in the theory
and practice of psychotherapy by Carl R. Rogers. PCA (Person-Centered
Approach) focusses mainly on the internal functioning of human persons. Rogers
argues that learning problems have their sources in internal dysfunctions.
The climate of acceptance, understanding, and authenticity fosters “internal
healing” and overcoming of individual problems, opening the space for natural
creativity. Discussions focussed on interpersonal climate and relationships,
concerning acceptance, understanding, and authenticity of group members help
satisfy important psychical needs of students and breaking communication barriers
(Koscielniak, 2004). This is one of the main preconditions of effective learning.

Online discussion may serve a variety of educational purposes. When the purpose
differs, effective environment for interaction and discussion varies. Fei Gao, Tianyi
Zhang, and Teresa Franklin (2013) identified four educational purposes
that are crucial to successful student learning in online forum discussions:

— fostering an online community,

— “a community of learners, which represents the ideal discussion forum
environment, is one in which students embrace a sense of belonging,
support each other, develop shared values and enjoy their shared identity”
(Maher Palenque and DeCosta, 2015, p. 85),

— encouraging information sharing,

— people do not learn in isolation, but through interaction; a larger and deeper
knowledge of individuals is socially constructed,

— promoting critical thinking,

— “conflicting perspectives of students should be carefully examined
and developed (...) Learning takes place when students re-examine their
original positions on an issue and explore new resolutions” (Maher
Palenque and DeCosta, 2015, p. 85). Deeply held beliefs and the origins
of those beliefs should be examined,

— supporting collaborative problem solving,
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— productive discussions focus on new information drawing on prior
knowledge. Student comprehension should be facilitated through
intentional questioning to help binding new information to what student
already knows. The best way to do this is fostering peer-facilitation.

2.2. The role of discussion within the teaching/ learning process

Despite its relevant potential, the discussion is neither self-sufficient nor universal
method, and its educational meaning and efficacy depend on its role
in the teaching/learning process and cooperation with other methods.

In his ,,Practical Guide” to discussion method teaching William M. Welty says:
“If you seek to encourage true discussion, you cannot do it by having a discussion
here and a discussion there - it has to be a regular and substantial part
of the course” (1989, p. 204). The same refers to a single class in face-to-face
settings and a single unit of an online course (including modern LAMS - Learning
Activity Management System).

3. PREPARATION FOR GROUP DISCUSSION IN THE FACE-TO-
FACE AND ONLINE SETTINGS - PRINCIPAL STAGES

Preparation is, in fact, the first but inexplicit, almost ‘“hidden” stage
of educational discussion. Numerous research studies confirm that proper
preparation of teacher and students is crucial to discussion resulting in operational
knowledge acquisition. Thirty years ago Feldman’s research showed
“the dimensions of teaching that are the strongest correlates of student
achievement: (1) preparation and organization; (2) clarity of communication;
(3) perceived the outcome of the instruction; and (4) stimulating student interest
in the course content. The first two concern the organization of information
and its effective presentation and have traditionally been part of a teacher’s
preparation. The second two deal with motivation and engaging students in their
learning” (Theall, Wager, and Svinicki, 2019). “If we want to find ways to help
students to internalize the theory” (...) “preparation for a discussion class needs
to marry content and process” (Welty, 1989, p. 201). The author implies
that “the teacher (...) must be ready for almost any nuance to be discovered,
for almost any connection to be made” (ibid.). A meticulously structured outline
of important concepts should be prepared because “important concepts usually
have somewhat important sub-concepts, (...) and several layers deep in important
concepts” (Ibid.).

Only after completing this part of his preparation, the teacher will be ready
to decide on contents for students. This is also the right moment to decide
on teaching/learning methods that will help students to master the selected
contents. There is a large variety of teaching and learning methods and strategies.
It is wise to take account of student preferences, which may differ from group
to group. Some groups prefer to read assigned texts before the discussion begins.
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Some groups prefer, for example, to hear (and watch) multimedia supported lecture
and to ask questions until the subject matter is crystal clear to them.
From the teacher point of view, the chosen method/methods should be effective
— no matter if it is a direct or indirect one. Here we meet another advice
from Welty’s “Practical Guide”: “Before every class, look over your roster
and update your knowledge of each student” (Ibid., p. 203).

The key condition of a successful discussion is the proper preparation of teacher
and students. How to assure student preparation? How to motivate students
to study and to understand the theory they need to grasp? From the present authors’
experience, in most cases, achievement, incentive, or competence motivation
is more efficient than fear or power motivation.

In the constructivist context, especially within the Piagetian approach,
“an incentive,” which can activate student’s cognitive processes may be understood
as a kind of ‘perturbation’ in student’s cognitive structures. The teacher may
do it by providing the student with educational resources rich in elements that may
act as cognitive ‘perturbations’; placing the student in a physical or social
environment (or physical and social) that satisfy the same conditions; deliberately
presenting the student with ‘challenges, novelty and opportunities to learn’ taking
into account individual cognitive needs and preferences. Facilitation
of the student’s cognitive processes may be conceptualized as an attempt to restore
the disturbed cognitive equilibrium (Sajdak and Kosécielniak, 2013).

