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Abstract
In everyday life, people seek, evaluate, and use online sources to underpin opinions and
make decisions. While education must promote the skills people need to critically
question the sourcing of online information, it is important, more generally, to understand
how to successfully promote the acquisition of any skills related to seeking online
information. This review outlines technologies that aim to support users when they
collaboratively seek online information. Upon integrating psychological–pedagogical
approaches on trust in and the sourcing of online information, argumentation, and
computer-supported collaborative learning, we reviewed the literature (N = 95 journal
articles) on technologies for collaborative online information seeking. The technologies
we identified either addressed collaborative online information seeking as an exclusive
process for searching for online information or, alternatively, addressed online informa-
tion seeking within the context of a more complex learning process. Our review was
driven by three main research questions: We aimed to understand whether and how the
studies considered 1) the role of trust and critical questioning in the sourcing of online
information, 2) the learning processes at play when information seekers engage in
collaborative argumentation, and 3) what affordances are offered by technologies that
support users’ collaborative seeking of online information. The reviewed articles that
focused exclusively on technologies for seeking online information primarily addressed
aspects of cooperation (e.g., task management), whereas articles that focused on technol-
ogies for integrating the processes of information seeking into the entire learning process-
es instead highlighted aspects of collaborative argumentation (e.g., exchange of multiple
perspectives and critical questioning in argumentation). Seven of the articles referred to
trust as an aspect of seekers’ sourcing strategies. We emphasize how researchers’, users’,
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and technology developers’ consideration of collaborative argumentation could expand
the benefits of technological support for seeking online information.

Keywords Collaborative information seeking technologies . Computer-supported
collaborative learning and argumentation . Critical thinking . Sourcing of online
information

1 Introduction

Seeking information on the Web is a prevalent and preferred way to obtain information
and acquire knowledge about any issue related to one’s personal or professional life
(e.g., Cash et al. 2014; Purdyet et al. 2015). However, people can only seek online
information effectively and derive justified decisions based to their own knowledge
boundaries and skills related to finding, evaluating, and using information of good
quality (i.e., complete, accurate, and appropriate information) (Bromme and Goldman
2014). Being able to deal competently with information online becomes important, for
example, as people seek social and scientific information on the COVID-19 pandemic.

Yet, because information seekers generally have difficulty seeking online informa-
tion effectively (e.g., Chen et al. 2019; Iding et al. 2008; Metzger and Flanagin 2013;
Nygren and Guath 2019; Rieh et al. 2012; Tsai et al. 2012), education systems have
been tasked with promoting students’ skills and competencies in this area. As students
should be taught to be more competent with and within an evolving digitalization of
information societies (e.g., Caena and Redecker 2019; Ferrari 2013), many researchers
have been trying to understand what skills this may entail and how these skills can be
promoted, such as through information literacy, science education, or computer-
supported collaborative learning (CSCL) (e.g., Forte 2015; Solli et al. 2018; Tabak
2015). The COVID-19 pandemic, as a social event, is not only requiring us to be able
to competently search for online information, but it is also forcing us to have almost
every social interaction virtually, to minimize contagion. Over the last few years, the
ability for users to collaboratively seek online information has been supported with the
emergence of several new technologies (e.g., Hertzum and Hansen 2019).

This review aims to identify the educational potential of technologies that support
collaborative online information seeking by focusing on the role of collaborative
argumentation within the process of sourcing online information. In this sense, to
outline the importance of distinct argumentative behavior such as critical questioning
for the sourcing of information, we introduce psychological–pedagogical approaches
on sourcing online information and computer-supported collaborative learning.
Further, to investigate how and to what extent collaborative argumentation is addressed
in the literature, we review articles on technologies that support the collaborative
seeking of online information.

2 Seeking online information

When seeking online information collaboratively, how might theoretical approaches
and concepts help us? First, since many concepts related to the phenomenon of seeking
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online information (either individually or collaboratively) are accompanied by diverse
terms (e.g., (collective) information retrieval, (collaborative) information search,
(collective) information retrieval, (collaborative) information behavior, or
(collaborative) knowledge building) (see also Gonzalez-Teruel et al. 2015; Shah
2014; Shah et al. 2017), the specific meaning of seeking information might encompass
an individual browsing the Web for health information (Pian et al. 2016), another
individual finding, evaluating, and using science-related online information (Bromme
and Goldman 2014), multiple researchers working together collaboratively in academic
research (Farooq et al. 2009), as well as an individual consulting Wikipedia, which
represents the collaborative outcome of learning processes (e.g., Alterman and Harsch
2017). In this sense, psychological–pedagogical research often refers to seeking online
information as any seeking that is accompanied by active and passive acts of searching,
finding, selecting, evaluating, and synthesizing (or using) information; it includes any
attempt a seeker makes to acquire knowledge about a topic of interest (e.g., Bromme
and Goldman 2014; Nauroth et al. 2015; Reddy et al. 2018; Wilson 2000).

These actions that information seekers perform are more broadly referred to as online
information behavior, and they arise due to the interplay of the information seeker’s
psychological features, the content, and the media; together, these components (e.g.,
one’s searching skills, one’s motivation, the comprehensibility of information, and the
media’s ease of use) arouse information seekers’ to action toward a desired goal (e.g.,
Bromme and Goldman 2014; Nauroth et al. 2015; Reddy et al. 2018; Wilson 2000).

While some theories on online information sourcing exclusively focus on the
processes of searching for online information (e.g., Kuhlthau’s Information Search
Process (ISP) model: Kuhlthau 1993), other theories consider the processes of
searching for online information as a part of a broader learning process that involves
searching, evaluating, and using online information (e.g., Risk Information Search and
Processing Model (RISP): Griffin et al. 1999; Multiple Document Trace Model: e.g.,
Rouet and Britt 2011; Cognitive Affective Engagement Model (CAEM): e.g., List and
Alexander 2017). Similarly, technologies may focus on how to support just the
searching for information (e.g., with functions that allow users to share search results)
or on how to support users with the learning that occurs during the searching (e.g., with
functions that allow users to discuss their search results).

3 The role of trust when sourcing online information

Trust plays a crucial role in psychological–pedagogical research on sourcing online
information (e.g., Aljazzaf et al. 2010; Bromme and Goldman 2014; Jones and Moncur
2018; Sillence et al. 2006), in which the focus is often on information seekers’
perception of and strategies for evaluating whether they can rely on the online informa-
tion (e.g., Bromme and Goldman 2014; Hargittai et al. 2010; Wathen and Burkell 2002;
Zimmermann and Jucks 2018a). In this sense, research has identified certain criteria that
seem to impact information seekers when evaluating the trustworthiness of information,
providers of information, and media; these criteria are the scientific nature of the
information, the information providers’ expertise, and the navigability of media (e.g.,
Choi and Stvilia 2015; Hilligos and Rieh, 2008; Metzger and Flanagin, 2013; Sundar
2008; Thomm and Bromme 2016; Zimmermann and Jucks 2018a, b).
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Building upon approaches on systematic and heuristic information processing
(Chaiken 1980; Cacioppo et al. 1986), we assume that, depending on an information
seeker’s capacity, motivation, and relevance, their evaluation of online information takes
place rather systematically or heuristically. With respect to the effort it takes to evaluate
online information systematically, seekers seem to know that they tend to use both
relevant criteria (e.g., whether content entails plausible arguments and references) and
irrelevant criteria (e.g., layout of website, rank of search engine for evaluating online
information) (Eysenbach and Köhler 2002; Metzger et al. 2010). However, it is challeng-
ing for information seekers to come up with better strategies for evaluating the quality of
online information, as even highly knowledgeable and motivated information seekers
who aim to systematically evaluate the correctness, completeness, and appropriateness of
information eventually reach the limits of their own knowledge and capacity (e.g., it is
likely that a highly knowledgeable engineer is incompetent in another field of expertise).

As an indirect way to determine whether online information is trustworthy, informa-
tion seekers may use hints about whether the provider of the online information seems
trustworthy (e.g., whether she uses jargon). This strategy may be effective and efficient,
but only when proper hints are used and the seeker’s information needs are satisfied in a
timely and efficient way (Bromme and Goldman 2014; Rieh et al. 2016). In this sense, a
crucial factor for seeking online information successfully is that the information seeker
needs to critically reflect on their seeking behavior and sourcing strategies (e.g., Bråten
et al. 2019; Forte 2015; Rieh et al. 2016; Pérez et al. 2018; second author and first author
submitted). While students in a training on sourcing online information did initially use
and check for information about the trustworthiness of the provider of information, they
did not critically reflect on what they found from the trustworthiness check (Brante
2019). However, in educational interventions that encouraged students to not only
identify and assess trustworthiness criteria but also critically reflect on the sourcing of
information, students more elaborately integrated information about the perceived
trustworthiness of the provider (Bråten et al. 2019; Pérez et al. 2018).

