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Abstract

This is the first research report from Tracking Canada’s Past, a unique network aimed at improving students’
understandings of History by engaging them in an on-line community whose purpose is to “do history” in a way
that parallels the work of historians. We explain our theoretical orientation to this work, the major components
of our pilot design, and present empirical findings (in the form of statistics and case studies) from a trial
conducted in 2002. The pilot project involved 50 high school social studies students and their teachers, from
two very different high schools, as well as 8 adult volunteer mentors with varying expertise in historical
research.

Introduction: The challenge of authenticity

For over a century, educational reformers and a segment of the general public have complained
that school is not authentic enough to the ways in which people acquire, develop, and apply
knowledge in the world at large (Dewey 1966; Resnick 1987). As early as 1929, Alfred North
Whitehead complained that schoolwork produced “inert knowledge” (Whitehead 1963) not
easily applied outside school. Decades later, cognitive psychologists demonstrated just how often
formal instruction failed to transfer, even to formally similar problems (Pea 1987).

More recently, proponents of the situativity thesis have moved this argument further (Brown,
Collins et al. 1989), lending strength to the notion that disciplinary literacies, like those of
history, mathematics and science, are inextricably bound to scholarly communities of discourse
and practice (Bazerman 1988; Myers 1990; Miller 1994), which are reflected but dimly in K-12
curriculum and teaching practice. Social Studies represents, in some ways, an extreme of this
problem. Because Social Studies blends together History and Geography, and is often taught by
someone who has studied only one of these disciplines in much depth, the knowledge and ways
of thinking that students are introduced to in the Social Studies classroom can be quite remote
from authentic practices in the adult world.

For many years now, educational researchers from a variety of traditions have explored the
question of what it means to know and understand History — not only in the limited sense of
knowledge about specific, culturally-valued events and people from the past, but also in the
larger sense of how the past comes to be understood by historians (Wineburg 2001). The body of
scholarship built over the past decade, in particular, has made considerably clearer what a
difficult enterprise it is for students in school to build a mature understanding of History as a way
of thinking, and has identified many of the hurdles to students’ success in this endeavour:

* Textbook accounts of historical events are often oversimplified, and present a single,
homogenized perspective on events (Beck and McKeown 1994; McKeown and Beck
1994), usually in a depersonalized voice (Wineburg 1991).



* Since students usually do not encounter multiple perspectives on the same events, they
are not challenged to develop ways of reconciling or selecting among differing accounts
(Barton 1997). Consequently, when confronted with such accounts, they either arbitrarily
ignore some, or ignore evidence entirely and provide an account of how they believe
things 'must have happened'.

* School environments typically provide students with a poverty of experience with which
to understand the process of historical interpretation (Levstik and Barton 1997). For
example, teachers are often forced to cover too much material in too little time, rendering
“history” into a kind of trivia game.

* Students often encounter so little source evidence in their studies, they never learn to
distinguish historical scholarship from fictional storytelling (Zarnowski 1998).

It would be mistaken to paint all history teachers with this broad brush. Many History teachers
attempt to give their students more realistic experiences of historical research, through projects
or exercises in which they engage deeply with reproductions of primary source material, examine
questions of historical method, and write reports in genres that would be familiar to historians.
These efforts are, unfortunately, increasingly rare. In a recent survey commissioned by the
Concord Review, 27% of Social Studies teachers reported that they did not assign research
papers as long as 2700 words in their courses. 31% of respondents indicated that work on
lengthy papers simply takes too much time away from other instruction (Fitzhugh 2002).

Our objective in the work reported here has been to use Internet media to support and encourage
teachers and students in the type of long-term historical inquiry, using primary source materials,
that research suggests will bring about a deeper understanding of historical scholarship. Our
approach is different from, but complimentary to, that of researchers who are striving to develop
richly-structured collections of multimedia artifacts for studying historical events (Rosenzweig
2001). Our interest is in working with practitioners to develop a vibrant community in which
their students can work alongside their peers and practitioners of history to deeply understand a
multi-faceted historical theme, using the historical evidence available in their own home towns
as well as on the web. We want students to experience writing history themselves, with the
support, encouragement, and critique of historians.

This broad aim stems from the hypothesis that if we truly want students to understand the
concerns and methods of historians, they not only need the opportunity to work on authentic
problems, with authentic sources, in authentic ways. It may be just as important that they see
their personal knowledge work as taking place in a community of critical minds whose mission
is “doing history” (Levstik and Barton 1997; Seixas 1999). In what follows, we discuss an
ongoing design experiment called Tracking Canada’s Past, in which we have been working to
build a distributed community of historical inquiry with the aid of a shared electronic workspace
called Knowledge Forum. The design experiment began in two high schools the 2001/2002
school year, and continues today in five schools, spread across two Canadian provinces.

Our design is based on two foundational ideas. One is a new form of voluntarism called
“telementoring” (Wighton 1993; O'Neill, Wagner et al. 1996; Harris and Jones 1999) in which
practitioners of a discipline are recruited to provide ongoing guidance and advice to particular
students over an extended period of time, developing ideas together. This type of support is



cruicial, we believe, in realizing our second foundational idea: students’ engagement with
primary sources — the “raw stuff” of history. Our reading of the literature suggests that to make
progress in the development of their conceptions of History as a way of knowing, students must
be disequilibrated by encountering some of these materials in physical form. There is nothing
quite like having to put on white gloves to handle the newspapers, or pulling someone else’s
family photographs out of a storage box in a temperature-controlled room, to challenge one’s
sense of how historical accounts are made.

In what follows, we discuss our initial design for Tracking Canada’s Past, describe the
challenges we have encountered in realizing its two foundational ideas, and discuss the fruits our
efforts appear to have borne so far. We are far from having an authoritative answer to all the
problems we raise, but offer our developing understanding of the efficacy of the ideas
themselves, and the challenges that must be overcome to realize them.

A historical premise

As a foundation for our community, we wanted a single unifying theme to which students and
adults from a variety of settings and backgrounds would be drawn, and to which they could
contribute. The theme we selected was the Canadian Pacific Railway.

As some readers will know, the Canadian Pacific was the first transcontinental railway in
Canada, and the first great national project for the handful of British colonies that entered
confederation in 1867. As scholars have noted before (Francis 1997), the building of the
Canadian Pacific Railway is a vital part of Canada’s national creation myth. Despite complaints
of Canadians’ ignorance of their own stories (Granatstein 1998), the construction of the CPR
remains a salient cultural touchstone for them. Salient enough, at least, that one in a long-running
series of patriotic TV ads for “Molson Canadian” beer is largely built around grainy black-and
white images of the CPR. Along with a catchy jingle repeating “I am Canadian”, viewers watch a
re-enactment of the last spike being driven in the mountains of British Columbia — one of the
most widely recognized images from Canadian history. They see hardy-looking pioneers riding
the rails on a hand-pumped speeder; and troops massing at train stations to mobilize for the First
World War. The remarkable staying power of the CPR myth is probably why, in a country that
has no national history curriculum, one can rely on the CPR taking pride of place in the history
and social studies curricula of most provinces.