And here are some more of Welty’s pieces of advice: “Once you are sure of your
grasp of the facts, prepare a question outline to match your concept outline (...).
Ask questions and more questions and still more questions. If you hear yourself
making too many declarative statements, the discussion is not going well”
(1989, pp. 201-202).

Resuming, it is not enough that preparation-work makes the teacher
a Subject-Matter Expert. It has to make him also a “Student-Potential Expert”.

4. STARTING A DISCUSSION FORUM

One of the most important things determining the success of a discussion forum
is understanding the goal. Otherwise, the popular saying: “if you do not know
where you are going, you will get somewhere else without even knowing it”
will become painfully true.

Polish authors usually distinguish three key stages of a discussion: (1) opening
and introduction; (2) discussion; (3) recapitulation of the results and closing down
(Bereznicki 2001, p. 285). Our focus is on the first and the third stage.

Before we go to the first stage, it is worth mentioning that in an asynchronous
activity, which a discussion forum is, there is no time or space to correct or clarify
what one has said in response to the slightest (also non-verbal) signs of not being
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understood by other members of the discussion group. A post once published starts
to live its own life, and even though it may be clarified, explained, or asked about,
there will always be a shift in time. Thus, it is vital to know the importance
of the goal of a forum and to formulate a relevant question to encourage
a discussion.

Preparation work well done by the teacher and students, an online discussion forum
can be opened easily — with one single question which works like a burning match
setting fire to properly prepared campfire.

Let’s stop here for a moment. Even the best preparation and the best discussion
outline is not enough unless we cannot stay open to the ongoing situation.

An exemplary situation. A teacher opens discussion asking students: What do you
think of the possibility of opening all forms of university classes and make them
optional?

This specific question was asked to initiate and encourage discussion on more
general educational problems, but instead triggered a heated discussion
on the values of freedom and responsibility. Finally, students, together
with the teacher, decided that attendance at the classes during the whole course will
not be checked. The result - almost 100% course attendance (face-to-face
and online). That was a nice surprise, although most of the teacher’s preparation
work turned out to be useless.

The story was mentioned to introduce a “golden thought” concerning educational
discussion consisting of only one word — flexibility.

5. MODERATING A DISCUSSION FORUM

Online forum moderation/facilitation requires much attention and activity
on the part of the teacher. One can fall into the extreme and, for example,
start a forum and then remove from it and leave the discussion to itself,
or, to the contrary, follow the posts meticulously and answer almost every single
one of them. Both options bear an error and lead a discussion to failure either
because of being neglected or because of excessive control.

The online forum researchers and practitioners agree that the moderator’s role
is a complex one. David L. Baker distinguishes four moderator’s roles:
pedagogical (planning and organizing, introducing AOD, using groups, setting
boundaries), social (creating comfort, promoting cohesiveness, preserving
presence, guiding netiquette), managerial (enforcing boundaries, employing
icebreakers, assessing performance, handling dysfunction), and technical
(establishing transparency, aiding learning curve, supporting technology, preparing
for contingencies). (2013, p. 19).



450 Anna Sajdak-Burska, Marek Koscielniak

The author admits that his review “has limitations™. Still, it provides us with better
insight into the forum moderator’s role complexity. Teacher moderating an online
discussion forum must know his roles and tasks. He should know what kind
of work can be done by students themselves and what kind of work — cannot
and should not.

Very similar teacher/moderator’s roles we can find in Baran, Correia and
Thompson study: managerial and instructional design, pedagogical, technical,
facilitator, social (2011, p. 433). In their research study, Nandi, Hamilton and
Harland assign typical teacher activities to these roles:

‘Managerial and instructional design
— providing administrative guideline
— declaring expectations
Pedagogical
clarifying questions and problems
— periodic intervention to direct and extend discussion
— promoting deep learning
— raising new questions
Technical
— proving technical assistance
Facilitator
— providing direct answers
— providing feedback (+ with examples)
Social roles
— initiatives for community building’ (2012, p. 26; Table 6. Ideal roles
of an instructor and how to implement them).

6. CLOSING DOWN THE DISCUSSION FORUM

The average duration of a forum hasn’t been experimentally determined.
Within the present authors’ experience it was 24 days, but some of the forums lived
even for 64 days.

Most practitioners recommend intentional closing down of a forum, e.g.,
with a post that summarizes the topics discussed or the opinions expressed,
a post thanking all the participants for their activity, or a post inviting
to a new project or another meeting in a virtual or real space of the university.
After such a post, students should be allowed to express their final thoughts
or ask questions, and the moderator should once again say goodbye to all.
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7. THE AUTHORS’ RESEARCH

We have verified two models of moderator’s roles in online discussion;
the one presented by David L. Baker (2013) and the other by Baran and Coreia
(2011).

