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Abstract

Collaborative learning has been a commonly used instructional strategy in management education. To further understand
the teaching and learning issues in adopting collaborative learning inOpen and Distance e-Learning (ODelL), this study
adopted meta-interpretation to identify the themes that constitute learners’ views and experiences in the collaborative
learning activities in two courses offered in the Diploma in Research & Development Management at UP Open University
asreported in the literature, and from these, teaching and learning implications on collaborative learning in management
in the ODel environment were derived. The study also recommends some approaches to designing and delivering online
collaborative learning in these contexts.
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Introduction

One of the professional management programs being offered at the University of the Philippines
Open University (UPOU) is the Diploma in Research and Development Management (DR&DM).
The DR&DM program is directed to provide and equip students with adequate skills and
knowledge in planning Research & Development (R&D) programs, develop and promote
technologies for utilization, and manage human and organizational relations in R&D systems.
Moreover, it aims to enable students to formulate and implement R&D strategies and programs,
apply new perspectives on R&D and on technology development; evaluation; promotion; and
commercialization, conceptualize and implement commercialization and technology utilization
schemes, and apply newly acquired skills in managing human and organizational relations in R&D
systems.

The main goal of the program is to nurture professional managers and leaders in the field of R&D.
Some DR&DM teachers have incorporated collaborative work in their courses, on the assumption
that managementitself is a relational practice (Gilbert, 2013, p. 26). Acommonly used instructional
approach in management education (Kimber, 2007), collaborative learning is found to be useful
in enhancing and training professional managers since it is said to promote problem-solving,
team building, verbal and numerical skills, social skills, and self-esteem, among others (Johnson,
Johnson, and Smith, 2006; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, and Hayek, 2007; Kimber, 2007).
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Dillenbourg, Baker, Blaye, and O’Malley (1996), as cited by McInnerney and Roberts (2004),
defined collaborative learning as ‘“mutual engagement of participants in a coordinated effort to
solve the problem.” McInnerney and Roberts (2004) defined online collaborative learning as a
situation where “students learn primarily by communicating among themselves via the Internet”,
and online cooperative learning, on the other hand, is a situation where “students are allocated
to, and learn in, small groups and communicate within those groups via the Internet”. While there
have been numerous studies on collaborative learning in management education in residential
settings (Johnson, Johnson, and Smith, 2006), the empirical work on online collaborative learning
in management programs has remained relatively scant. This study hopes to contribute to filling
in this gap by examining the experiences of the learners in two collaborative learning activities
conducted in two separate courses in the DR&DM program-R&DM220 (Organizational Structure,
Relations, and Processes in R&D Systems) and R&DM251 (Technology Evaluation).

This paper aims to explore the recurring themes that constitute learners’ views and experiences
in the case study entitled “Alligator Story” undertaken in R&DM220 and WebQuest undertakenin
R&DM251, as reported in the literature . From these themes, the study shall also derive teaching
and learning implications on collaborative learning in management in the ODelL environment. By
unpacking the recurrent themes on the learners’ experiences, the study can provide some insights
ontherole of collaborative learning in management education, in general, and R&D management,
in particular.

Review of Related Studies
Collaborative Learning'

The terms “collaborative learning” and “cooperative learning” are often used interchangeably
eventhough they pertain to differentideas. According to Bernard, Rubalcava, and St. Pierre (2000),
collaborative learning differs from cooperative learning as the latter usually refers to a situation
where a task is divided and distributed among group members and each member contributes
to constructing one final product. On the other hand, collaborative learning refers to a situation
where mutual discussion, active processing of information, analytical and critical thinking, and
synthesis of the whole process is present (Bernard, Rubalcava, and St. Pierre, 2000 ).

Group diversity has an adverse positive effect on the learning process of the students as they are
exposed to the different perspectives, knowledge, and experiences of their co-learners (Gokhale,
1995). On a similar note, Vygotsky (1978), believes that students perform exceptionally well when
working in the collaborative learning medium rather than when working on their own.

Furthermore,ithasbeendemonstratedin Gokhale’s(1995)studyontherelationship of collaborative

learning and critical thinking that collaborative learning “provided students with opportunities

to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate ideas cooperatively.” Moreover, it was investigated that
1«

collaborative learning enhances critical thinking through “discussion”, “clarification of ideas”,
and “evaluation of others’ ideas”.