Of course, the CPR is more than a myth. Its activities have intersected with many important
themes in history and social studies curricula, including early confederation politics,
immigration, tourism, law, and the white settlement of the Canadian west. Many cities and towns
across the Canadian west are where they are because the railway is where it is. Both literally and
figuratively, the railway runs through a large portion of Canadian history. This being the case, it
is easier for teachers to justify the large investment of curriculum time necessary for long-term,
open-ended inquiry around this theme, than around many others. And, because the CPR is a
phenomenon that touches most regions of Canada in direct or indirect ways, Tracking Canada’s
Past has ready potential to scale up if our proof-of-concept is successful. We have already seen
an increased interest from schools in our second year of implementation. For the 2002/2003
school year, the community grew to involve five schools in British Columbia and Ontario, with
140 students participating.



Our long-term objective is to join together students, teachers and historians from across Canada,
to work in a coordinated fashion, using their diverse expertise and diverse sources of evidence, to
understand the many facets and implications of the Canadian Pacific “story”. In this community,
what participants bring in is just as important as what they take out. The sources of evidence
considered by our participants include not only textbooks, films, and other published resources
that are generally available at a good library, but unpublished sources from local community
archives that would otherwise be unavailable to the majority of participating students.

Building on diversity: Roles for our volunteers

Our choice of the CPR as a theme also carries benefits with regard to the number and variety of
adults we can engage in our work as it comes to scale. Like the CoVis project (Pea 1993, May),
Tracking Canada’s Past aims to bring students into direct contact with both the evidence
interpreted by practitioners of a discipline, and the practitioners themselves. But while the CoVis
telementoring work involved only mentors that were graduate students or people holding
advanced degrees in the scientific fields that students were studying (O'Neill, Wagner et al.
1996), we have cast our net wider. We continue to recruit History graduate students to serve as
mentors for our students, but have also recruited volunteers through the many historical societies
and museums that concern themselves with railway history. We have done this in recognition of
Kammen’s observation that:

The past...belongs to us all; the language of history is the language we speak. Historical methods — except,
perhaps, for recent forays by highly sophisticated historians into mathematical and statistical history —
depend upon intelligence and common sense, and most history is not cloaked from view by an arcane
jargon or methodology too complex for anyone who is interested but not formally trained to understand.
(Kammen 1995)

Notwithstanding the relative accessibility of History as a discipline, our approach with Tracking
Canada’s Past differs substantially from other efforts to build on-line communities of historical
inquiry. In Palaver Tree Online (Ellis and Bruckman 2002), for instance, the primary
qualification of the community elders recruited to work with children was that they could bear
witness to the events of the time period the students were concerned with. Essentially, the
mentors served as sources. Palaver Tree Online did not, according to report, involve adults who
understood History as a distinctive way of knowing, and thus could model or explicitly discuss
with students what it might mean to “do history”, as distinguished from another discipline.

In Tracking Canada’s Past we are attempting to enhance the possibility of growing our
community beyond a scale that could be supported by History graduate students alone, while
maintaining the important principle that the adult “way of knowing” should be represented in our
on-line community through the direct participation of its practitioners. How effectively this
combination of volunteers will help us to attain our pedagogical goals is one of the questions we
begin to explore here.

Our Pedagogical Goals

While the literature on historical understanding is rich and diverse, Denis Shemilt’s four-stage
description of adolescents’ progression in understanding historical reasoning (Shemilt 1987)
provides a parsimonious way of talking about what we hope to achieve with Tracking Canada’s



Past. Shemilt himself describes his model as provisional, but it is based on an impressively large
corpus of data from interviews with adolescents, and thus holds particular value for us as an
orienting framework for design. Since we will refer to Shemilt’s four stages throughout the
paper, it seems appropriate to summarize them here.

At the lowest level of understanding, Stage 1 of Shemilt’s model, knowledge of the past is taken
as given. It is essentially unproblematic to students for the past to be known. The only difficulty
students associate with history is reading it and remembering it. At Stage 1, students understand
historians as, essentially, good memorizers of the true stories about the past.

At Stage 2, students recognize that the past does not speak with a single voice, but history is
viewed as problematic only because the evidence may not be reliable (e.g. some people saw the
events in question and others did not) or because some reporters may be biased. A typical Stage
2 student reasons that since history actually happened, and it happened only one way, there must
be only one correct story. At this stage, historians are thought of as people who, like detectives,
sift through the evidence and can sniff out false or biased stories, and pass along the correct ones.

Stage 3 students are distinguished by their understanding that historical knowledge can never be
absolutely certain. Historical scholarship is understood to involve using evidence (only some of
which is other peoples' stories) to reduce the uncertainty of knowledge about the past. The
historian's answers are not "read off" from sources, but much like a scientist, he or she has to use
deductive logic and make inferences to come up with a justifiable account.

In the 4™ and final stage of Shemilt’s model, historical knowledge is viewed as kaleidoscopic.
Students recognize that it is possible to have several equally defensible stories about the past,
even if they draw upon the same evidence. Like a kaleidoscope, history’s “patterns are ordered
and determinate, but do not yield a single stable picture.” (Shemilt 2000) At stage 4, it is
understood that what a historian does is reconstruct a possible past, but that “Uncertainty is built

into the fabric of the story.” (Shemilt 2000)

One important virtue of Shemilt’s model is that it suggests some testable ideas about the kinds of
experiences that might bring students from one stage of understanding to another. Recognizing
that at any level of maturity, the students in a given class are likely to stand at different stages of
understanding, the design of Tracking Canada’s Past has attempted to build in experiences that
provide entree at every level, and offer challenges and supports that we hope will enable students
at each stage to advance.

The Envisioned Design

Tracking Canada’s Past is being pursued in the mode of a “design experiment” (Brown 1992;
Cobb, Confrey et al. 2003), an emerging style of research which Allan Collins describes by
analogy to the wind-tunnel testing that is used to evaluate aircraft and automobiles (Collins
1992). Underlying the notion of design experiments is an important observation about the role of
theory in education. Namely, theories of learning are indispensable, but not fully predictive of
the success that many designs for learning will enjoy. Furthermore, because learning is an
unavoidably situated phenomenon, theory that emerges either from careful analytic work or from



rigorous lab work must be informed and enriched through rigorously analyzed attempts to teach
in realistic settings.

The Tracking Canada’s Past unit was originally planned to stretch over 10 weeks. Teachers
would begin the unit with their students in a fairly traditional way, using a combination of texts
and audiovisual materials. In the first two weeks, students would master the familiar textbook
account of the building of the CPR. This account normally places the first Prime Minister, John
A. MacDonald, as a hero, and emphasizes the turbulent politics of early confederation. It also
follows an overarching narrative of conquering nature (Furniss 1998).