Although these trainings focused on promoting individual students’ sourcing com-
petencies, it is possible that integrating elements of collaborative argumentation during
the sourcing process might stimulate “additional” and “deeper” critical reflection as
well as more elaborated reasoning (second author and first author submitted). Building
on the potential of reasoning activities, collaborative argumentation should play a
central role within information seeking and source evaluation processes, as it may
not only facilitate more successful engagement with the information, but it may also
promote explicit and critical questioning of the sourcing of information as well as the
trustworthiness of information providers and media in online contexts (e.g., Bråten
et al. 2019; Pérez et al. 2018; second author and first author submitted). Based on these
considerations, in the following we outline approaches on computer-mediated collab-
orative learning to emphasize how collaboration from a psychological–pedagogical
perspective may contribute to seeking online information successfully.

4 Cooperation and collaboration in seeking online information

Research findings within the last decades have suggested that learning with others may
strongly benefit knowledge gains (Hattie 2009; Kyndt et al. 2013) as well as affective,
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motivational, and social variables (Springer et al. 1999). A recent meta-analysis
revealed that collaborative learning positively affects knowledge acquisition, student
perceptions, and skill development in digital learning contexts (e.g., Chen et al. 2018).
Given these findings, collaboration with others is likely to show advantages also in the
context of seeking online information.

To transfer and adjust our knowledge about the benefits of collaborative learning to
the specific field of seeking online information, we would need to take a deeper look at
the conceptualizations and mechanisms involved in collaborative learning. In this
regard, it seems promising to start with further clarification of what collaboration in
learning means in contrast to cooperation (Baker 2015; Siemon et al. 2019), terms that
are often used interchangeably but do not mean the same thing, and in the context of
seeking online information, have different educational implications. Following the
initial definition by Roschelle and Teasley (1995), collaboration always addresses
“the mutual engagement of participants in a coordinated effort to solve a problem
together” (p.70), thereby focusing on the processes of group members or learners
working together. In contrast, in cooperation, learners usually define subtasks that they
work on individually, although they might share a common focus. Based on this, Baker
(2015) provides the following definition: “Collaboration is a specific form of cooper-
ation: cooperation works on the level of tasks and actions, collaboration works on the
plane of ideas, understanding, representations (p.5)”.

Whether cooperation or collaboration is beneficial in terms of a desired outcome in
the context of seeking information should depend on the goal, which might differ
within different stages of the information seeking process (i.e., finding, evaluating, and
using online information), and might also depend on information seeking process in
general (e.g., whether the specific purpose and context of seeking information is highly
relevant or less relevant for personal decisions). Thus, in the context of seeking
information, cooperative behavior primarily refers to the management of different
subtasks (e.g., searching with different keywords or in different databases) and leads
to advantages regarding the division of labor. This form of cooperation among a group
of information seekers should produce more and potentially more varied search results
but would not necessarily promote any additional benefits beyond this.

In contrast, the benefits of collaboration in seeking information likely extend to
another level, as experts in the field of collaboration in online learning posit that, in
general, collaboration in online contexts can be considered both learning processes and
outcomes (e.g., Oeberst et al. 2016). For instance, in the context of online information
behavior, knowledge databases (such as Wikipedia) that were generated collaboratively
by communities can be used by others; to these other users, it an outcome of the
collaboration of former users. At the same time, these other users can also be a part of
the collaborative process, which might lead to evolved knowledge databases (e.g.,
Détienne et al. 2016). Thus, here the collaboration is between information seekers who
seek, evaluate, and use information collaboratively. Apparently, “collaboration is not a
mere juxtaposition or collation of individual efforts” (Baker 2015, p. 5); instead, the
processes within collaborative learning likely produce more than just the sum of each
learner’s individual efforts and gains. Hence, from an educational point of view,
collaboration as a process (and not merely cooperation) should play a pivotal role in
successfully seeking online information, particularly via key communication activities
during the phases of evaluating and using online information. In this sense,
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communication between information seekers might serve as means for seekers to more
deeply elaborate the issues of interest, critically reflect on searching strategies and the
sourcing of online information, and, finally, achieve higher quality learning outcomes.

5 Learning through collaborative argumentation

A key educational activity that promotes outcomes like critical thinking (Guiller et al.
2008), problem-solving skills (Golanics and Nussbaum 2008), and learning about a
particular topic (e.g., Andriessen 2006; Chinn and Clark 2013; Mason 2001) is
computer-mediated collaborative argumentation. In these learning environments
“learners communicate with each other via text-based […] discussion boards [and]
are supposed to engage in argumentative discourses with the goal to acquire knowl-
edge” (Weinberger and Fischer 2006, p. 71). Numerous studies confirm that dealing
with complex content in collaborative argumentation can be conducive to learning in
computer-mediated settings (Gerber et al. 2005; Muukkonen et al. 2005; Nussbaum
et al. 2008; an overview is given in a meta-analysis by Noroozi et al. 2012). This
positive effect depends on whether the experience offers certain conditions: the inte-
gration of multiple perspectives, transactivity in learners’ interaction, and the use of
high-quality argumentation.

Regarding learners’ behavior in argumentative discourse, the socio-cognitive ap-
proach (based on Piaget’s theories) proposes that such situations of socio-cognitive
conflict cause learners to solve these conflicts by engaging in reflection through
cognitive reconstruction (conceptual change; see, e.g., Limón and Mason 2002;
Sinatra and Pintrich 2003). This mechanism of deep knowledge elaboration causes
learners to notice discrepancies in information or perspectives while socially interacting
with others. This, in turn, allows learners to uncover misconceptions (Jucks and Paus
2013) and reconstruct their existing knowledge structures as well as establish new ones
(Doise and Mugny 1984; von Aufschnaiter et al. 2008).

To successfully co-construct elaborated knowledge on a topic (e.g., Chi 2009;
Teasley 1997), learners need to apply “reasoning that operates on the reasoning of
another” (transactive discourse; Berkowitz and Gibbs 1983, p. 402). In particular,
conflict-oriented consensus-building processes are described as being highly
transactive (Fischer et al. 2002). The most important feature of this type of consensus
building is that learners do not accept contributions of their partners as they are; instead,
they engage in mutual discussion. Thus, the effectiveness of argumentative exchange
critically depends on the discourse partners’ efforts to deeply elaborate on and chal-
lenge their partner’s knowledge and arguments (e.g., Kuhn and Udell 2003; in
computer-mediated settings see Jucks and Paus 2013; Paus and Jucks 2012).

Learning can be promoted through verbal activities that involve interaction and co-
construction, such as clarifying misunderstandings and or challenged by and challeng-
ing others (Asterhan and Schwarz 2007; Pena-Shaff and Nicholls 2004; Resnick et al.
2015; Paus et al. 2012). Drawing on Walton’s work (Walton 1989), argumentation
strategies can be divided in two major categories – those relating to the construction
and exposition of one’s own argument and those relating to the opponent’s position and
claims (Felton and Kuhn 2001; Kuhn and Udell 2003). In the case of such counterar-
guments, the explicit and critical questioning of arguments and their associated
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evidence can enhance critical consumption of knowledge (Millar and Osborne 1998;
Newton et al. 1999) as well as critical reflection on the quality of arguments (Watts
et al. 1997; Nussbaum and Edwards 2011). Thus, critical questioning can be considered
a strong argumentative strategy, given its capacity to address deeper grounds of
disagreement and bring to light background knowledge and background beliefs that
may otherwise escape attention.

In the context of seeking online information, the mechanisms of collaborative
argumentation between information seekers might serve two purposes: 1) fostering
information seekers’ conceptual understanding about the issue through mutual ex-
change and 2) critically questioning and discussing the sourcing of information and
trustworthiness of information providers. Thus, the process of collaborative argumen-
tation may offer many benefits for seeking online information and, thus, may help
students develop a reflective and critical stance toward it.

6 Technologies for collaborative argumentation when seeking online
information

The process of collaborative information seeking can be greatly benefited by technol-
ogy. First, tools can be deployed to support “offline” processes of information seeking
(Leeder and Shah 2016), i.e., information seekers have opportunities to seek informa-
tion within the same search task asynchronously or synchronously. In addition, to
support cooperation and collaboration (see section 3 for the distinction between
cooperation and collaboration) in seeking online information, technologies may also
allow seekers to search, evaluate, and use online information collaboratively (e.g.,
Hertzum and Hansen 2019), in particular by allowing them to communicate with other
information seekers. Communication may be supported using different kinds of tech-
nology, for instance instant messaging (e.g., Morris and Horvitz 2007), or chat systems
(e.g., Mitsui et al. 2018).