'Data for this study consisted of the articles written by the first two authors which appeared in the Vol. 4, No. 1
issue of the open access ASEAN Journal of Open and Distance Learning: “Collaborative Learning Activities in Online
Courses: Issues and Strategies” by Primo Garcia and “Learners’ Heterogeneity and Knowledge Sharing in Cooperative
e-Learning” by Jaine C, Reyes
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Collaborative Learning in ODeL

Previous studies have reported the effectiveness of collaborative learning activities in an online
environment. According to Bates (2015), online collaborative learning enhances learners’ critical
thinking, analytical thinking, synthesis, and evaluation skills through knowledge construction
resulting from intellectual discourse among students.

Stacey (1999) reviewed several literature focusing on online collaborative learning and found
evidence that the interactive nature of collaborative learning has the ability to “change
the nature of distance education from an autonomous, isolated experience to a potentially
social constructivist environment”. Moreover, her study highlighted the following attributes
of knowledge construction through collaborative learning: clarification of ideas via group
communication, obtaining feedback to a learner’s ideas from other group members, sharing
diverse perspectives of group members, group sharing of resources, ideas, and expert advice,
seeking group solutions for problems, power of group discussion mediated by communications
media, practicing the new language of the knowledge community in small groups, learning a
safe setting for risk, providing socio-affective collaborative support, providing technical support
collaboratively, planning to continue group beyond the course, using group responsibility as an
individual motivator, changing roles with changing needs, using conferences to manage group
activities, and effects on student outcomes.

A study conducted by Thompson and Ku (2006) highlighted graduate students’ experiences and
attitudes in online collaborative learning in an instructional design course. The research findings
of the study showed the major challenges faced by the students, as well as ways on how they
overcame these challenges, the relationship of the degree of collaboration and quality of their
projects, and their attitudes towards collaborative learning. Thompson and Ku (2006) concluded
that groups who had a positive approach in group work were more collaborative, which resulted
in a better quality of their group projects.

Methods

To gain an understanding of the learners’ views and experiences in the two learning activities,
the study adopted a meta-interpretive approach, which focuses on the interpretive synthesis
of qualitative research (Weed, 2005). As opposed to meta-analysis, which is aligned with
positivist epistemology, meta-interpretation is framed within a qualitative epistemology. Meta-
interpretation uses interpretations of other authors as raw data for synthesis. This approach is
appropriate to this study given that it aims to synthesize the learner experiences as constructed
in two research papers, both of which were largely qualitative in nature.

In analyzing the learners’ views and experiences of collaborative learning, texts in the two papers
were initially coded either using the same categories provided in the original paper, concepts
derived from literature, or categories identified by the authors. Based on these codes, the
themes pertaining to students’ constructions of collaborative learning were identified. Typical of
qualitative nature, the interpretive process was iterative (Taylor and Bogdan 1998).

Oncethethemeswerederived, itappearedto the authors that they canbe further categorizedinto thematic
points. Using this as an interpretive device, the authors classified the themes into central theme and sub-
themes. Implications of the themes on the use of collaborative learning in ODeL were then discussed.
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Scope and Limitation

This study does not aim to compare the two collaborative learning activities which were delivered
in two different courses. This study is focused on finding the recurrent themes in students’ learning
views and experiences in collaborative learning as reported in the two papers.

Given the limited sample size, the external generalizability of the conclusions derived from the
study may be limited. As such, the authors opted for “user generalizability” (Merriam, 1998) by
presenting the context of the study (i.e., nature of the collaborative learning activities, description
of courses in which they took place, and the learners who performed them) so that the readers
who are familiar with the same context can decide for themselves the generalizability of the
study’s conclusions to their own situations.

Collaborative Learning Activities in Focus

In this section, the two learning collaborative learning activities, including how they were
implemented, will be described.

Learning Activity Design
1. “Alligator Story: An Exercise on Values”

One of the two collaborative learning strategies studied in this paper is the mini-case study titled
“Alligator Story: An Exercise on Values” (see Appendix A) which was part of the requirements
of the course R&DM220 (Organizational Structures, Relations, and Processes in R&D Systems).
R&DM220 is a 6-unit course under the DR&DM post-baccalaureate program. It focuses on “human
and organizational relations, processes, and behavior (including implications and applications of
organization theory to the practice of research and development management), organizational
designs in appropriate research environments, and institution building concepts and principles as
they are applied to research organizations” (“Diplomain Research & Development Management”,
n.d.).

The “Alligator Story”’, as part of the R&DM220 module on the “Culture of Research Organizations”,
intends to provide students a better understanding of the interrelationship of values, subcultures,
and organizational culture.

A total of 12 students enrolled in R&DM220 1st Semester A.Y. 2012-2013 served as participants
of the study. Out of the total number of enrollees, seven were females and five were males. A
majority were in their late 20s to late 30s and were mainly working in the field of research and
development, product development, and quality systems. Furthermore, they were predominantly
in the second semester of their first year in the DR&DM program.