Following this introduction, and prior to doing any work with other members of the community
on-line, whole-class discussions or other exercises would begin to uncover facets of the history
that are either underdeveloped or omitted in the textbook accounts. For example, the divestiture
of the native peoples or the involvement of imported Chinese labourers in building the railway
are normally undeveloped themes, though they may merit sidebars in newer textbooks. Teachers
could also take the opportunity at this point to introduce their students to some of the local
history that intersects with the CPR theme, perhaps through visits to archives or historic sites.

At a prescribed time agreed upon by participating teachers, students across the sites would
individually choose topics of interest for further exploration. In the 2001/2002 school year,
students’ chosen topics spanned 8 broad, interrelated themes:

* Economic history

* FEuropean settlement of the Canadian West
e Labour history

e Legal history (including crime)

e Technology in the 19" century

e The Arts

¢ Communication

e Native peoples

On the basis of students’ expressed interests, project staff would then group them together with
peers (hopefully from different schools), as well as with a volunteer mentor who had offered to
advise students with regard to their chosen research theme. (Volunteers were screened prior to
participation, and received copies of a case-based guidebook prepared from previous research
data (O'Neill, Abeygunawardena et al. 2000)). At this point, students would be introduced to the
Knowledge Forum software, and begin working with their peers and mentors to locate and
question sources.

As had been done in previous work (O'Neill and Scardamalia 2000), we planned for each
research working group to be assigned a "home view" in the Knowledge Forum workspace (see
Figure 1). This would serve as a gathering place in which to coordinate work, and share sources,
interpretations, and accounts. Though each student and mentor had a home view, every
participant would also have access to all the research views, and would be encouraged to keep
abreast of developing research in themes related to those they had chosen.
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Figure 1: “Welcome view” from the 2001/2002 Knowledge Forum database for Tracking Canada’s Past
(photo courtesy of Canadian Pacific Archives)

From this point forward, a set of "milestone" assignments would provide a common frame of
reference for participants, and help ensure that peers, mentors and teachers regularly saw
products reflecting each student's developing understanding of the source material they were
working with. In previous work, this sort of disclosure had proven crucial to ensuring that
mentors could provide informed advice (O'Neill and Gomez 1998, November). While we do not
hold to the fallacy of a single linear “historical method”, the milestones were also intended to
scaffold students’ thinking through an extended investigation in an unfamiliar domain. The
milestones were written with the aid of a Ph.D. student in History, and drew inspiration from
methodology primers for History graduate students (e.g. Hexter, 1971)'. The culminating
assignment for the entire unit would be an original historical account, produced by each student.

This envisioned design provides only a general framework for participation. We fully expected
that within and around this framework, more design work would be carried out in practice; but in
keeping with the design experiments perspective, we wanted elaborations or repairs to the design
to develop on an inductive basis, in collaboration with our participants.

Why would this design work?

In a design experiments approach, it is important to be as explicit as possible about the
pedagogical rationale for design choices. In that spirit, we discuss the ways in which we hoped

' The milestone assignments can be viewed on the project web site at
http://www.trackingcanadaspast.org/



the experiences shaped by our envisioned design would help raise students from one stage of
Shemilt’s developmental scale to the next.

To begin with, we hoped that the variety of themes being explored across the TCP community
might “seed” the idea for students that there are multiple valid stories to be told about the CPR
— many of which do not appear in the textbook, and which relate more directly than textbook
accounts to the communities in which students live. Of course, at this broad thematic level,
accounts may draw upon quite different evidence. In this sense, the list of themes does not fully
embody Shemilt's Stage 4 kaleidoscope, but may hint in this direction.

Within each thematic view, students' work on the milestone assignments was meant to prompt
the collection and consideration of a variety of sources — including primary source materials
(photographs, letters, legal documents, photographs) about whose interpretation there can be
much debate, and which render problematic the stage 2 idea of “reading off” the one correct
story from sources. It was hoped that in the presence of sufficient support from teachers and
mentors, confronting multiple sources would bring any Stage 1 students at least to Stage 2, or
possibly to Stage 3.

Finally, it was hoped that given a sufficient length and intensity of on-line work with students,
mentors would not only help them to locate and "get into position to think" about historical
evidence (by helping them to refine questions, and directing them to sources), but would have an
opportunity to question their interpretations of sources, and offer alternative interpretations for
exploration. They might also prompt students to question their assumptions about what
constitutes historical knowledge and what historians do with evidence. Previous work with
telementors in secondary science had shown that their role as a responsive, critical audience for
students' thinking about evidence could result in a deeper understanding of disciplinary norms of
thinking and writing (O'Neill 2001). In time, we hope to see parallel results in Tracking Canada’s
Past.

In this context, the shared Knowledge Forum workspace was expected to provide advantages
over the e-mail lists more frequently used to support telementoring (O'Neill and Scardamalia
2000). Given the ability Knowledge Forum would provide students to read mentoring dialogues
within and across thematic views, students could take advantage of the advice their peers
solicited from other mentors, and observe the construction of different historical accounts using
similar, or even identical evidence. This is precisely the type of experience one would expect to
carry Stage 3 students to Stage 4.

The Enacted Design

Not surprisingly for a complex design involving many participants, much did not go according to
plan in the project’s pilot phase. The biggest difference between the plan and the enactment had
to do with time. Due to technical and logistical problems, the enacted unit lasted for only five
weeks: half as long as we had planned. Previous experience suggested that this would likely be a
frustratingly short time frame for telementoring (O'Neill 2001), but more important, compressed
schedule did not allow our participating students and teachers to follow the milestone



assignments very closely. As a result, these wound up being loosely interpreted, and did not see a
true test.”

Also, while we expected teachers and students to find work with primary sources challenging,
one school faced problems of access that we did not anticipate. In our pilot phase, each school
was able to fully implement only one of the two foundational ideas of the project. Carl and his
students at Metro South discovered that the nearest public archive discouraged visits by school
groups, forcing his students to rely heavily on Internet resources. Thankfully, they did have quite
convenient access to Internet-connected computers, with six workstations in their own classroom
and frequent access to a large lab. Meanwhile, Dan and his students at Riverside arranged a
number of visits to their local archive, at which extra volunteers were brought in specially to
support students; but their access to computers was not as substantial as they had hoped, and not
all students were aware that they could access Knowledge Forum using their computers at home,
and didn’t have access to the shared workspace as often as was initially expected.

Despite these problems, the enacted unit did include three key features of the proposed design:

e Schools in communities with different historical relationships to the CPR
e Students with a range of backgrounds and aspirations
* Volunteer mentors with a wide array of interests and credentials

In these ways, the pilot provided us with substantial data to begin examining the feasibility,
efficacy, and scalability of the Tracking Canada’s Past community.