We were able to undertake such a verification thanks to collected and saved data
from online courses led by Anna Sajdak Burska. From 2009 to 2017 Professor
Sajdak-Burska led 37 b-learning courses for tertiary and post-graduate students
at Jagiellonian University (Cracow, Poland). An approximate number of students
involved was 750. Jagiellonian University uses Moodle LMS (almost 5,5 thousand
active online courses per year). Instructors have access to several tools and reports
that can be used to assess student performance. All the relevant data of online
courses (outline reports, complete reports, today's logs, all logs, including teacher
activities) were collected and preserved for research purposes. The preserved
data of Anna Sajdak Burska’s online courses were analysed using the IBM SPSS
Statistics 25.0.

The first stage of the quantitative analysis was undertaken regarding
a set of categories of forum moderator’s role assumed by Baker (2013)
and Baran and Coreia (2011). The analysed research data fulfilled all the assumed
categories but did not consume all the research data — some data were “left over”.

The interpretation of these research findings led us to an extended model
of the moderator’s role in the online discussion forum. Research evidence
led us to a conclusion that the moderator’s sub-roles should be differentiated
according to a criterion, which is moderator focus. In our research study,
the moderator was focussed on:

— individual student learning, group and sub-group learning in the problem-
solving process (38,5%)

— the discussion itself (opening and closing, student participation, misleading
threads, excessively exploited threads, deserted threads, “traffic jams”,
break-downs, etc.) (23,6%)

— group climate (15,5%)
— motivation (13,4%)
— other (9%)

Within our model of the moderator’s role, there is no room for preparatory work.
It belongs rather to the teacher’s/instructor’s role. Moderator’s activities within
sub-roles are more similar to those we know from Baker (2013), Baran and Correia
(2011), Gao, Franklin, and Zhang (2013), Nandi, Hamilton and Harland (2012),
or any other research papers.

1. Individual student learning, group and sub-group learning in problem-solving
process
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Asking and answering guestions
Clarifying questions and problems
Providing extra learning materials
Consulting

Providing feedback

2. Discussion itself

Monitoring performance
Assessing performance

Setting and enforcing boundaries
Closing down threads

Opening new threads

Releasing “traffic jams”

Preserving visible presence (Baker, 2010)

3. Group climate

Monitoring emotional quality
Providing emotional support
Mediating

Restoring a good climate

4. Motivation

Encouraging

Providing incentives

Recalling individual interests
Underlining student knowledge and skills

Reaffirming student self-worth

5. Other

Explaining moderator’s and students’ posts
Repeating explanations

Solving student problems loosely connected with
(“by-the-way-problems”).

the

forum

The present authors’ model should be regarded as a hypothetical one. Nevertheless,
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it confirms a more general notion concerning the need for such concepts
and reliability of their construction.

In our study, the number of posts contributed by students and the duration
of the forum may be regarded as a quantitative confirmation of the reliability
of the effectiveness of the assumed teacher activity model. Table 1. shows the
number of posts and duration of the forum in two cycles of online courses led by
Anna Sajdak Burska.

Table 1.
Number of posts and duration of the forum - cycles | and 11

Cycle 1.

Forum no.

FIL F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 FI10

Number of posts 13 7 10 10 43 14 44 38 18 19

Duration of the

32 16 30 5 64 34 29 65 36 40
forum (days)

Cycle |
F11 Fl12 F13 F14 F15 Fl6 F17 F18 F19 F20
Forum no.

Number of posts 8 7 16 23 23 25 18 29 10 14

Duration of the

17 5 24 28 25 45 37 33 26 30
forum (days)

Cycle 11
F21 F22 F23 F24 F25 F26 F27 F28 F29 F30
Forum no.

Number of posts 16 7 17 19 10 22 15 13 27 26

Duration of the

14 9 15 7 7 14 12 18 32 28
forum (days)

Cycle 11
F31 F32 F33 F34 F35
Forum no.

Number of posts 21 18 13 18 24

Duration of the

forum (days) 15 13 12 16 15

Source: Own work based on the authors’ research.

The statistical average of the number of posts in a forum was approximately 19,
but the actual number differed between 7 and 43 posts per forum.

8. THE FUTURE OF THE ONLINE DISCUSSION FORUM
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Designing an online discussion forum requires not only pedagogical, managerial,
social, and technical competences. It also requires a lot of professional experience.
As well as moderating such a forum. There is no doubt
that the variable, which is the professional experience of the teacher makes
a difference in results from research studies on online discussion fora.
This paper, like many other papers concerning online discussion forum, confirms
the general conclusion that despite differences in existing studies we have already
enough research evidence to create comprehensive models of teacher roles
in designing and moderating online discussion fora and to develop these models
identifying adequate and more detailed analytical categories.

That means we have already a theoretical base to create computer programs
to support the teacher in designing not only online fora, but also the whole online,
b-learning, and face-to-face courses. Engineers working in many disciplines
have their CAD systems (Computer Assisted Design). Why not the teachers?
There are economic reasons behind it, yet there are no scientifically justified
reasons.

Monitoring relevant variables in discussion forum processes do not require very
sophisticated software. A properly designed computer program could provide
the teacher with important feedback. And a CAD for teachers cannot be more
expensive than investments in “teacher quality”.

Science-fiction? Why? A lot of concepts were science-fiction ideas
in their beginnings.
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