Learning Tasks

For this activity, the class was first divided into three groups consisting of four to five members
each. The students were then asked to read the “Alligator Story” individually and were tasked to
rank the characters based on “how disgusting they are to them”. They were also told to indicate
the reasons behind their rankings. The students worked individually for the first part of the
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activity. However, for the second part, they were asked to brainstorm the collective ranking of
the characters and to incorporate and relate organizational culture to the fictive story. Please see
Appendix A for the list of discussion questions required from the students.

The outputs from the group activity were evaluated by the faculty-in-charge (FIC), a term used for
teachers in UPOU. In addition, there was also “peer assessment” where each member evaluated
his/her teammates’ performance and contribution to the group activity. The FIC assessed the
students based on the “quality of arguments presented, depth of discussion, and clarity of
presentation”. On the other hand, the criteria for peer assessment are the student’s “effort to
connect with group mates, quality of contribution in discussions, attitude in the discussions, and
contribution to overall group performance”.

Strategies Implemented

Learning object. The medium used to facilitate discussion was a fictive story which was previously
used by the FIC in a residential class. The students were no longer required to gather additional
information to complete the learning activity.

Scaffolding. The students were given a step-by-step set of guidelines on how to accomplish the
activity and when to submit the activity. To help the students in accomplishing the activity, the
teachersuggestedstrategiesonhow they canorganize theironline meetings, what communication
tools to use, what alternative ways of organizing virtual meetings to employ, and how to assign
tasks to members. The students were also provided with guide questions to aid them in their
group discussions (see Appendix A). Moreover, they were also informed about the benefits of
collaborative learning to aid them in understanding the concept of working with peersin an online
environment.

Timing. The collaborative learning activity was scheduled almost one month after the start of
classes because it was assumed that around that time, the students had already adjusted to the
online learning environment. It was also not advisable to hold the activity at the latter part of the
semesteras around that time, the students would already be preparing for their final examinations.

Time allotment. The groups were allotted two weeks to complete the learning activity.
Feedback. The FIC was available to entertain questions regarding the activity.

Assessment. The evaluation rendered for the activity was in the form of peer assessment and
teacher’s assessment. In terms of grading, the teacher’s assessment carried more weight.

2. WebQuest in R&DM 251

The WebQuest learning activity was undertaken in the 3-unit course R&DM251 (Technology
Evaluation) under the DR&DM post-baccalaureate program. R&DM251 tackles perspectives and
frameworks in technology evaluation and mechanisms in institutionalizing technology evaluation
systems. WebQuest is “an inquiry-oriented activity in which some or all of the information that
learners interact with comes from resources on the internet, optionally supplemented with
videoconferencing (Dodge, 1997).
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The WebQuest activity was employed in the last unit (Unit IV: Institutionalizing Technology
Evaluation) of the R&DM251 course to synthesize the students’ learnings from the whole course. In
addition, it aimed to enhance collaborative research and learning which elicits the interdisciplinary
background and expertise of the students.

The students of R&DM251, like those enrolled in R&DM220, were mostly in their late 20s to late
30s. Most of them were in their second yearin the DR&DM program and are employed in technical,
R&D, or business-related companies.

Learning Tasks

The WebQuest learning activity used as part of the requirements for the R&DM251 course on
Technology Evaluation was adapted from Dodge’s model (Dodge, 1997). The modified WebQuest
retained its structure as it was used for several semesters from 2007 until 2014.

For this learning activity, (see Appendix B) the class was encouraged to work in groups with three
to seven members each. The FIC initially assigned the groupings by combining individuals with
different specializations and work background in a group. The class was encouraged to send an
email with the names of their preferred groupmates to the FIC. The groups were then given one
discussion slot in the course site. Then, they were asked to meet with their group mates, whether
physically or virtually, to assign a role to each member. The roles they may choose from are the
following: technical director, scientist, engineer, and stakeholder. This “role-playing” activity
allowed the students to answer the questions through different perspectives. After assigning
roles, they were asked to individually accomplish the task sheet before discussing it with their
group mates.

The outputs from this activity were assessed using peer evaluation and the FIC’s student
performance assessment.

Strategies Implemented

Learning object. The WebQuest activity undertaken in R&DM251 aimed to give the learners a
greater understanding of the role of institutional, infrastructure, and policy setting in developing
mechanisms to institutionalize.