According to Shah (2010), the notion of collaboration related to the specific area of
seeking information consists of five components: communication, contribution, coor-
dination, cooperation, and collaboration that can be supported by technology and may
manifest in automatic components of the technology. While technologies for collabo-
rative information seeking have not yet been systematically exploited, Jeong and
Hmelo-Silver (2016) identified seven facets of computer-supported collaborative learn-
ing (CSCL) that can be supported by technology and that can expand the technological
affordances described by Shah (2010) by addressing the general success of learning
processes; these facets are (1) engagement of learners in a joint task, (2) communica-
tion, (3) resources contribution, (4) engagement of learners in productive collaborative
learning processes, (5) engagement of learners in co-construction, (6) monitoring and
regulation support for collaborative learning, and (7) group building.

Accordingly, the technology-enhanced support for CSCL and collaborative infor-
mation seeking overlap (e.g., communication). As described above, communicative,
contributive, coordinative, and cooperative processes are essential parts of collaborative
processes, but each process per se does not necessarily involve or lead collaborative
processes. Moreover, technological affordances, although they may allow users to
perform certain learning processes more cooperatively (e.g., Le and Huse 2016) or
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even collaboratively, also do not necessarily lead users to do so (e.g., Jeong and Hmelo-
Silver 2016). Thus, just because an automatic cooperation feature is integrated into a
system does not mean that learners will necessarily learn cooperatively; it only means
that the system allows for this to happen.

7 Review of technologies for collaborative seeking online information

In order to make evidence-based and reasonable decisions, information seekers need to
be supported in finding, selecting, and using online information (e.g., Ferrari 2013;
Tabak 2015). Research on computer-supported collaborative learning emphasizes the
potential of collaborative argumentation among learners (i.e., critical thinking/
questioning, transactive dialogue, argumentation, integration of multiple perspectives)
to help promote the successful seeking of online information as part of a learning
process. As several technologies have emerged that aim to support the seeking of online
information by allowing users to seek information collaboratively, the aim of this study
is to review published articles about the use of these technologies in educational
settings and to collate the above-described thoughts with how the articles considered
(1) information seekers’ critical questioning of sourcing strategies when seeking online
information, (2) their collaborative argumentation, and (3) the technological
affordances available for seeking online information collaboratively. In this sense, we
investigated research that focuses exclusively on processes of searching for online
information as well research that focuses on the processes involved in seeking online
information in the context of a broader learning process (where information seekers not
only search for information but also find, evaluate, and use the information to learn).

RQ1 How do articles consider information seekers’ sourcing strategies when
seeking online information?
RQ2 How do articles consider collaborative argumentation among information
seekers?
RQ3 Which technological affordances are implemented to support seeking online
information collaboratively?

8 Methods

8.1 Sample

Our search was conducted in representative academic literature databases for psychol-
ogy and pedagogy (e.g., Educational Resources Information Center 2004) in
March 2019. We used EBSCOhost as provider for the research databases
PsychARTICLES, Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection, PSYNDEX,
PsychINFO, and Library Information Science and Technology Abstracts. Thus, by
including research that was published in contexts of Library and Information Science,
we extended our search, as we assumed research on seeking information collabora-
tively through technologies to be relevant in these fields, irrespective of any educational
focus. To further detect research in educational contexts, we used ERIC, a predominant
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database on pedagogical research (Educational Resources Information Center 2004). In
EBSCOhost, the option “publication types” was set to “Journals” and “Academic
Journals” so that only peer-reviewed journal articles were included into our search.
Similarly, we only searched for “Journal Articles” in ERIC.

The search keywords for all databases were: collaborat* information system AND
collect* information search* OR collect* information seek* OR collect* information
retriev* OR collect* information behavior OR collect* knowledge building OR
collaborat* information search*OR collaborat* information seek* OR collaborat*
information retriev* OR collaborat* information behavior OR collaborat*
knowledge building. In EBSCOHOST, we added for ‘AND ‘Computer’ for
collaborat* knowledge building’ to preliminarily filter articles without technol-
ogies. Similarly, in ERIC, we added the restriction AND ‘Computer’ for
collaborat* information seek*, collaborat* information retriev*, collaborat*
knowledge building to preliminarily filter articles without technologies. The
reason for this additional restriction was that for these search terms, articles
emerged that often use the term “system” as a sociological concept (e.g., to
describe the classroom as a system).

In sum, our search according to these search terms resulted in 306 articles without
duplicates. The initial search results for EBSCOhost included 218 articles, with most
exact duplicates being removed from the results by EBSCOhost automatically and 4
exact duplicates being removed manually. From ERIC we obtained 88 articles, of
which 52 were duplicated in ERIC and the EBSCOhost search. A first screening of
these articles – including the article abstracts and the entire content of the articles –
resulted in a limited sample of 102 articles. For this first screening, we used the
following inclusion criteria: (1) The article describes the development or design of a
technology being used for scientific purposes; (2) the article evaluated the technology
scientifically; (3) the article made available all information about the deployed tech-
nology; (4) the technology was used exclusively to collaboratively solve information
tasks or the technology was used to collaboratively solve information tasks as part of a
complex learning task.

The 102 articles resulting from the first screening underwent a second screening,
based again on their entire content. To the previous four criteria, we added the
following criterium: The article’s main focus had to be on “collaboration as a process”
rather than on “collaboration as an outcome”. The articles focusing on “collaboration as
an outcome” (n = 7) investigated the use and development of knowledge bases that
emerged through communities and, hence, were generated collaboratively (seekers use
an outcome of collaboration), but in this review we focus on “collaboration as a
process” (n = 87) and, therefore, on the processes between individuals that seek,
evaluate, and use information collaboratively. Additionally, we included articles (n =
8) that focused on collaboration as both an outcome and a process. Thus, we reviewed
N = 95 articles in terms of the research questions.

8.2 Coding scheme

To investigate the research questions, we developed a coding scheme in line with the
above-described approaches from pedagogical and psychological fields. The scheme
included the category “study demographics” and further main categories of
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“collaboration”, “communication” and “technology” as well as “trust” to exploratorily
investigate aspects specific to online information behavior.

8.2.1 Study demographics

The following categories were included under the dimension “study demographics”
and were used to describe: (1) the study design of the article, meaning whether the
design of the study was (quasi)experimental, descriptive, or naturalistic; (2) search
topic, meaning what the field of the topic was, such as generic, academic research,
socio-scientific issue, chemistry, or biology; (3) the number of participants if applica-
ble, meaning how many participants worked together on the information task in the
study; and (4) the educational context, meaning primary, middle, and secondary school,
higher education, informal settings such as searches for personal information needs, or
professional contexts such as medical professionals and teachers as educational
professionals.

8.2.2 Consideration of information seekers’ sourcing strategies when seeking online
information

The following categories were included under the dimension “trust” and were used to
describe the articles’ consideration of users’ sourcing strategies in online information
and the provider of online information, meaning whether the authors of an article or the
participants referred to any strategies of sourcing online information and providers (e.g.,
assessment of credibility of information, or critical questioning of users’ use of infor-
mation about the expertise of the source, the usability of media, or the ease by which the
information could be understood (i.e., source information about the information).

8.2.3 Consideration of collaborative argumentation

The following categories were included under the dimension “collaboration” and were
used to describe whether the processes undertaken by information seekers (users or
students, etc.) in each study were theoretically or methodologically considered coop-
eration (e.g., a division of labor), collaboration (e.g., co-constructive process among
learners to gain knowledge), or a combination of both. In this context, an article was
coded as focusing on collaboration if it referred to aspects of collaborative argumen-
tation such as exchange of multiple perspectives, argumentation, transactive dialogue,
or (conflict-oriented) consensus building in knowledge processes, or critical thinking/
questioning.

The following categories were included under the dimension “communication” and
were used to describe (1) the study’s consideration of communication theoretically or
methodologically or as function in the technology, meaning whether the study did or
did not consider communication between users and (2) whether the study considered
the contribution of communication as a tool (e.g., tools to communicate are required to
be integrated in the technologies) or as critical for investigating online information
behavior processes (e.g., authors analyzed aspects of communication in order to
investigate processes between information seekers). In this context, we further detected
whether the article analyzed rather superficial aspects of communication (such as length
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of forum posts, or time spent on communication) or the content of communication by
content analysis (such as how students answered their peers’ questions or whether
critical questions were used more often after specific statements). See also Table 1 for
explanations and examples of the categories.

8.2.4 Technologies

The following categories were included under the dimension “technologies” and were
used to describe the specificity of the technologies, meaning whether a technology was
used exclusively for collaborative information seeking (e.g., Coagmento) or whether a
technology was used in the process of learning, of which collaborative information
seeking was a part (e.g., chats, wikis, forums, blogs), or whether a technology was used
for a complex learning task that integrated processes of collaborative online information
behavior (e.g., KnowledgeForum). By only focusing on technologies that were specific
for collaboratively seeking online information, we included the following categories under
the dimension technology affordances for collaboration in seeking online information:
communication, contribution, coordination, cooperation, and collaboration (Shah 2009).
Accordingly, the features of technologies were described regarding whether they allowed
users to communicate, contribute, coordinate, cooperate, or collaborate.