Data Collection and Methods

In the pilot phase, we used a variety of pen-and-paper questionnaires, small-group or one-on-one
interviews with participants, and electronic logs to build an understanding of who our
participants were, who among them were actively engaged in the work of the project, in what
ways, and why. (Unfortunately, logistics and funding prevented us from conducting classroom
observations.) A subset of these data will be discussed here, including:

e Statistical analyses and descriptive results from a pre-unit survey that included basic
demographic data, a 9-question quiz of students’ prior knowledge about the CPR, an
assessment of writing apprehension, and a test of students’ orientation toward learning or
performance goals.

e Results from an original instrument, the Historical Account Differences (HAD) task,
which we designed to assess students’ position in Shemilt’s stage model. We
administered this instrument to all students prior to the TCP unit.

* A high-level topical coding of the Knowledge Forum notes written by students and
volunteer mentors in each of the 8 topical research views.

* In the 2002/2003 school year, the project has a much longer time frame, and teachers have
stuck much closer to the milestone assignments as designed. Results from this iteration of the
design will be reported on in the next several months.



* (Case studies combining Knowledge Forum notes and interviews with students, teachers
and volunteer mentors.

Our participants

It seems sensible to begin our discussion of this data with a description of the people who made
up our community.

Students and Teachers

A total of 50 students from two Grade 10 Social Studies classes in two British Columbia high
schools participated in the project pilot. Metro South, located in a densely-populated
metropolitan area, had a strong reputation for academic excellence. In our pre-unit survey, three
quarters of the students in the participating class told us they expected to attend university after
graduating. The teacher of the class, Carl, was recruited through personal contacts. He had been
a Geography major at university, and was pursuing post-graduate studies in educational
computing. He was drawn to the project partly because of the technologies used in it, and
appeared to think of his students as primarily stage 1 thinkers. When asked to identify the
greatest conceptual difficulty he expected his students to face in the project he seemed to reveal
his own stage 2 tendencies:

The biggest challenge is going to be for them not to just copy information from a book or the internet...
and just use that as their own. That’s something that we as educators try to avoid, but you kind of fall into
that trap because we do teach about facts, that come out of our textbooks, and we ask the kids to remember
these facts, so...we reinforce that behavior. So to break that mindset is going to be...difficult, and to have
students think, and write about their thoughts, and not somebody else’s thoughts, is going to be a big
challenge...

Our other participating school, Riverside Secondary, was located in a small industrial town of
30,000 people, about an hour’s drive from its urban counterpart. Historically, a large portion of
students from this school do not continue on to postsecondary studies. About 40% of the
participating class informed us in the pre-unit survey that they intended to attend vocational
school after graduation. Their teacher was markedly different in experience and orientation from
his peer at Metro South. He had been an undergraduate History major, had been practicing as a
teacher for 20 years, and had studied with a prominent local History education scholar during
work on his Master’s degree. He had gotten involved in the project by responding to an
invitation broadcast over an e-mail list for B.C. Social Studies teachers. His reply read in part:

Our town’s past is attached to the development of rail transport through the region. We have an archive that
is by all accounts stuffed with materials that would prove useful in a project such as the one you describe. I
have not had a lot of contact with the archive, and would relish the opportunity to make better use of it, and
to develop a deeper sense of historical understanding in both my own instruction and my students. We
have considerable computer resources at our disposal and a number of technologically capable kids who
also have an interest in history. Please contact me about getting our school involved in the project.

Students’ responses to the Historical Account Differences (HAD) task (see details in Appendix
A) proved illuminating, though not straightforward. The instrument, which saw some refinement
for the 2002/2003 school year, was designed to locate students on Shemilt’s scale. The task
asked students to read and summarize a selection of competing narratives concerning the
Canadian Pacific Railway, then explain how the historians’ accounts could differ, by choosing up
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to three explanations from a list inspired by Shemilt’s scale (see Appendix A). Pairs of the 8
statements in the list were written to appeal to Shemilt’s stages of historical thinking, and were
presented in a random order.

Interestingly, while at Riverside the responses given by each student contained consistent
appeals to within-stage explanations for story differences (45% of students responding within
level), there was very little consistency among the responses in the other class, in which only
15% of students responded consistently within level. With this small a number of responses, it is
possible that administration issues are a factor here; though given the strong contrast between the
classes, we are forced to wonder whether within-level consistency of response itself may be an
indicator of the substantially different teaching students experienced in the two classes.

Averaging each student’s responses by stage, the modal stage across the entire set of responses
was 3, taking in 60% of students of both sexes. 32% of students appeared to be at stage 2. There
were, however, no females at stage 1, and no males at stage 4 (there was only 1 stage 4 response
in the entire sample). More females appealed to Stage 2 & 4 explanations, whereas more males
appealed to stage 1 (see Appendix A for further details).
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Figure 2: Distribution of average stage appealed to in explaining story differences (both schools)

Volunteer Mentors

Our volunteer mentors (8 in total for the 2001/2002 year) were recruited through a combination
of professional e-mail lists and personal contacts, for their interest and expertise in one, or a
combination of the following:

e The methods of historical research
e The history of the local areas in which students were carrying out their research
e The broad historical themes that students were exploring
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Half of our volunteers had earned, or were earning, Master’s degrees in History. All but one of
the others had at least a bachelor’s degree, with a strong interest in history. The last was
completing a bachelor’s degree as a mature student, and had taken several history courses.

A broad spectrum of demographic data were collected from each of our volunteers, in order to
develop some sense of how closely they resembled previously studied samples of volunteers.
These data help to address questions of scalability and sustainability associated with our
volunteers, for instance, whether on-line projects like Tracking Canada’s Past attract a profile of
volunteers that is broadly similar to other activities (such as coaching sports or tutoring).

Our results showed some intriguing contrasts. Our volunteers ranged widely in age, from 27 to
65, and were half female and half male. The majority were employed either full or part time, and
their average income level was between Cdn$40,000 and $80,000 annually. In these respects
they were not dissimilar from the national sample profiled in Statistics Canada’s 2000 National
Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating (NSGVP). However, our little cohort of
volunteers was better educated and less religious. All but one of our volunteers had an earned
university degree (one was a mature student completing a bachelor’s), as compared with 48% in
the national sample of volunteers. With respect to religious affiliation, 72% of our volunteers
reported not having one; almost exactly the reverse of the national sample (71% of whom
reported a religious affiliation). We will be interested to see whether these trends hold up in
future years.