Scaffolding. To accomplish the activity, the students were given a task sheet which they need to
answer individually before discussing it with their group. They were also asked to compare and
contrast three R&D organizations based on how they conduct R&D, and how they implement
and institutionalize technology assessment/evaluation mechanisms. To aid the students in their
WebQuest, a “hot list” of information sources were given to them. This “hot list” consisted of
resources on conceptual tools in technology evaluation and organizations conducting technology
assessment/evaluation.

Timing. The WebQuest activity was held at the latter part of the course as it served as a synthesis
for Unit IV: Institutionalizing Technology Evaluation.

Time allotment. The students were given four weeks to accomplish the learning activity.

Feedback. The FIC was also available to entertain questions regarding the activity.
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Assessment. The students’ individual and group performances, as indicated in the task sheets,
contributed to 50% of their score. In addition to the assessment done by the FIC, peer evaluation
was also employed.

Results and Discussion

The analysis of the texts on the students’ views and experiences of the two learning activities
yielded the following themes.

1. Collaborative Learning can deepen learning

Collaborative learning can enable learners to gain a deeper understanding of the lessons being
taught. Through the learning activity, learners in R&DM 251 were said to have “gained...an in-
depth understanding of the lessons from their interaction, sharing of experiences, and information
exchange.” The activity in R&DM 220 was liked because it enabled the learner not only to discuss
the topic at hand but also think about it at a “deeper level”, as gleaned from the statements
reported:

“The story itself is a good starting point to initiate discussion on values. It makes you not only to
think hard but also to feel deep at the same time.”

The exercise also allowed the students to “appreciate [their] differences and discover how
organizational culture is made.”

“I also had the chance to re-examine my personal values and relate myself with the characters in
the story.”

2. Collaborative Learning can broaden perspective

Collaborative learning can also lead to the broadening of the learners’ perspectives brought about
by the opportunity to “learn better through interaction, information exchange, and experience
sharing among group members” (R&DM 251). As one student in the said course who did the
WebQuest activity said, “more inter-disciplinary, more heads are able to share their experiences
and opinions with the group.”

One respondent in R&DM 220 enjoyed the chance to learn from his/her classmates and in the
process expand one’s perspective:

“I liked how | have learned a lot from my group mates. Some of the perspectives that they have
had never crossed my mind. Upon hearing their opinions did | only realise that those may be
acceptable or possible as well.”

The idea of assigning roles in WebQuest also ensured that different perspectives are brought
into the group activity. As a student in R&DM 251 said, role playing is a “good learning method
and beneficial for additional group inputs, encouraging full group discussion and participation,
and broadening perspectives of group members”. The fact that the group members come from
different professional backgrounds mean that learners can learn from each other on how to
address problems:
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“...Since not everyone in the group is of the same field, it's good to know how each member
of the group perceive things and what possible if not the best solution on the problem being
tackled...itis also a good exercise on how members participated in group discussion for they tend
to do that in their respective jobs.” (R&DM 251 student).

3. Collaborative Learning is Enjoyable

The learners find satisfaction in doing collaborative activities. One student in R&DM 220 said that
he/she had “so much fun with the activity that there was no part or area about it that [he/she] did
not like.” Learning activities have provided the students an opportunity to have personal contacts
and get to know each other better, as explained by one respondent:

“I was able to get in touch with my online classmates by hearing their voices and seeing their faces
during our group discussion via Skype.” (R&DM 220 student).

Despite having different schedules, a student in R&DM 251 had expressed his/her appreciation for
collaborative learning since it has allowed him/her to “get to know more of [his/her] classmates.”
This personal contact supposed brings more enjoyment to the learners by bringing into distance
learning a more “at school environment,” as a student in R&DM 251 noted. The fact that they
recommend the inclusion of videoconferencing in the class meant that they put value on
synchronous, oral, interactions.

4. Collaborative Learning is Challenging

Collaborative learning can also pose several challenges to the learners. The time and geographical
difference among the learners add another layer of complexity to the work. These students in
R&DM 220 and R&DM 251 shared their views on this:

“Finding a common time for all to conduct the virtual meeting [is challenging]. We are working and
[have] different time of availability.” (R&DM 220 student)

“The time and space difference between the learners already makes the conversational turns in
online environment more challenging.” (R&DM 220 student)

“The group activity also “needs more time (from members) to interact with each other.” (R&DM 251
student)

“...As for us, when we do WebQuest, we require to communicate almost every day”. (R&DM 251
student)

Another challenge in collaborative learning is attributed to the behavior of some co-leaners" who
do not respond promptly” (R&DM 220 student), “do not seem to take deadlines seriously” (R&DM
220 student), or do “not exert effort to check email updates regularly and the late submission of
her contributions.” (R&DM 220 student).