8.3 Analysis

Of the 95 articles, a second rater rated 24 articles (i.e., 25%) in terms of the main
categories consideration of information seekers’ sourcing strategies (trust), collabora-
tion, and communication in order to determine the objectivity in the coding of articles
(Campbell et al. 2013). The inter-rater reliability among both raters’ ratings ranges from
Cohen’s kappa k = .859 to 1.00.

9 Results

9.1 Study demographics

In sum, 95 articles were analyzed, with (N = 70) articles retrieved on EBSCOhost. The
publication dates of articles range from 1989 to 2019, where 51.6% of articles were
published from 2013 on. While 53.7% of the articles (N = 51) followed a
(quasi)experimental study design, a further 38.9% (N = 37) rather descriptively inves-
tigated the technologies without any manipulation, and a further 7.4% (N = 7) observed
data in naturalistic settings. Moreover, 56.9% of the articles (N = 54) referred to the
investigated “search topic” as generic, including three articles that investigated informal
search tasks (such as everyday searches for travel information); conversely, 29.5% of
the articles (N = 28) had “search topics” that related to academic research or education.
In 7.4% of articles (N = 7), specific science topics such as chemistry were investigated,
and 6.3% (N = 6) investigated more than one topic.

The numbers of participants investigated in the articles range from N = 0 to N = 1370
participants (M = 108.47; SD = 217.22), with 12 articles in which we were not able to
identify the number of participants (e.g., because posts in online discussion boards were
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investigated). Lastly, 53.7% of the articles (N = 51) were conducted in higher education
contexts, 16.9% were conducted in school settings (primary: N = 3; secondary: N = 7;
and middle school: N = 6), 11.6% (N = 11) were conducted in professional contexts,
and 11.6% (N = 11) were conducted in informal settings (4 articles not determinable).

9.2 Descriptive results of the main categories

With respect how the articles considered seekers’ sourcing strategies for seeking online
information, 92.6% of the articles (N = 88) did not mention seekers’ critical reflection
about the trustworthiness of information, of the information provider, or related
concepts (such as credibility and reliability). A mere N = 7 articles (7.4%) did mention
these concepts, but only in the theory or discussion sections. Furthermore, none of the
articles differentiated the stages of online information behavior and, thus, did not
explicitly declare whether they were referring to the entire process of online informa-
tion behavior or a specific part, such as searching, seeking, selecting, evaluating,
integrating, or using the information.

With respect whether the articles considered collaborative argumentation, 21.1% of
the articles (N = 88) focused only on aspects of cooperation, while a further 63.2% (N =
60) mainly focused on aspects of collaborative argumentation; 5.3% (N = 6) focused on
aspects of both cooperation and collaboration (10 articles were undeterminable). In
terms of communication, 16.8% of the articles (N = 16) did not consider communication
at all, whereas 81.1% (N = 79) considered aspects of communication at least in theory,
by analysis of communicative aspects, or as a function in the technology. Out of these 79
articles, 42.2% (N = 40) considered communication rather as a tool, as communication
was only mentioned as a function in the technology, while 35.8% also analyzed aspects
of communication to investigate how information seekers tended to communicate
(analysis of superficial aspects: N = 25; content analysis: N = 9) (another 4 articles
(4.2%) considered communication implicitly, but there was no communication function
in the technology). In this sense, only 9 articles investigated aspects of collaborative
argumentation within processes related to searching for information by analyzing the
content of information seekers’ communication.

In terms of the specificity of the technologies, 34.7% of the articles (in sum N = 33;
Coagmento: N = 11; others: 22) focused on systems that exclusively aim to support
collaborative online information seeking, while 65.3% (in sum N = 62;
KnowledgeForum: N = 15; others: 47) focused on a technology for a complex learning
task that integrates the process of collaborative online information seeking. Out of all
articles, 13.8% (N = 14) investigated a technological tool used in the process of collabo-
rative information seeking (e.g., chats, wikis, forums, blogs).

9.3 Relative frequencies and interdependence of the main categories

To investigate in more detail how specific aspects of collaborative argumentation,
communication, and the technologies were considered in the articles, we investigated
the articles’ focus on these items (collaborative argumentation, communication, and
specificity of technologies) in terms of relative frequencies and interdependences.

A chi-square test was used to compare articles’ consideration of collaboration and
specificity of technologies. No cell frequency was below 5. The minimum expected count
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was 6.25. Results show a significant difference in frequencies between articles’ consid-
eration of collaboration and specificity of technologies, χ3(1) = 29.50, p < .001,φ < .607.
While 51 out of the 55 articles that focused on systems that support general learning and
integrate aspects of online information seeking also focused on aspects of collaborative
argumentation, only 9 out of 25 articles that focused on systems that exclusively aim to
support online information seeking focused on collaborative argumentation.

A second chi-square test was used to compare articles’ consideration of communi-
cation and specificity of technologies. One cell frequency was below 5. The minimum
expected count was 3.13. Results show a significant difference in frequencies between
articles’ consideration of communication and specificity of technologies, χ2(1) = 4.40,
p = .036, φ < .234. While 51 out of the 55 articles focusing on technologies for a
complex learning task that integrates the process of collaborative online information
seeking considered communication among seekers either in theory, by analysis, or as
function of the system, only 19 out of the 25 articles focusing on technologies that
exclusively aim to support online information seeking considered any communication
among the information seekers.

9.4 Affordances of technologies that support collaborative seeking online
information

Out of the reviewed technologies, eight single systemswere identified to demonstrate tasks
for collaborative seeking information (see Table 2), where “Y” indicates that a feature is
supported by the technology, and the text in the brackets illustrates how affordances of
technologies support a specific feature. Regarding communication, most technologies
support communicative features by integrating a chat window (i.e., instant message
function) or displaying comments by individual users in a window (e.g., AntWorld,
SearchTogether). Two systems, PERCIRS and ARIADNE, do not support any commu-
nication feature.With respect to contribution, all technologies support users in sharing their
search results (e.g., sharing URL, brief annotations). As to the coordination of collabora-
tive information seeking technologies, we found that coordinative features are supported
ranging from “loose” coordination mechanisms (e.g., using chat or instant message
windows in the case of Searchbots, SearchTogether, and Coagmento, which simply permit
users to coordinate search tasks) to more structured coordination mechanisms (i.e., coor-
dination suggested by the technology in COLTIS and PERCIRS, which encourages users
to coordinate search tasks). One of the advanced coordination approaches, exploited by the
technology PERCIRS, calculated the similarity between user profiles.

Collaboration is an important feature of a collaborative information seeking tech-
nologies, but not all technologies explicitly foster collaborative features (i.e.,
ARIADNE, AntWorld, and PERCIRS). ARIADNE and AntWorld were first devel-
oped for individual information seeking tasks and were then deployed in a collaborative
setting. Thus, they do not support any collaborative features. PERCIRS does not
support any collaborative features since it only has an automatic coordination compo-
nent, and no communication between users is supported. Thus, a collaborative learning
process among users (e.g., exchange of multiple perspectives) cannot take place and is
rather coordinated superficially by the system. In contrast, the collaborative features of
ColTIS, SearchX, and SearchTogether, for instance, allow users to edit common travel
plans or create a shared artifact that summarizes the search findings – additionally, they
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allow users to communicate about the search results. In addition to investigating the
five components of the collaborative information seeking process, we also investigated
whether those technologies demonstrated educational impact. We found
SearchTogether to be the only technology for collaborative information seeking that
explicitly supports educational purposes; the aim of the system is that users can learn by
performing collaborative information seeking tasks.

10 Discussion

10.1 Main findings

RQ1 How do articles consider information seekers’ sourcing strategies when
seeking online information?
RQ2 How do articles consider collaborative argumentation among information
seekers?
RQ3 Which technological affordances are implemented to support seeking online
information collaboratively?

Regarding RQ3, namely the specific technological affordances can support collaboration
when seeking information, it seems that the feature of contribution (i.e., functions that
allow users to share content) is obligatory for technologies that support collaborative
information seeking, as all investigated technologies seem allow, for instance, the sharing
of results. Looking at the features cooperation and collaboration, we found that only
some technologies support both aspects (e.g., the task can be divided and negotiated
between users). Likewise, and addressing RQ2, articles focusing on technologies that
exclusively aim to support collaborative information seeking (i.e., not embedded in an
entire learning process), considered fewer aspects of collaborative argumentation and
fewer patterns of communication compared to articles focusing on technologies that
considered information seeking as a part of a learning process. However, research on
collaborative argumentation indicates that collaboration and cooperation models must be
integrated into technologies that support collaborative information seeking, in the same
way that these models are often considered in technologies that foster deeper learning and
skill development (e.g., Loll and Pinkwart 2013).