With respect to their motivations to volunteer as on-line history mentors, the most commonly
indicated reasons on our survey were “encouraging students to pursue challenging studies in my
field” and “learning more about teaching”. These two reasons were each cited by all but one of
our 8 volunteers. Consistent with these motives, our volunteers also indicated relatively strong
desires to offer in-depth guidance to students on their developing ideas, rather than serving
merely as points of reference. When asked to rate their desires to offer nine different kinds of
advice, guidance or support to students, our mentors on average gave higher ratings to functions
that implied an ongoing relationship (such as “help students to interpret learning materials” or
“review their work and help them stay on track”). They gave lower ratings to functions
associated with merely getting students started on an investigation (e.g. “help students to come
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up with a question”, “suggest readings that may be helpful to students in their research”).

The volunteers’ expressed preference for ongoing involvement in students’ work is important,
because it is likely only through sustained dialogue across the milestone assignments that
opportunities will arise to both challenge and support students’ thinking in relation to historical
evidence and accounts.

What was said? Profiling the Dialogue

A central question for us in considering improvements to our design is the extent to which the
on-line dialogue that takes place in TCP explores subjects that one could reasonably expect to
promote students to higher Stages of understanding. With this in mind, we have undertaken a
mixture of quantitative and qualitative analysis of the on-line dialogue.
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One simple, but meaningful measure of engagement is the number of notes written in the shared
workspace. the five weeks between the beginning and end of the TCP unit, 302 notes were
posted in our Knowledge Forum database, containing a total of 38,123 words. Students wrote
155 notes containing 13,887 words in total, while mentors wrote 147 notes containing 24,236
words in total. On average, each student wrote about 3.5 notes, and each mentor 18 notes; though
there was wide variation. The maximum number of notes written by a student was 18, the
minimum zero.

Since this kind of variation is commonly observed in computer-supported collaborative learning
but less often accounted for, our data collection plan included several measures to help us trace
possible influences on both the volume and quality of student participation. The intent of these
measures was to help us evaluate how equitably the learning opportunities offered by the project
were distributed. In one set of analyses, we attempted to statistically model the frequency of
students’ note writing and note reading using demographic variables measured in our pre-unit
survey. These included students’ apprehension toward writing (measured using Daly and
Miller’s Writing Apprehension Test), their parents’ educational attainment, their academic self-
concept, and their prior knowledge of the Canadian Pacific Railway. Analysis showed that the
number of notes students wrote was best statistically predicted by two variables: their attitudes
towards writing and their prior knowledge of the CPR. (Prior knowledge was a slightly better
predictor at p<.04, vs. p<.05 for writing apprehension). Interestingly, a discriminant function
analysis showed that a student’s prior knowledge of the CPR was also a tolerable predictor
(p<.06) of the frequency with which their notes were read by other students.

We also examined the possible influence of students’ ideas about the nature of intelligence on
their reading of others’ notes. Previous research would suggest that students who are inclined to
think of intelligence as fixed and unchangeable by nature will take fewer opportunities to
compare their work with that of peers (Butler 1992; Dweck 2000). Clearly, avoidance of social
comparisons like these would interfere with students’ ability to take advantage of the variety of
evidence and accounts being assembled in the group workspace, and diminish prospects for these
students to advance in their understandings of historical knowledge. Encouragingly however,
students’ reading of others’ notes did not appear significantly related to scores on Dweck’s
“ideas about intelligence” instrument.

What was discussed?

Given our goals, how much was said is far less important than what was said. Using the
HyperResearch qualitativedata analysis software (Researchware 2002), a high-level topical
analysis was performed on all the Knowledge Forum notes from the 8 research views. Analysis
was based on Miles and Huberman’s thematic analysis methods (Miles and Huberman 1994).
Initially, the Knowledge Forum notes written by students and mentors were coded using 4
predetermined themes: narrowing topic, historical ideas, writing, and social chat. During the first
pass through the data, 5 other themes emerged, which helped to both clarify and redefine the
previous themes. The entire dataset was then re-coded using the following nine, mutually-
exclusive, emergent categories:

. Narrowing Down of Topics . Writing
. Historical Events and Ideas . Assignment Details
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. Secondary Sources . Social Chat
. Primary Sources . Technology Troubleshooting
. Historical Methods

More detail on the coding categories and a detailed breakdown of the results are provided in
Appendix B.

As had been the case in our previous work at the high school level (O'Neill 2001), there was very
little pure social chat among students and their mentors. As part of the planned activities,
participants did exchange brief biographies, and generally made an effort to get to know one
another; but this consumed very little of the total talk in each of the views. On average, social
chat constituted just 5.2% of the dialogue in each view.

In our previous telementoring projects, it has been typical for students’ relationships with their
mentors to follow one of two general paths. Nearly all students make an initial effort to seek
advice from their mentors about what they should study, and what resources they should use to
do so. Then, depending on how the relationship is conducted, students’ ideas about its
prospective benefits, and possibly many other factors, students either engage deeply in a
partnership with their mentors, or become relatively silent— leaving their mentors in the dark
about how the investigation progresses (O'Neill and Gomez 1998, November; O'Neill and
Scardamalia 2000). Thus, maintaining “visibility” about students’ progress is a persistent
concern in telementoring, as it is in project-based teaching generally (Polman 2000).

Consistent with previously observed patterns, our initial coding of the Knowledge Forum notes
shows that discussions about which topics or questions students should pursue takes up the
largest share of students’” words in the dialogue, for all but two of the 8 research groups.
Averaging across all 8 groups, talk about topics occupied 41.4% of the total dialogue of each
group (as measured in words). Shortness of time and limited access to computers appear to have
been important influences here, at least at Riverside. However, we were encouraged to find that
despite the shortness of time for a project of this type, several groups progressed to discussing
matters more likely to have influences on students’ thinking about the nature of historical
knowledge.

Our coding is too coarse at this stage of our analysis to directly address questions about how
often conflicting sources were encountered by students, or rival interpretations of them debated;
but we note that on average, 20% of the dialogue in each view concerned students’ and mentors’
developing understandings of the historical events and themes students were exploring. Also, on
average 9.6% of the dialogue in each research view focused on discussions about how historians
think, and what they do with evidence. In some of the views, this category represented as much
as 26.5% of the dialogue (see Appendix A). We will see examples of such dialogue in the
following section.

Finally, while our small number of mentors does not support statistical tests, it is worth noting
that the differences in the proportions of talk in the various themes did not appear to be
systematically related to the credentials of our volunteer mentors (that is, whether they were
completing or had completed graduate-level work in History). This is not to suggest that such
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qualifications do not matter, but that in the context of the overall innovation, a mentor’s
historical training may be overwhelmed by other influences.

A Closer Look at Two Views®

A closer examination of two of the research views will provide stronger sense of the strengths
that exist to build on in our design, and the needs to be addressed in future implementations.
These cases were constructed using automatically generated records of student and mentor
activity in the Knowledge Forum database, videotaped focus group discussions with the student
participants, and telephone interviews with volunteer mentors. The two cases paint portraits of a
successful mentoring relationship, and one that struggled to develop. The mentors involved in
these relationships were close in age, shared similar educational backgrounds, similar
motivations for mentoring, and similarities in the mentoring activities they wished to provide.
None of the participants had previous experience with telementoring.