Challenges also arise when some of the learners are said to be confused about their roles in the
activity. As an R&DM 251 student said, “patience is also needed when some members do not
understand their role well”, given that “it requires research to intensively get the perspective of
the position being played.”
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Some learners are also said to have poorly understood the guidelines on the activity. One R&DM
220 student said:

“For instance, it was said by the FIC that the final ranking should be posted in the Moodle site. The
members of one particular team posted their individual rankings in the discussion forum.”

5. Teacher’s Absence Creating New Space for Collaborative Learning

Since the point of interaction in collaborative learning is between learners, the teacher is
“relatively” absent in the learning environment, thus, opening up a new space where the learners
are freer to interact among themselves. In R&DM 220, it has been reported that this “relative
‘absence’ of the teacher in this phase of the class enabled the students to deal with each other in
a much more informal manner and allowed them to know each other on a more personal level.
In the process, another space for interaction was also created -- one that extends beyond the
‘formal’ space of the ‘classroom’ that was created and managed by the teacher.” In collaborative
learning, the teacher becomes more of a “co-learner” (R&DM 251) as opposed to just dispenser
of knowledge.

6. Teacher’s Presence Facilitating Collaborative Learning

The role of the teacher as a facilitator of collaborative learning is also appreciated by learners. A
student in R&DM 251 said that “... what really gave life in terms of encouraging learning in this
course was the involvement and active participation of the [teacher]. A student in the same
course liked when the teacher “actively participate(s) in/facilitate(s) the team's learning process,
[provides] feedback in the form of stimulating inputs and challenging questions... which made me
feel the personal touch of the teacher, and therefore enhanced everyone's learning....”

7. Flexibility in Collaborative Learning

Analysis of the learners’ recommendations on how to improve the collaborative learning activities
tend to show that the learners prefer some leeway in terms of assessment, topics to choose from,
resources to use, and with whom to do the activity with, as shown by the following statements:

“Addition of open-ended questions for peer assessment.” (R&DM 220 student)

“Provide more topics to choose from, if not, let the students suggest some topics that might be of
interest to them.” (R&DM 251 student)

“...Students should be reminded not to limit themselves with the references in the Hot List” since
students “have a tendency to be dependent on them rather than use it as a guide.” (R&DM 251

student)

“Students to do the same exercise with friends rather than classmates.” (R&DM 220 student).
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8. Structure in Collaborative Learning

Learners appreciated the guidelines and resources provided by the teacher. For example, the “Hot
List of information resources in the WebQuest was considered very useful by the respondents”,
since they “provided up-to-date topics and examples as well as serving as a guide on tackling the
subject.”

The importance of explicitly stating the learning objective of the activity has also been raised in
R&DM 220, given that “at times, the learner can also misunderstand the purpose of the activity.”

The timing of when the collaborative learning activity is scheduled within the semester is also said
to be crucial. One R&DM 251 student said that “group assignments should be done on early stages
of the lessons since there will be less lessons to tackle or readings as well as no preparation for
the exams.”

9. Collaboration is Learning

The act of doing a collaborative activity, which involves the learners interacting with one another
and “working together as a group” to “collectively accomplish a common task in an online
environment”, is said to be an opportunity “to learn more about the lesson” (R&DM 220 student).
Itis suchanimperative in their learning process such that an R&DM 251 student recommended that
““one compulsory assignment requiring group work should be given since this forces interaction
among students even if with hectic schedule.”

The previous discussion indicates that the themes derived from the texts can be categorized
under the following thematic points: purpose, learner experience, teacher’s role, and format. The

thematic variations identified per thematic point are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Thematic points and thematic variations derived from the texts

Thematic Point Thematic Variations (Subthemes) Central theme

Purpose Collaborative Learning Collaborative
can deepen learning | learning can broaden
perspective

Learner experience | Collaborative Learning | Collaborative Learning

is enjoyable is challenging L.
; ; ; Collaboration is
Teacher’s role Teacher’s absence Teacher’s presence learning
creating new space facilitating
for Collaborative Collaborative Learning
Learning
Format Flexibility in Structurein