Communicative behavior between learners, in itself, is not conducive to learning
(Felton et al. 2015), but it becomes conducive to learning when it fulfils specific
conditions, such as elaboration of the issue in question through collaborative argumenta-
tion. Accordingly, communication features for collaborative argumentation in information
seeking need instructional and didactic support functions to motivate and promote
learning (Mayweg-Paus et al. 2016; Thiebach et al. 2016; Vogel et al. 2017). This
indicates that existing technologies aimed at supporting collaborative information seeking
need to be researched and potentially extended with regard to their educational purposes.

In this sense, focusing particularly on the communication among seekers likely has the
potential to promote successful seeking of online information, as fostering collaborative
argumentation among learners (i.e., critical questioning, argumentation, integration of
multiple perspectives, and transactive dialog) may not only help learners in searching for
adequate information in order to learn but also in their learning about how to search
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adequately (e.g., with critical questioning one’s own sourcing strategies) (Rieh et al.
2016). For example, the more an information seeker understands the background of a
topic, the better she might be able to search appropriately and to critically reflect on the
sourcing of the information. Conversely, the more competent she is at reflecting on the
sourcing of information, the deeper she should be able to elaborate the evidence of
information. In this context, and related to RQ1, seekers’ reflection of sourcing strategies
(i.e., trusting) seems to be underrepresented in the reviewed articles (Appendix Table 3).

10.2 Limitations

The body of reviewed articles was limited to those found on pedagogical and educational
databases, as we were particularly interested in technologies for collaborative information
seeking that were investigated in educational settings. In this context, these investigations
of single technologies might not cover information seekers’ actual use of technologies, as
they often use a variety of tools, ranging from e-mail to video conferencing, to support
their collaboration during information-seeking activities (e.g., Spence et al. 2005). For the
investigation of these technologies’ affordances as related to collaborative information
seeking, we classified technological components that support users’ communication,
contribution, coordination, cooperation, or collaboration. By focusing on the technolog-
ical components, we were not able to describe the way users use these affordances. For
instance, the communication between users that use a chat function may be mainly
characterized by guiding the division of search terms (i.e., cooperation), the sharing of
single search results (i.e., contribution), or the exchanging of multiple perspectives on a
search topic (i.e., collaboration). In this sense, a specific technological component (e.g.,
chat function) may not only foster user communication but may also help them engage in
collaborative learning processes (e.g., by critical questioning the other seekers). Yet, a
mere technological component that fosters user collaboration does not necessarily mean
that users will use it to engage in collaborative learning processes. In order to describe the
actual learning processes of users during collaborative information seeking – and, thus,
also to be able to measure and promote specific aspects of learning processes – when
applying single technological components, it seems fruitful to use theoretical frameworks
to assume specific learning goals for collaborative and cooperative learning processes.

Furthermore, the focus in our investigation on whether the reviewed articles consider
information seekers’ reflection of sourcing strategies does not represent the complexity of
phenomena and research related to identifying and understanding online information
seeking, as we did not address other aspects that are considered in research (e.g., psycho-
logical features of seekers, such as seekers’ attitudes: Nauroth et al. 2015; or seekers’ trust
propensity: Lucassen and Schraagen 2012) (e.g., see Khosrowjerdi 2016; Marton and
Choo 2012 for an overview of sum theories used in research on seeking online health
information). In this context, other approaches that aim to highlight aspects of seeking
information are highly relevant for online contexts (e.g., the fact that content can be filtered
by algorithms, e.g., Shin and Park 2019; Zimmermann and Jucks 2018b).

10.3 Implications

Taking into account research on computer-supported collaborative learning and informa-
tion seekers’ critical reflection about sourcing strategies in online information, there is a
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crucial need for information seekers to critically question the sourcing of online informa-
tion and to argue not only about the relevance of information but also about the sourcing
of online information. Hence, technologies aimed at supporting collaborative information
seeking would benefit immensely from adding functions that allow for mutual discussions
(e.g., Siemon et al. 2019). Because users’ and designers’ understanding of the relevance of
collaborative argumentationmay increase the likelihood that they will communicate about
the searching and learning processes (rather than just the information they find), future
research should address whether information seekers who reflect on their searching
strategies – including how they consider specific aspects of their online information
seeking (e.g., awareness of algorithms-generated content, of the competence of people
who provide information, or of the usability of media) – are more successful in their online
information seeking. In this sense, future research could perform systematic investigations
on whether collaborative argumentation can promote seekers’ reflections about searching
strategies, seekers’ abilities to adequately search for information (learning to search), as
well seekers’ abilities to acquire knowledge on a search topic (searching to learn).

Additionally, research needs to investigate how the embedded communication func-
tions of technologies can be used by users in order to meaningfully communicate using
collaborative argumentation. In order to develop and integrate support functions in any
technology for collaborative online information seeking, developers should reference
research on instructional support in computer-supported collaborative learning, as it
represents a solid basis for deriving design elements. Here, studies on the integration of
CSCL scripts (i.e., instructional support to guide learners by the use of technology about
how to interact) provide interesting approaches for designing learning settings wherein
learners perform meaningful and beneficial collaborative learning activities; for
example, CSCL scripts that prompt transactive activities have been shown to
have a positive significant effect on domain-specific knowledge acquisition
(e.g., Vogel et al. 2017). In this sense, implementing prompts to a technology
that guide users on how to engage with other leaners transactively may increase
their co-constructional understanding.

In particular, educational scholars need to address both of the following processes in
order to promote online information behavior in students: searching to learn, as an
information- (or knowledge-)seeking activity that incorporates the process of argumen-
tation, as well as learning to search, where argumentative dialogue works as a mech-
anism to help users critically reflect on their sourcing strategies, the information
providers, and the media (e.g., von Aufschnaiter et al. 2008; Rieh et al. 2016).

In contrast to other related reviews of technologies that support collaborative online
information seeking (Ghadirian and Salehi, 2018; Hertzum and Hansen 2019), this review
investigates whether and how technologies are presented alongside the concept of collab-
orative argumentation among information seekers and how these technologies’ affordances
can support collaborative information seeking. This review demonstrates that some
reviewed technologies – but not all – use existing functions to allow for collaborative
argumentation (e.g., chat windows, instant messaging). For these technologies, integrating
functions that allow seekers to communicate – such functions that were mainly used in
articles focusing on technologies for general learning processes – may also promote
learning in the specific context of seeking online information.

Yet, these technologies might require additional instructional interventions as well
as further technological support, such as prompting functions that can help users
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engage in critical reflection (Thiebach et al. 2016; Renner et al. 2016) and instructions
on critical questioning (Mayweg-Paus et al. 2016; Heijltjes et al. 2015). For example,
developers of such a technology could implement prompts that inform learners at
certain steps of the learning process about background knowledge, including criteria
that are important for collaborative argumentation. In this sense, in the beginning of a
conversation, a technology could encourage users to increase each other’s understand-
ing of perspectives (i.e., to increase common ground). Later during a conversation, a
technology could instruct users to critically question each other’s arguments by, for
instance, bringing contradictory evidence or by faulting the reasoning underlying the
argument (e.g., Felton and Kuhn 2001).

Further, future research may also investigate whether coordination and col-
laboration in online information seeking can be supported by the use of
pedagogical agents that, for example, play the role of a learning companion
or a moderator between two actual learners, thus changing the dialogue policy
from system-initiative to user-initiative (Jurafsky and Martin 2000). Here,
scripts could be developed for these pedagogical agents that guide meaningful
collaboration between users. Furthermore, because seeking online information
(collaboratively) is often considered to be specific for different situations and
for different features related to the information (e.g., within health sciences or
economics and for information that differs in terms of content or task, com-
plexity, ambiguity, and actuality or its relevance for information seekers) (e.g.,
Kellar et al. 2007; Zhao and Zhang 2017), future research could extend our
understanding of the complexity of seeking online information collaboratively
by also investigating whether specific aspects of collaborative argumentation
produce different effects for different seeking situations.

Finally, considering an individual’s process of seeking online information to be
exclusively independent of collaborative online information seeking processes likely
ignores information seekers’ actual seeking behavior. In particular, research on seeking
online information within social networks allows for assumptions about seekers’ active
seeking strategies concerning how they seek information individually and collabora-
tively (e.g., Ramirez and Walther 2015; Zhao and Zhang 2017). Thus, this review’s
integration of research on computer-supported collaborative learning and trust in
individual information seeking may contribute to the understanding of general infor-
mation seeking, as it may address transitions between the elements of seeking infor-
mation individually and collaboratively (Hertzum 2017).

Acknowledgments We thank Robyn Bitner and Jonas Stampka for their help in data collection, and
processing.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL. The author(s) disclosed receipt of
the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: This research was
supported by the Einstein Center Digital Future (ECDF).

Compliance with ethical standards

Declaration of conflicting interests The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

2072 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089



A
pp

en
di
x

Ta
bl
e
3

R
ev
ie
w
ed

ar
tic
le
s

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

1
A

th
re
e-
le
ve
l
an
al
ys
is
of

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
le
ar
ni
ng

in
du
al
-i
nt
er
ac
tio

n
sp
ac
es
.