Sandra and the Communications group

Our first case involves students at Metro South and a graduate student in Ontario who served as
their mentor. The relationship between Sandra and her mentees illustrates the role that even an
inexperienced on-line mentor can play in helping students progress from a simple acceptance of
history as a set of stories, to a richer appreciation of it as a distinctive way of knowing, situated
in its own intellectual community.

At the time of the project pilot, Sandra Caller was an M.A student in History at a Toronto area
university. She brought to her work a depth of knowledge on the CPR, since her own thesis
research included material relating to the railway. Sandra’s mentees, Dave, William, Yen and
Kimi, were familiar with programs like MSN Messenger, and adept at surfing the web. They also
had convenient access to six internet-connected computers in their classroom, which partly
accounts for the large volume of text they wrote in Knowledge Forum. All the students had
chosen to research the CPR’s impact on communication, and several of them later narrowed this
topic to the development of the transcontinental telegraph line.

Many volunteer telementors share concerns about “giving away” too much to their mentees.
Because of their distance from the daily events of the classroom, they fear unintentionally
providing short-cuts around experiences that teachers might place pedagogical value on. In her
post-unit interview, Sandra reveals such concerns, and explains a strategy she invented to
address it:

Sandra: The kids, sometimes were wanting more and more web sites, and I wasn’t going to give that to
them. Or they were basically asking for answers to be handed to them on a plate, and I wasn’t going to do
[that either] ...so if I knew what they needed, I didn’t mind hiding it in four or five other [references] but
you know, let [them] go and find the books and figure out which one it’s in.

While not wanting to provide shortcuts for her mentees, Sandra did recognize the importance of
providing selective references. These would help her mentees avoid being overwhelmed by
volumes of information, that might interfere with their ability to make sense of what they were

* This section is excerpted from a longer study by Anne Martin, a Master’s Student in Education
at Simon Fraser University.



doing. One of Sandra’s early notes illustrates the way she attempted to gradually reveal the
complexity of the history they were working on. In it, she refers to two standard first year
university Canadian History texts that attempt both grand narrative and specific detail. They are
cross-referenced with other texts, with websites, and they include historiography sections
(“Where Historians Disagree”) where conflicting versions of a story are examined. Throughout
their work together, Sandra continued to provide the students with short lists of web sites and
books that would ensure they continued to deepen their knowledge, but did not become
overwhelmed.

Sandra’s notes also modeled some of the types of questions historians ask. Her relationship with
Kimi offers the best example of this. Kimi developed a particular interest in how the CPR
influenced the native peoples of Canada. She begins to outline her interests vaguely, as most of
our students did; but responded well to Sandra’s prompting to define her terms and frame of
reference — essential steps for a historical inquiry:

Sandra: ...When you say “natives and communication” do you specifically mean the telegraph, or are you
thinking of other [means] of communication as well?

...Do you want to answer both (natives communicating with native systems, and natives communicating
with European/Canadian systems, or just one of the two?

...Give this a think, then, if you want write back, and let me know which communications systems you
mean specifically, because the more specific you can be, the easier it is. Do you mean just the telegraph?
Do you want to include the mail? Which dates are you looking at (i.e. between 18?? And 18?7, or
whatever).

At a later juncture, Kimi develops an interest in one of the more hotly debated figures of early
Canadian History: Louis Riel. Of Metis (mixed French and aboriginal) descent, Riel mounted a
rebellion against the Canadian government in 1870 and established a short-lived republic in the
Canadian Northwest. His later arrest and hanging for treason continue to be questioned by
historians (Newman 1999).

Anticipating what Kimi will discover in further reading, Sandra asks her a series of ethical
questions that she hopes will help Kimi determine the stance she will take when she begins
writing. In the same note, Sandra introduces the idea of intellectual dialogue between historians,
suggesting that there is usually room for debate and reexamination of the same events. In her
response, Kimi certainly appears to be drawing closer to an understanding of history is no more
(and no less) than a reconstruction of past events:

Kimi: I think Riel is a hero, how can he be a traitor? He was born to be a Metis, of
course he should protect the Metis rights. ...what I should write for this project, rewrite the History?

Kimi’s final paper provides some evidence that she did approach the level of sophistication
described by Shemilt in his fourth stage. Her opening paragraph starts with a quote from Hugh
Dempsey “The Canadian Pacific Railway linked the hearts of all Canadians.” Kimi uses this
quotation to identify the majority viewpoint, then goes on to challenge it in her subsequent
account:
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“However, is this the real picture of what the CPR brought to ALL Canadians? What about the First
Nations?...Did the CPR link their hearts also? I don’t think so. Their hearts were torn into pieces as Donald
Smith drove the last spike of the CPR.”

Sandra Caller’s case invites us to consider the degree to which success as a mentor relies on
expertise in both the subject matter and the methodology her mentees are concerned with. A
contrasting case is provided by Arnold Pleasant and his mentees in the Social and Legal History
view.

Arnold and the Social and Legal History group

Arnold, a teacher candidate at another Ontario university, brought to Tracking Canada’s Past a
rich background, including a Masters degree, experience teaching in Japan, and a comfort level
in history methodology. His mentees, Amanda, Dawn, Andrew and Darrin, all from Riverside
Secondary, opted to explore the social and legal history associated with the building of the CPR
in their community. As mentioned previously, this group had convenient access to their
community archives (located a 15 minute walk from their school), but had limited access to
computers.

The students working with Arnold expressed an interest in exploring the ways in which the CPR
influenced the development of their city, particularly its moral character. Amanda, for instance,
wanted to explore how the Buena Vista Hotel, now a local drinking ‘hole’ in their community,
was once a grand hotel and the site of gala events.

Amanda: If we were to write a report on what we have found, it would most likely be on how the
BuenaVista owners, and founders were directly linked to the CPR in that they worked there
beforehand. It would also be on how the CPR ended up bringing people into Fraser Crossing to
stay at the Buena Vista for the purpose of business and entertainment, and how different people
had different views on [how] the forms of entertainment (alcohol, etc.) were changing the town....

Arnold: You know there never is enough time, is there? And sadly, this problem never disappears.
However, if you start early in the project with a good “thesis statement” — the statement in your
introduction that you are trying to prove (as I believe you did), then, as you research, you’ll
always find yourself with something to write about in your report, and a statement that you can
constantly modify to suit what you find. ...

In your case, it is perfectly valid to write in a report that a) you could not find what you were looking for,
for such and such a reason; and /or b) that what you found did not say what you thought it would, and the
evidence was inconclusive. It is also valid, especially when it comes to making connections between law
and social morality, to admit that the connections are difficult to understand and sometimes confusing —
because they are. I think this is why I love reading and researching law and society, and thinking about
morality, because it is so complex and yet so incredibly important...