Collaborative Learning | Collaborative Learning

Participants see collaboration essentially as an opportunity to learn from one's peers through the
exchange of ideas. As Stacey (1999) argued, computer-mediated collaborative learning allowed for
the social construction of knowledge through “sharing diverse perspectives of group members”.
Not only did group work give learners the opportunity to share their perspectives and ideas but
also enhanced individual and group engagement, which are crucial in the learning process.
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The participants are said to see collaborative learning as enjoyable given that it promotes social
interaction and team building among co-learners by providing “a network of social interaction
that underlay the mutual respect and trust needed for a successful collaborative learning
process” (Stacey, 1999). Having said this, collaborative learning is also challenging. This is
especially true in the case of online learners who communicate with each other at a distance.
Requiring synchronous communication, collaborative learning promotes learner motivation and
co-creation of knowledge among peers. However, the same collective effort which learners find
enjoyable, also brings with it certain challenges, including difficulties in communicating through
technology, negative attitudes of some learners on collaboration, and technology, and lack of
individual accountability (Thompson and Ku, 2006; An, Kim, and Kim, 2008). Furthermore, the
same collective effort which learners find engaging also impinges on the flexibility of the course
-- the ability to study at one's own pace. The urgency to depend on their co-learners for grades
also imposes a limitation on some learners (MacDonald, 2003).

This brings in the role of the teacher. Given the relative complexity of organizing collective work
online, teachers are seen by learners as providers of structure, source of clarity, and corrector of
mistakes. As other studies have shown, teachers are essential in bridging this gap by providing
feedback (whether individual or by group), giving guidelines and rules in doing the activity, and
by encouraging questions. While learners look for this structure, they also need enough elbow
room for them to work around the required collaborative learning activity (An, Kim, and Kim,
2008). This is especially true for adult learners as in the case of the participants in this study,
hence, the expressed appreciation for the teacher's relative absence in the collaborative activity.
In addition, the advent of new technologies which allows for more interactive and engaging
interactions among learners, have actually lessened the need for the physical presence of the
teacher in collaborative learning (Greiffenhagen, 2012).

The study has shown that collaborative learning, is itself, learning, which goes to show the target
learners’ appreciation forits benefits. As one student indicated, the learners’ participationin group
discussions is reflective of what they “tend to do that in their respective jobs,” which in turn,
highlights the appropriateness of collaborative learning as an instructional strategy in the training
of professional managers whose practice can be best described as relational. Implementing it
in the ODeL environment, however, requires a delicate balancing act for the teacher between
providing structure and flexibility. Based on these two cases, learners in online collaborative
learning benefit from clear instructions, clarifying expectations, providing online resources to
enable exploration, and using peer review as an opportunity for co-creation of knowledge but
also as a mechanism for establishing accountabilities among learners in the group. Having said
this, learners also appreciate if they are given flexibility in terms of what online resources to use,
whom to do the collaborative learning activity with (i.e., colleagues instead of classmates), and
how to assess their work.

While collaborative learning activities in a sense are essential to the learning experience of
management students, it was also recognized that it can be challenging. Hence, there is a need to
ensure that the amount of collaboration required does not negate the flexibility that ODeL affords
to online students. One way to achieve this is to schedule the conduct of the learning activities in
the early to middle part of the term when students are doing fewer course requirements. These
findings can be applied not only in the two R&DM courses but also in similar courses and programs
within and outside UPOU.
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Conclusions

The study has shown that the DR&DM students’ experiences and views in both courses seem
to show that the very act of collaboration is learning. Collaborative learning is said to open up
opportunities for learners to deepen their understanding of the lessons while expanding their
views of R&D management concepts, issues, and situations. While the affordances provided by
collaborative learning makes it enjoyable to students, the complexity of doing it online makes it
more challenging as well. The study also indicates that in designing and delivering collaborative
learning activities, teachers need to provide enough structure to lessen confusion about the
process of collaboration but also provide enough the flexibility to allow for exploration of ideas
that learners find interesting or relevant to their professional lives.

Given the limited scope of the study, a study involving collaborative learning activities in other
courses or programs can be conducted in the future. A quasi-experimental (cross-sectional) study
to determine other effects of online collaboration on learning can also be pursued.
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Exercise on Values

The Alligator River Story
(Anonymous)

As most stories begin...Once upon a time, there was a river that was practically overflowing with
alligators. As many of you have guessed, it was called Alligator River. A girl named Abigail lived on
the west bank of the river. Her boyfriend, Greg lived on the opposite bank. Abigail and Greg were
very much in love with each other. One slight complication: no boat, and an alligator-filled river
stood between them.

Abigail decided to seek help so that she could see her boyfriend, Greg. She approached Rene,
who owned a boat. Not this was very fortunate for Abigail, because Rene's boat was exactly what
she needed to get across the river. She explained her situation to Rene and asked if she could
borrow this boat. Rene thought for a moment and then replied: “Sure, you can borrow my boat,
but only under one condition: The condition is that you sleep with me tonight”.

Now this startled Abigail, because she didn't want to sleep with Rene - she just wanted to borrow
his boat so that she could see Greg.