L
on
ch
am

p,
Ja
cq
ue
s

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r-
Su

pp
or
te
d

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
09

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
41
2-
00
9-
90
68
-6

2
A
ct
iv
ity

th
eo
ry

as
a
fr
am

ew
or
k
fo
r
an
al
ys
in
g

kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g.

V
an

A
al
st
,J
an
;
H
ill
,C

he
r
M
.

L
ea
rn
in
g
E
nv
ir
on
m
en
ts

R
es
ea
rc
h

20
06

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
10
98
4-
00
5-
90
00
-6

3
A
n
E
xp
lo
ra
to
ry

St
ud
y
of

th
e
In
fo
rm

at
io
n-
Se
ek
in
g

A
ct
iv
iti
es

of
A
do
le
sc
en
ts
in

a
D
is
cu
ss
io
n

Fo
ru
m
.

G
au
du
ch
ea
u,

N
ad
ia

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

&
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/a
si
.2
33
59

4
A
na
ly
zi
ng

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
te
ra
ct
io
ns
:
D
iv
er
ge
nc
e,

sh
ar
ed

un
de
rs
ta
nd
in
g
an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
tio
n
of

kn
ow

le
dg
e.

Pu
nt
am

be
ka
r,
Sa
dh
an
a

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio
n

20
06

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
00
4.
10
.0
12

5
A
w
ar
en
es
s
in

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ek
in
g.

Sh
ah
,C

hi
ra
g;

M
ar
ch
io
ni
ni
,G

ar
y

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

So
ci
et
y
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

&
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/a
si
.2
13
79

6
B
re
ak
do
w
ns

in
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ek
in
g:

A
st
ud
y
of

th
e
m
ed
ic
at
io
n
pr
oc
es
s

H
er
tz
um

,M
or
te
n

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Pr
oc
es
si
ng

&
M
an
ag
em

en
t

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
ip
m
.2
00
9.
10
.0
05

7
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
co
nc
ep
tu
al
is
at
io
n
pr
oc
es
se
s
in

th
e

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
of

lig
ht
w
ei
gh
t
on
to
lo
gi
es
.

So
us
a,
C
ri
st
ov
ao

D
in
is
;
So

ar
es
,

A
nt
on
io

L
uc
as
;
Pe
re
ir
a,
C
ar
la

So
fi
a

V
IN

E
:
T
he

Jo
ur
na
l
of

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
&

K
no
w
le
dg
e

M
an
ag
em

en
t
Sy

st
em

s

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
08
/V
JI
K
M
S-
03
-2
01
5-
00
22

8
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ar
ch
in
g
as

le
ar
ni
ng

in
ac
ad
em

ic
gr
ou
p
w
or
k.

W
u,

D
an
;
L
ia
ng
,S

ha
ob
o;

Y
u,

W
en
tin

g
20
18

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
08
/A
JI
M
-0
3-
20
17
-0
06
3

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2073

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-009-9068-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-005-9000-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23359
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2004.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21379
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2009.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/VJIKMS-03-2015-0022
https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-03-2017-0063


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

A
sl
ib

Jo
ur
na
l
of

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

M
an
ag
em

en
t

9
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ek
in
g
in

st
ud
en
t

gr
ou
p
pr
oj
ec
ts
.

L
ee
de
r,
C
hr
is
;
Sh

ah
,C

hi
ra
g

A
sl
ib

Jo
ur
na
l
of

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

M
an
ag
em

en
t

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
08
/A
JI
M
-1
2-
20
15
-0
19
0

10
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild
in
g
pr
oc
es
s:
an

ac
tiv

ity
th
eo
ry

an
al
ys
is
.

Si
ng
h,

G
ur
pa
rk
as
h;

H
aw

ki
ns
,

L
ou
is
e;
W
hy
m
ar
k,

G
re
g

V
IN

E
:
T
he

Jo
ur
na
l
of

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
&

K
no
w
le
dg
e

20
09

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
08
/0
30
55
72
09
11
00
39
87

11
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild
in
g
w
ith

sh
ar
ed

vi
de
o
re
pr
es
en
ta
tio
ns
.

B
ar
th
el
,R

al
ph
;
A
in
sw

or
th
,

Sh
aa
ro
n;

Sh
ar
pl
es
,M

ik
e

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Jo
ur
na
l
of

H
um

an
-C
om

pu
te
r

St
ud
ie
s

20
13

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
ijh

cs
.2
01
2.

02
.0
06

12
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild
in
g:

A
ca
se

st
ud
y

G
ilb

er
t,
N
an
cy

J.
;
D
ri
sc
ol
l,

M
ar
cy

P.
E
du
ca
tio
na
l
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

R
es
ea
rc
h
an
d

D
ev
el
op
m
en
t

20
02

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/B
F0

25
04
96
1

13
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
le
ar
ni
ng

in
w
ik
is
.

C
ha
ng
,Y

un
-K

e;
M
or
al
es
-A

rr
oy
o,

M
ig
ue
l

A
ng
el
;
T
ha
n,

H
la
;
T
un
,

Z
ar
ch
i;
W
an
g,

Z
hu
ju
n

E
du
ca
tio
n
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
32
33
/E
FI
-2
01
0-
09
10

14
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
se
ar
ch

in
el
ec
tr
on
ic
he
al
th

re
co
rd
s.

K
ai
Z
he
ng
;
Q
ia
oz
hu

M
ei
;

H
an
au
er
,D

av
id

A
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

M
ed
ic
al
In
fo
rm

at
ic
s

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n

20
11

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
36
/a
m
ia
jn
l-
20
11
-0
00
00
9

15
C
ro
ss
-E
va
lu
at
io
n:

A
ne
w

m
od
el
fo
r
in
fo
rm

at
io
n

sy
st
em

ev
al
ua
tio

n.
Y
in
g
Su

n;
K
an
to
r,
Pa
ul

B
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

So
ci
et
y
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

&
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
06

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/a
si
.2
03
24

16
D
es
ig
n
pr
in
ci
pl
es

fo
r
di
st
ri
bu
te
d
kn
ow

le
dg
e

bu
ild
in
g
pr
oc
es
se
s.

H
ew

itt
,J
im

;
Sc
ar
da
m
al
ia
,

M
ar
le
ne

E
du
ca
tio
na
l
Ps
yc
ho
lo
gy

R
ev
ie
w

19
98

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
23
/A
:1
02
28
10
23
18
40

2074 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089

https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-12-2015-0190
https://doi.org/10.1108/03055720911003987
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2012
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504961
https://doi.org/10.3233/EFI-2010-0910
https://doi.org/10.1136/amiajnl-2011-000009
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20324
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022810231840


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

19
D
es
ig
ni
ng

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g

en
vi
ro
nm

en
ts
ac
ce
ss
ib
le
to
al
ll
ea
rn
er
s:
Im

pa
ct
s

an
d
de
si
gn

ch
al
le
ng
es
.

So
,H

yo
-J
eo
ng
;S

ea
h,

L
ay

H
oo
n;

T
oh
-H

en
g,

H
w
ee

L
en
g

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
00
9.
08
.0
31

18
D
ev
el
op
in
g
m
et
ad
is
co
ur
se

th
ro
ug
h
re
fl
ec
tiv
e

as
se
ss
m
en
t
in

kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g

en
vi
ro
nm

en
ts
.

L
ei
,C

hu
nl
in
;
C
ha
n,

C
ar
ol

K
.K

.
C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio
n

20
18

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
8.
07
.0
06

19
E
ff
ec
ts
of

aw
ar
en
es
s
on

co
or
di
na
tio

n
in

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ek
in
g.

Sh
ah
,C

hi
ra
g

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

So
ci
et
y
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

&
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
13

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/a
si
.2
28
19

20
E
le
m
en
ta
ry

st
ud
en
ts
en
ha
nc
in
g
th
ei
r

un
de
rs
ta
nd
in
g
of

en
er
gy
sa
vi
ng

th
ro
ug
h

id
ea
-c
en
te
re
d
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
kn
ow

le
dg
e-
bu
ild
in
g

sc
af
fo
ld
s
an
d
ac
tiv
iti
es
.

H
on
g,

H
ua
ng
-Y

ao
;
L
in
,P

ei
-Y

i
E
du
ca
tio

na
l
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

R
es
ea
rc
h
&

D
ev
el
op
m
en
t

20
19

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
42
3-
96
06
-x

21
E
ng
ag
em

en
t
an
d
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g
in

an
af
te
rs
ch
oo
l
ST

E
M

C
lu
b:

A
na
ly
zi
ng

yo
ut
h
an
d

fa
ci
lit
at
or

po
st
in
g
be
ha
vi
or

on
a
so
ci
al

ne
tw
or
ki
ng

si
te
.