Arnold’s note develops quite general ideas relating to historical inquiry, rather than exploring
Amanda’s specific interest, because Arnold himself knows very little about Fraser Crossing. His
case illustrates the set of challenges faced by “methods mentors” in Tracking Canada’s Past.
Well equipped to discuss general issues of historical interpretation and writing, they were
nonetheless unable to connect in a very intimate way with students’ developing interests if these
involved very local evidence and themes. Arnold faced the worst of this problem, since the
students from Riverside had exposure to archival materials early in the project, and developed
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investigations around relatively arcane local matters: the history local strawberry festival, a local
general store, and local construction projects.

In one exchange, Arnold attempts to meet the problem head on by confessing his limited
knowledge of Fraser Crossing, while offering encouragement and ideas:

Dawn: Hey Arnold, I am currently researching the development of CPR...with my class....and I wonder
Arnold if you knew any interesting facts or the site of the first monastery which they had to close down
because the train would go right through the settlement.

Arnold: Actually, I haven’t any idea where the monastery was, nor, indeed, do I have any interesting facts
on it in my possession. In fact, I hope you will not be disappointed in my saying that I’ve never even been
to Fraser Crossing.

...you have, potentially, in the debate and demolition of the monastery, the site of a great showdown
between two competing visions...for Canada! One is a religious plan...the other is a great new political and
economic plan to build an Empire of industry and commerce based on the railroad. What a great symbol of
change you have found here.

Dawn was likely left wondering how to proceed after Arnold’s note, since it does not offer much
in the way of advice. Unfortunately, Arnold missed an important opportunity here to connect the
local issue of the railway’s right-of-way with more general questions of land ownership and
displacement created by the CPR in many other communities. This linkage to broader issues
would not only have benefited Dawn, but may have provided opportunities for students working
in other research views (e.g. Economic History) to build upon Dawn’s work.

An important challenge for our project as it continues is to find ways of supporting “methods
mentors” like Arnold in their efforts, without creating too great a volume of additional work for
students, teachers or project staff. In the 2002/2003 school year, our volunteer coordinator has
provided some centralized support for mentors, by discussing with them in private e-mails the
local subjects and materials with which students are working. It remains to be seen how effective
this strategy will prove.

Arnold’s case also illustrates more general challenges faced by on-line mentors. Because they
usually cannot visit the classrooms in which their mentees work, they are forced to take many of
their cues about students’ needs from students’ own posted notes. The curricular framework of
Tracking Canada’s Past (the milestone assignments) somewhat reduces the confusions that can
arise about what students supposed to be working on, why, and the standards by which their
work will be judged; but within this framework, many of the difficulties faced by students are
quite individualized. Unfortunately, students are sometimes unable to express their needs well
enough for a mentor to understand them. Arnold expressed his frustration with this problem in
his closing interview:

Arnold: ...adult writers know how to write on e-mail. They can make it very expressive, and they know
what they want to say; but young people don’t know how to be expressive with prose the way adults do,
and it’s just really hard to read. I don’t really know where they’re at.

Like other mentors, Arnold would have welcomed greater input from the classroom teachers on
the effectiveness of his work with their students. One possibility for future implementations of
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the project is to provide a “restricted” view within the Knowledge Forum workspace, in which
teachers and mentors can exchange notes. We are conscious, however, that the time demands
created by mentors seeking advice may be seen to offset, in some measure, the gains that the on-
line community is intended to provide.

Concluding Thoughts

Through the course of this paper we have framed several questions about the feasibility, efficacy
and scalability of the Tracking Canada’s Past network. How well did it functioning according to
design? Is there reason to believe the design itself is sound? Finally, does the network have the
capacity for growth?

The data seem to show that our fledgling effort has strengths upon which to build. Through
Tracking Canada’s Past, students gained access to an interested and knowledgeable audience of
peers and adults who shared their interests in history. Collectively, our volunteers invested a
great deal more effort in guiding student research than the teachers alone could possibly have
mustered; and while we were unable to collect post-unit responses to the HAD task, the kinds of
dialogue that students participated in could plausibly promote students to higher stages of
understanding about historical evidence and historical methods. Post measures on the HAD are
being collected in the 2003/2003 school year, and these results will be discussed in a future

paper.

Several important pieces of the envisioned design did not come together as planned during the
pilot, however. Perhaps most important, providing students with adequate access to both archival
materials and the Internet was a greater challenge than either we or our participating teachers had
expected. While the Riverside students had frequent and routine access to a local community
archive, their access to a computer lab was not frequent enough for them to make sense of their
findings with distant mentors and peers. Conversely, Metro South had relatively frequent and
routine access to Internet-enabled computers, but it students there did not have adequate access
to archives and historic sites.

The lack of source evidence brought into the Knowledge Forum workspace contributed to
another weakness in the enacted design: a lack of dialogue and use of evidence across the
thematic views. This continues to be a challenge in 2003. In part, the difficulty stems simply
from students’ desires to stick to the familiar territory of their “home” views once they feel
comfortable in them, and to avoid the additional work required to read and understand ongoing
research by their “neighbours” in related themes. If this described the whole problem, however,
we would be fortunate. We believe there is a deeper and more challenging issue here.

The on-line mentoring relationships facilitated by Tracking Canada’s Past have been greeted
enthusiastically by participating teachers and students. And, while students do not engage in pure
social “chat” with their mentors, the conversational nature of the notes written in the research
views can make it difficult for students to extract useful evidence from exchanges they have not
taken part in. Notes containing evidence that might be useful across themes are frequently given
titles such as “Reply to Jerry”, not “Photos of Vancouver CPR roundhouse, 1890”.
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While the Knowledge Forum software provides sophisticated ways of enabling cross-view
searching, these rely on a degree of perspicuity and training among its users, to title and index
notes in ways that respect uses other than carrying forward conversation. Developing consistent
customs of software use across a large, distributed community like ours will a challenge, since
unlike many other classrooms in which Knowledge Forum is used, the majority of our
participating students and teachers only use the software for this one unit in the entire school
year. However, it will be necessary to establish stronger common customs for titling, indexing
and organizing notes if we are to create a context in which students can truly build upon one
anothers’ research. Otherwise, Tracking Canada’s Past will be a community in name only.