After Abigail had told Rene “nothing doing,” she wandered down the road until she came upon
Henry. Abigail explained her plight (her desire to see Greg, Rene's response) to Henry. After
hearing all this, Henry told Abigail: “Don't bother me! That's not my concern. I've got other things
to do. Leave me alone!” A despondent Abigail, her options exhausted, finally decided to go back
to Rene. She slept with him that night. The next morning, Rene, true to his word, loaned his boat
to Abigail.

Abigail sailed across the river and saw her beloved Greg. After spending a few delightful hours
together, Abigail felt compelled to tell Greg what happened. After she had related her whole
story, Greg blew up completely: “You what?”” | can't believe you did that. | can't believe that you
slept with him! That's it - it's all over — just forget the relationship — get out of my life!”

Distraught, Abigail wandered off. She came upon Larry, who was wandering around , too.
Borrowing his shoulder to cry on, Abigail poured out her story to Larry. Larry then went looking
for Greg (with Abigail close behind). Larry found Greg and proceeded to beat him up, with Abigail
gleefully and laughingly applauding the bloody pommeling.
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That's the end of the story.
Source: Readings in Human Behavior in Organizations (1990) by Rodriguez, R.A. et. al.

University of the Philippines Open University R&DM 251 Technology Evaluation

:'fi/()'* FMA 3 WebQuest

N [» Submission Date: 22 February 2014

LA S 4

I. INTRODUCTION

This assignment will synthesize what you have learned in this course, particularly Unit IV. You will
engage in an adventure in quest for treasure (which is not just knowledge but greater understanding
of this knowledge).

A WebQuest, according to Prof. Bernie Dodge, (http://webquest.org/index.php) is an inquiry activity
that presents student groups with challenging task, provides access to an abundance of usually
online resources and scaffolds the learning process to prompt higher order thinking. For the web
quest, it may interest you to visit and read the article on “Some Thoughts About Web Quests” by Prof.
Bernie Dodge in: http://webquest.sdsu.edu/about_webquests.html (accessed Jan 7,2014).

Il. THE TASK

The world wide web or internet contains rich resources where you can draw examples and
illustrations on technology evaluation. This assignment is a group activity, which will give you an
opportunity to work with your classmates. Just ponder that management is not what it is without
people working together toward a common goal. Your specific task as a group is further explained in
“Ill. The Process”, particularly in “C".

By the end of this assignment, you and your group mates will be able to understand better the role of
institutional, infrastructure, and policy setting in developing mechanism to institutionalize
Technology Evaluation within the R&D organization.

Specifically, in this assignment, you will assess selected R&D organizations conducting technology
assessment/evaluation in terms of their mandate, programs/ projects, TA/TE tools and techniques
used; and explain the:

1. Impediments in the institutionalization of TAITE

2. Desirable features of a TA Organization

3. Institutional Settings (i.e., technology assessment office, university/research center,
research institute)

. THE PROCESS
A. This assignment is best done by a group of 3-7 members, | will initially assign
groupings but you may send me an email of the names of your classmates you

prefer to work with. You have about four (4) weeks to work on this assignment so |
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advise you to contact your group mates early, and arrange the time and date of your
simultaneous discussion (synchronous) in the Course Site.

A specific discussion slot in the Course Site will be allotted for your group. (If this will not be
convenient to you, an e-group is an alternative but make sure you include my e-mail address
so that | can keep track of your progress).

B. Your group will meet (virtually if face to face is not feasible). You will also agree on which role
each member will play [i.e., technical director, scientist (specify if chemist, biologist, geologist,
agriculturist, environmentalist, efc), engineer (specify if mechanical, electrical, efc), stakeholder
(i.e., ethnic leader, consumer group president, barangay captain, company owner, efc.)] so
that you can enrich your discussion with varying points of view:

C. Each member of the group should be able to answer the task individually first, before sharing
his/her work with the group using the task sheet below:

1. Read the articles found in the’hot list”. If you have supplementary resources which you need
to use, add them in the"hotlist".

2. Based on your readings, as a group, formulate and agree on a set of criteria in determining
the desirable features of a R&D or TA organization

3. Individually, each member searches and suggests at least one R&D or TA organization to
assess.

4. As a group, discuss and agree as a group which three organizations you will analyze in
terms of how they conduct R&D as well as implement and institutionalize technology
assessment/ evaluation mechanism.

3. Individually and later as a group, compare and contrast the three organizations based on
your agreed criteria in no. 2. You may rate and explain the implementation and
institutionalization of TA/TE technology evaluation in these three organizations, quantitatively
and/or qualitatively.