W
on
,S

am
an
th
a
G
.L
.;
E
va
ns
,

M
ic
ha
el
A
.;
H
ua
ng
,L

ix
ia
o

L
ea
rn
in
g,

M
ed
ia
an
d

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
17

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/1
74
39
88
4.
20
15
.1
11
91
61

22
E
pi
st
em

ic
co
op
er
at
io
n
sc
ri
pt
s
in

on
lin
e
le
ar
ni
ng

en
vi
ro
nm

en
ts
:
Fo

st
er
in
g
le
ar
ni
ng

by
re
du
ci
ng

un
ce
rt
ai
nt
y
in

di
sc
ou
rs
e?

M
ak
ita
lo
,K

at
i;
W
ei
nb
er
ge
r,

A
rm

in
;
H
ak
ki
ne
n,

Pa
iv
i;

Ja
rv
el
a,
Sa
nn
a;
Fi
sc
he
r,
Fr
an
k

C
om

pu
te
rs
in

H
um

an
B
eh
av
io
r

20
05

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
ch
b.
20
04
.1
0.
03
3

23
E
va
lu
at
in
g
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n-
se
ek
in
g
in
-

te
rf
ac
es

w
ith

a
se
ar
ch
-o
ri
en
te
d
in
sp
ec
tio
n

m
et
ho
d
an
d
re
-f
ra
m
ed

in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ek
in
g

th
eo
ry

W
ils
on
,M

ax
L
.;
sc
hr
ae
fe
l,
m
.c
.

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Pr
oc
es
si
ng

&
M
an
ag
em

en
t

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
ip
m
.2
00
9.
10
.0
01

24
E
xp
lo
ri
ng

th
e
de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
of

co
lle
ge

st
ud
en
ts
’

ep
is
te
m
ic
vi
ew

s
du
ri
ng

th
ei
r
kn
ow

le
dg
e

bu
ild

in
g
ac
tiv

iti
es
.

H
on
g,

H
ua
ng
-Y

ao
;
C
he
n,

B
od
on
g;

C
ha
i,
C
hi
ng

Si
ng

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
6.
03
.0
05

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2075

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2009.08.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22819
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-9606-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2015.1119161
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2004.10.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2009.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.03.005


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

25
Fa
ct
or
s
af
fe
ct
in
g
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ek
in
g
an
d

ev
al
ua
tio

n
in

a
di
st
ri
bu
te
d
le
ar
ni
ng

en
vi
ro
nm

en
t.

L
ee
,J
ae
-S
hi
n;

C
ho
,H

ic
ha
ng

Jo
ur
na
l
of

E
du
ca
tio
na
l

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y
&

So
ci
et
y

20
11

E
R
IC

N
um

be
r:
E
J9
30
24
6

26
Fo

st
er
in
g
a
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
an
d
cr
ea
tiv
e
cl
im

at
e
in

a
co
lle
ge

cl
as
s
th
ro
ug
h
id
ea
-c
en
te
re
d

kn
ow

le
dg
e-
bu
ild
in
g.

H
on
g,

H
ua
ng
-Y

ao
;
C
ha
ng
,

Y
u-
H
ui
;
C
ha
i,
C
hi
n
Si
ng

In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l
Sc
ie
nc
e

20
14

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
25
1-
01
3-
92
89
-y

27
Fo

st
er
in
g
co
lle
ct
iv
e
an
d
in
di
vi
du
al
le
ar
ni
ng

th
ro
ug
h
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild
in
g.

Z
ha
o,

K
e;
C
ha
n,

C
ar
ol

K
.K

.
In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r-
Su

pp
or
te
d

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
14

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
41
2-
01
3-
91
88
-x

28
H
ar
ne
ss
in
g
co
lle
ct
iv
e
kn
ow

le
dg
e
in
he
re
nt

in
ta
g

cl
ou
ds
.

C
re
ss
,U

.;
H
el
d,

C
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r

A
ss
is
te
d
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
13

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
11
/j.
13
65
-2
72
9.
20
12
.0
04
91
.

x

29
H
ow

co
lla
bo
ra
to
rs
m
ak
e
se
ns
e
of

ta
sk
s
to
ge
th
er
:A

co
m
pa
ra
tiv
e
an
al
ys
is
of

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e

se
ns
em

ak
in
g
be
ha
vi
or

in
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n-
se
ek
in
g
ta
sk
s.

T
ao
,Y

ih
an
;T

om
br
os
,A

na
st
as
io
s

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

&
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
17

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/a
si
.2
36
93

30
H
ow

sc
ho
la
rs
us
e
ac
ad
em

ic
so
ci
al
ne
tw
or
ki
ng

se
rv
ic
es
.

B
ar
da
kc
ı,
Sa
lih

;
A
rs
la
n,

O
m
er
;

U
nv
er
,T

uğ
ba

K
oc
ad
ağ

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

D
ev
el
op
m
en
t

20
18

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
77
/0
26
66
66
91
77
12
10
8

31
Im

pa
ct
of

T
as
k
T
yp
es

on
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv
e

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Se
ek
in
g
B
eh
av
io
r.

W
u,

D
an
;
L
ia
ng
,S

ha
ob
o;

D
on
g,

Ji
ng
;
Q
iu
,J
in

L
ib
ri
:
In
te
rn
at
io
na
l

Jo
ur
na
lo

f
L
ib
ra
ri
es

&
In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Se
rv
ic
es

20
18

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
15
15
/li
br
i-
20
17
-0
05
1

32
In
di
vi
du
al
le
ar
ni
ng

an
d
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
kn
ow

le
dg
e

bu
ild
in
g
w
ith

sh
ar
ed

di
gi
ta
l
ar
tif
ac
ts

(P
SY

N
D
E
X
sh
or
t)

K
im

m
er
le
,J
oa
ch
im

;
M
os
ka
liu

k,
Jo
ha
nn
es
;
C
re
ss
,U

lr
ik
e

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Jo
ur
na
l
of

B
eh
av
io
ra
l,

C
og
ni
tiv
e,

E
du
ca
tio

na
l
an
d

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
l

Sc
ie
nc
es

20
08

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
52
81
/z
en
od
o.
13
33
92
1

33
C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
12

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
1.
10
.0
19

2076 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-013-9289-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-013-9188-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2012.00491.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2012.00491.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23693
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266666917712108
https://doi.org/10.1515/libri-2017-0051
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1333921
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.10.019


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

In
fl
ue
nc
e
of

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n,

fa
ci
lit
at
or

st
yl
es
,a
nd

m
et
ac
og
ni
tiv

e
re
fl
ec
tio

n
on

kn
ow

le
dg
e

bu
ild
in
g
in

on
lin

e
un
iv
er
si
ty

co
ur
se
s.

C
ac
ci
am

an
i,
St
ef
an
o;

C
es
ar
en
i,

D
on
at
el
la
;
M
ar
tin

i,
Fr
an
ce
sc
a;

Fe
rr
in
i,
T
iz
ia
na
;
Fu

jit
a,

N
ob
uk
o

34
In
ve
st
ig
at
in
g
im

pa
ct
s
of

sp
at
ia
l
co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
ns

on
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
w
ri
tin

g.
S
ha
h,

C
ra
ig
;
G
on
za
le
z-
Ib
an
ez
,

R
ob
er
to
;
R
ea
d,

Pa
m

Fi
rs
t
M
on
da
y

20
15

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
52
10
/f
m
.v
20
i1
2.
58
72

35
K
no
w
le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g
an
d
th
e
qu
an
tit
y,
co
nt
en
ta
nd

qu
al
ity

of
th
e
in
te
ra
ct
io
n
an
d
pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
of

st
ud
en
ts
in

an
on
lin
e
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
le
ar
ni
ng

en
vi
ro
nm

en
t.

Y
uc
el
,U

m
m
uh
an

A
vc
ı;
U
sl
ue
l,

Y
as
em

in
K
oc
ak

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
6.
02
.0
15

36
K
no
w
le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g
an
d
vo
ca
bu
la
ry

gr
ow

th
ov
er

tw
o
ye
ar
s,
G
ra
de
s
3
an
d
4.

Su
n,

Y
an
qi
ng
;
Z
ha
ng
,J
ia
nw

ei
;

Sc
ar
da
m
al
ia
,M

ar
le
ne

In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l
Sc
ie
nc
e

20
08

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
25
1-
00
8-
90
82
-5

37
L
ea
rn
in
g
ch
em

is
tr
y
th
ro
ug
h
th
e
us
e
of

a
re
pr
es
en
ta
tio

n-
ba
se
d
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild
in
g
en
vi
-

ro
nm

en
t.

Sc
ha
nk
,P

at
ri
ci
a;
K
oz
m
a,
R
ob
er
t

Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
rs
in

M
at
he
m
at
ic
s
an
d

Sc
ie
nc
e
T
ea
ch
in
g

20
02

ht
tp
s:
//w

w
w
.le
ar
nt
ec
hl
ib
.o
rg
/p
ri
m
ar
y/
p/
92
62
/.