With respect to our connections to the broader community of historical research and preservation
(that is, our volunteer mentors), we are cautiously optimistic. We have observed some truly
exemplary work by our volunteers, and at our current level of analysis, there does not appear to
be great performance gulf between the academic historians and our other recruits. In some
instances, the non-academics appear to have had greater success. Perhaps this is because a high
level of subject-matter expertise is not as important to a mentor’s success in this context as other
attributes. It may be that the teaching strategies employed by volunteers matter just as much to
their effectiveness as their expertise. A closer analysis is now being undertaken of how our
mentors responded to students’ initial notes, which may help to explain why some relationships
got past the initial narrowing of student’s topics, to discussing historical methods. Such analysis
may enable us to better prepare the growing number of eager volunteers who wish to share in the
responsibilities and rewards of helping high school students appreciate what it means to know
and do history.
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Appendix A: The Historical Account Differences (HAD) task

We attempted to locate students relative to Shemilt’s four stages of historical thinking by asking
a series of questions about a set of competing narratives, each approximately 200 words in
length, concerning the Canadian Pacific Railway. Each narrative addressed the question, “who
benefited most from the construction of the railway?”” Each of the narratives was edited down or
directly quoted from published sources spanning 95 years. These included a 1905 school text, a
popular history of the 1970s, a “promotional” history written by a railway executive, an
economist’s treatise on the role of the CPR in developing Canada, a “western” (rather than
nationalist) history, and a modern (1997) commentary on the Canadian Pacific myth. Each
account was clearly marked with the year in which it was written. Not only do these accounts
differ widely in the conclusions they draw and the evidence they cite, but also in their surface
features. For example, some accounts were filled with dates and proper names, and were written
in dispassionate language; while others contained very few dates and were written in an
impassioned tone.

After reading each passage, students were asked to summarize its key conclusions. This was
intended chiefly to ensure that students processed each passage deeply enough to answer the next
set of questions, which called for them to compare the accounts and explain their differences.
Students were asked which passage was the most believable, which two passages were the most
similar, and why. They were asked why historians would write about the same events over and
over again. And finally, they were asked to explain why the historians’ accounts differed, both in
their own words and by choosing up to three explanations from the following list, inspired by
Shemilt’s work. Pairs of the 8 items were written to appeal to Shemilt’s four levels of historical
thinking, and were presented in a random order, as follows:

a) The historians don’t really know what happened, because they weren’t there to see it.
(Stage 1)

b) Some of the historians did not properly weigh the evidence about what happened. (Stage
3)

¢) The historians know what really happened, but each one has a personal bias when they
tell the story. (Stage 2)

d) Some of the historians learned the wrong story in school. (Stage 1)

e) Historians who wrote their stories later saw events more clearly, because they knew more
about how things turned out. (Stage 4)

f) Because the evidence does not cover everything that happened, there are holes in the
story that each historian fills in differently. (Stage 3)

g) The historians looked at different evidence of what happened, or paid attention to
different witnesses, so they came up with different ideas. (Stage 2)

h) Different stories can be equally true, if they capture different dimensions of the past.
(Stage 4)
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Appendix B: Coding categories for Knowledge Forum notes

On-line exchanges between students and mentors for all discussion groups were analyzed using
the HyperResearch qualitative data analysis software. Nine themes emerged. The following nine
themes describe the range of topics discussed between students and mentors. Within each of the
themes, students generally expressed their thoughts, asked for help, and expressed their gratitude
to mentors; mentors generally responded to students’ requests, encouraged students, and offered
to help in the future.

Topic Students and mentors discuss the students’ specific areas of interest and the
reasons for this interest, or the student’s struggle to find his/her interest, within the
overall topic of the group. Mentors often provided some broad historical
background to inform students’ choices, re-ordered students’ ideas, and provided
references to secondary sources that students could use to orient themselves.

Secondary | Students and mentors exchanged reference information on sources, such as a book

Sources or web site, which contain other writers’ interpretations of events.

Primary Students and mentors exchanged reference information and discussed the value of

Sources primary source materials, such as artwork, newspaper clippings, or photographs.

Historical Students and mentors discussed their current understanding of the historical events

Events and | and ideas that concerned them; presented their ideas in the form of an outline or

Ideas timeline. Mentors offered expansions or clarifications, and often encouragement.

Historians’ | Students and mentors discussed the various processes engaged in by historians to

Methods interpret sources and think about their meaning. For example, mentors talked
about how historians interpret primary sources, consider the writer’s bias when
reading secondary sources, or that they think in comparative terms when they ask
questions.

Writing Students and mentors discussed general writing tips, without reference to specific
historical genres.

Assignment | Students and mentors talked about the requirements of the assignments designed

Details by the researchers, the final project deadline & length of final paper. Occasionally
mentors gave “assignments” of their own, designed to helped students further
break down and simplify the required tasks.

Social Chat | Students and mentors shared personal interests beyond the introductions of first
contact, and engaged in complaints, apologies, and expressions of gratitude
without reference to other themes. Occasionally, mentors and students discussed
their availability schedule.

Technology | Students and mentors exchanged information and commiserated about technical

problems.

Table 1: Themes Discussed Between Students And Mentors
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Appendix B: Topical coding of the Knowledge Forum notes

Group

Arts
Communications
Economic
Labour

Legal

Native Peoples
Settlement
Technology

Median
Mean
StdDev

Mean (Academics)
Mean (Other)

Proportion of dialogue (in words) coded under each theme

# Students Total Words Topic | History | Secondary Source Primary Source Hist methods Assignment Social | Technology Writing
4 2769 | 62.9% | 12.8% 1.1% 4.4% 9.5% 0.6% | 2.3% 6.4% 0.0%
5 14356 | 20.8% | 26.8% 10.9% 0.6% 16.6% 10.5% | 4.7% 0.7% 8.5%
12 5330 | 47.6% | 32.1% 7.4% 3.8% 1.0% 2.2% | 4.3% 1.6% 0.0%
5 4070 | 28.3% 8.3% 9.8% 17.5% 26.5% 0.9% | 8.7% 0.0% 0.0%
4 2689 | 5.4% | 58.8% 7.5% 1.5% 20.9% 0.0% | 0.9% 0.6% 4.4%
6 2105 | 57.0% | 14.2% 20.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 8.5% 0.0% 0.0%
8 5187 | 34.8% 6.1% 27.0% 15.2% 2.0% 3.8% | 8.5% 1.4% 1.2%
5 1617 | 74.4% 3.3% 7.0% 5.2% 0.0% 5.0% | 3.3% 1.8% 0.0%
3419.5 | 41.2% | 13.5% 8.7% 4.1% 5.8% 1.6% | 4.5% 1.1% 0.0%
4765.4 |41.4% | 20.3% 11.4% 6.0% 9.6% 2.9% | 5.2% 1.6% 1.8%
4110.0 [ 23.2% | 18.5% 8.3% 6.7% 10.5% 3.6% | 3.1% 2.1% 3.1%
6104 | 43.9% | 15.0% 14.8% 5.1% 7.0% 3.7% | 6.0% 2.1% 2.4%
3427 38.9% | 25.6% 7.9% 7.0% 12.1% 2.0% | 4.3% 1.0% 1.1%
1 2 3 5 4 7 6 8 9

Overall Rank (across groups)
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