You may also use the numeric or qualitative rating like the scale below:

L n n 4
J J Z T

VE E ME NE EE

N

VE= Very Effective, E= Effective, ME= Maybe effective, NE=Not effective,
EE= Extremely not effective

4. Make a conclusion by explaining your answer to this question: “Which among the
organizations have the best technology evaluation/assessment mechanism?

Second Semester 2013-2014 Dr. Jaine Cadoc-Reyes (FIC) 2

78

Primo G. Garcia, Jaine Cadoc-Reyes, and Ellaisa Ruth B. Veluz



[JODelL, Vol. 4, No. 1, (June 2018)

University of the Philippines Open University R&DM 251 Technology Evaluation

5. Each member of the group should have finished activity nos. 3 and 4 before the group can
“virtually” meet to integrate and synthesize your group output.

6. You may use a matrix for your individual and group outputs.

7. Submit both individual and group output including your additional information resources to
the *hot list” of information resources should also be included in the assignment.
Remember to submit your assignment on time. Upload the finished assignment in the
Course Site.

IV. INFORMATION RESOURCES

To start your WebQuest here are some “hot list”. You are also required to search for other
supplementary resources and add them in this list.

A. Conceptual tools in technology evaluation

1. Appraising Inventions: They Key to Technology Management (Perchorowics)
www.pepvc.com/resources/Appraising_Inventions.pdf (Accessed Jan 7,2013)

2. Assessing Technology Tools
http:/iwww.nsba.org/shot/toolkit/att.html#Technical (Accessed Jan 7,2014)

3. Web-enabled Innovation in New Product Development (Farris, et al)
http:/iwww.highbeam.com/doc/1G1-111066404.html (Accessed Jan 7,2014)
http:/ffindarticles.com/p/articles/mi_6714/is_6_46/ai_n29046706/

(Accessed Jan 7,2014 )

4. Managing Technical Risk Understanding Private Sector Decision Making on Early Stage
Technology-based Projects (Branscomb, et.al)
www.atp.nist.gov/eao/ger_787.pdf (Accessed Jan 7,2014 )

5. How Are You Managing Technology Risk? ( Bonnette)
http://www.bankersonline.com/technology/mone.html (Accessed Jan 7,2014)

6 How to sell Technology Assessment
http:/fwww.5min.com/Video/How-to-Sell-Technology-Assessments-103359603
htip:/ftechnologyassessmentsecrets.com/

B. Organizations conducting technology assessment/ evaluation.

1. Technology Assessment Protocol of PCARRD
http://www.pcarrd.dost.gov.ph/tgb/Component_1.htm (Accessed Jan. 6, 2012)
www.stii.dost.gov.ph/sntpost/frames/jantomar03/iptm.pdf (Accessed Jan 7,2014)

2. The CSIRO Assessment Frameworks

http:www.csiro.au/csiro /  http:/iwww.csiro.au/org/Our-Strategy-Overview.html
http://www.csiro.au/resources/SPIFtoolinfo.html (Accessed Jan 7,2014)
International Center for Technology Assessment www.icta.org (Jan. 6, 2012)
Swiss Centre for Technology Assessment www.ta-swiss.ch (Accessed Jan 7,2014)
Institute for Technology Assessment www.mgh-ita.org (Accessed Jan 7,2014)
Institute of Technology Assessment (Vienna) www.oeaw.ac.at/ita/welcome.htm
(Accessed Jan 7,2014)
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7. International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science and Technology for
Development http://www.agassessment.org/ (Accessed Jan 7,2014)

8, World Technology Evaluation Center www.wtec.org ( Accessed Jan 7,2014)

9. Technology Assessment International http://technologyassessment.com/
(Accessed Jan 7,2014)

10. Institute for Advanced Studies on Science, Technology and Society

http://www.ifz.tugraz.at/index_en.php/article/articleview/173/1/62
(Accessed Jan 7,2014)

V. EVALUATION

Your Course Guide contains how this assignment will be graded. Your individual and group
performance as indicated in the Task Sheets, will each contribute 50% of your score.
Hence, you have to do well in these two tasks.

VI. CONCLUSION

Having completed the WebQuest, you should have gained analytical ability to develop a
suitable TA/TE mechanism for the R&D organization as well as understand what TA/TE tools and
techniques are being used in the field. Aside from these you became familiar with the availability
of resources at your fingertips, which you can tap for your technology evaluation in the future.
Moreover, you got acquainted with your classmates and | hope this fostered camaraderie among
you. Your group will share with your other classmates your learning experience in doing this
assignment in our last discussion forum.

Date of Submission: 1 March 2014
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