38
L
ea
rn
in
g
to

m
on
ito
r
an
d
re
gu
la
te
co
lle
ct
iv
e

th
in
ki
ng

pr
oc
es
se
s.

B
or
ge
,M

ar
ce
la
;
O
ng
,Y

an
n

Sh
io
u;

R
os
e,
C
ar
ol
yn

Pe
ns
te
in

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r-
Su

pp
or
te
d

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
18

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
41
2-
01
8-
92
70
-5

39
M
ic
ro
co
lla
bo
ra
tio
ns

in
a
so
ci
al
Q
&
A

co
m
m
un
ity

G
az
an
,R

ic
h

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Pr
oc
es
si
ng

&
M
an
ag
em

en
t

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
ip
m
.2
00
9.
10
.0
07

40
M
in
eR

an
k:

L
ev
er
ag
in
g
us
er
s?

la
te
nt

ro
le
s
fo
r

un
su
pe
rv
is
ed

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n

re
tr
ie
va
l.

So
ul
ie
r,
L
au
re
;
T
am

in
e,
L
yn
da
;

Sh
ah
,C

hi
ra
g

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Pr
oc
es
si
ng

&
M
an
ag
em

en
t

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
ip
m
.2
01
6.
05
.0
02

41
PE

R
C
IR
S:

a
sy
st
em

to
co
m
bi
ne

pe
rs
on
al
iz
ed

an
d

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
re
tr
ie
va
l.

N
ad
er
i,
H
as
sa
n;

R
um

pl
er
,

B
ea
tr
ic
e

Jo
ur
na
l
of

D
oc
um

en
ta
tio

n
20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
08
/0
02
20
41
10
11
05
29
48

42
R
ea
di
ng

fo
r
id
ea

ad
va
nc
em

en
t
in

a
G
ra
de

4
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g
co
m
m
un
ity

.
Z
ha
ng
,J
ia
nw

ei
;
Su

n,
Y
an
qi
ng

In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l
Sc
ie
nc
e

20
11

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
25
1-
01
0-
91
35
-4

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2077

https://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v20i12.5872
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.02.015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9082-5
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/9262/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-018-9270-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2009.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2016.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/00220411011052948
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-010-9135-4


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

43
R
el
at
io
ns
hi
ps

am
on
g
ta
sk
s,
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
in
qu
ir
y

pr
oc
es
se
s,
in
qu
ir
y
re
so
lu
tio

ns
,a
nd

kn
ow

le
dg
e

ou
tc
om

es
in

ad
ol
es
ce
nt
s
du
ri
ng

gu
id
ed

di
sc
ov
er
y-
ba
se
d
ga
m
e
de
si
gn

in
sc
ho
ol
.

R
ey
no
ld
s,
R
eb
ec
ca

B
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

Sc
ie
nc
e

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
77
/0
16
55
51
51
56
14
53
7

44
R
ol
e
ta
ki
ng

an
d
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g
in

a
bl
en
de
d

un
iv
er
si
ty

co
ur
se
.

C
es
ar
en
i,
D
on
at
el
la
;C

ac
ci
am

an
i,

St
ef
an
o;

Fu
jit
a,
N
ob
uk
o

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r-
Su

pp
or
te
d

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
41
2-
01
5-
92
24
-0

45
Sc
af
fo
ld
in
g
w
ik
i?
su
pp
or
te
d
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
le
ar
ni
ng

fo
r
sm

al
l?
gr
ou
p
pr
oj
ec
ts
an
d
w
ho
le
?c
la
ss

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g.

L
in
,C

-Y
.;
R
ei
ge
lu
th
,C

.M
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r

A
ss
is
te
d
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
11
/jc
al
.1
21
40

46
Se
ar
ch

on
su
rf
ac
es
:
E
xp
lo
ri
ng

th
e
po
te
nt
ia
l
of

in
te
ra
ct
iv
e
ta
bl
et
op
s
fo
r
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
se
ar
ch

ta
sk
s

M
or
ri
s,
M
er
ed
ith

R
in
ge
l;
Fi
sh
er
,

D
an
ye
l;
W
ig
do
r,
D
an
ie
l

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Pr
oc
es
si
ng

&
M
an
ag
em

en
t

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
ip
m
.2
00
9.
10
.0
04

47
Se
ns
em

ak
in
g
in

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
W
eb

Se
ar
ch
.

Pa
ul
,S

ha
ro
da
A
.;
M
or
ri
s,

M
er
ed
ith

R
in
ge
l

H
um

an
-C
om

pu
te
r

In
te
ra
ct
io
n

20
11

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/0
73
70
02
4.
20
11
.5
59
41
0

48
So

ci
al
Ju
st
ic
e
as

St
ra
te
gy
:
C
on
ne
ct
in
g
Sc
ho
ol

L
ib
ra
ri
es
,C

ol
la
bo
ra
tio
n,

an
d
IT
.

D
ad
la
ni
,P

un
it;

T
od
d,

R
os
s
J.

L
ib
ra
ry

Q
ua
rt
er
ly

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
86
/6
84
14
3

49
So

ci
al
qu
es
tio

n
an
sw

er
in
g:

A
na
ly
zi
ng

kn
ow

le
dg
e,

co
gn
iti
ve

pr
oc
es
se
s
an
d
so
ci
al
di
m
en
si
on
s
of

m
ic
ro
-c
ol
la
bo
ra
tio

ns
.

B
lo
om

a,
M
oh
an

Jo
hn
;
K
ur
ia
n,

Ja
ya
n
C
hi
ra
ya
th
;
C
hu
a,
A
lto

n
Y
eo
w

K
ua
n;

G
oh
,D

io
n
H
oe

L
ia
n;

L
ie
n,

N
gu
ye
n
H
uo
ng

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
13

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
3.
07
.0
06

50
So

ci
al
ly

au
gm

en
te
d
ar
gu
m
en
ta
tio

n
to
ol
s:

R
at
io
na
le
,d

es
ig
n
an
d
ev
al
ua
tio

n
of

a
de
ba
te

da
sh
bo
ar
d.

Ia
nd
ol
i,
L
uc
a;
Q
ui
nt
o,

Iv
an
a;
D
e

L
id
do
,A

nn
a;
Sh

um
,S

im
on

B
uc
ki
ng
ha
m

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Jo
ur
na
l
of

H
um

an
-C
om

pu
te
r

St
ud
ie
s

20
14

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
ijh

cs
.2
01
3.

08
.0
06

51
St
ra
te
gi
es
,o

bs
ta
cl
es
,a
nd

at
tit
ud
es
:
st
ud
en
t

co
lla
bo
ra
tio

n
in

in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ek
in
g
an
d

sy
nt
he
si
s
pr
oj
ec
ts
.

L
ee
de
r,
C
hr
is
;
Sh

ah
,C

hi
ra
g

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
R
es
ea
rc
h

20
16

E
R
IC

N
um

be
r:
E
J1
11
41
55

2078 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551515614537
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-015-9224-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12140
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2009.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2011.559410
https://doi.org/10.1086/684143
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2013.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2013


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

52
St
ud
en
t-
di
re
ct
ed

as
se
ss
m
en
t
of

kn
ow

le
dg
e

bu
ild
in
g
us
in
g
el
ec
tr
on
ic
po
rt
fo
lio
s.

va
n
A
al
st
,J
an
;C

ha
n,
C
ar
ol
K
.K

.
Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e
L
ea
rn
in
g

Sc
ie
nc
es

20
07

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/1
05
08
40
07
01
19
36
97

53
St
ud
en
ts
’
vi
ew

s
of

co
lla
bo
ra
tio

n
an
d
on
lin
e

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
in

kn
ow

le
dg
e
fo
ru
m
.

C
ha
n,

C
ar
ol

K
.K

.;
C
ha
n,

Y
ue
n-
Y
an

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
11

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
0.
09
.0
03

54
Su

st
ai
ni
ng

kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild

in
g
as

a
pr
in
ci
pl
e-
ba
se
d
in
no
va
tio
n
at
an

el
em

en
ta
ry

sc
ho
ol
.

Z
ha
ng
,J
ia
nw

ei
;
H
on
g,

H
ua
ng
-Y

ao
;
Sc
ar
da
m
al
ia
,

M
ar
le
ne
;
T
eo
,C

he
w

L
ee
;

M
or
le
y,

E
liz
ab
et
h
A
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e
L
ea
rn
in
g

Sc
ie
nc
es

20
11

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/1
05
08
40
6.
20
11
.5
28
31
7

55
T
ea
ch
er

co
lla
bo
ra
tio

n
ne
tw
or
k
in

H
ig
he
r

E
du
ca
tio

n:
R
ef
le
ct
iv
e
vi
si
on
s
fr
om

pr
ax
is
.

R
om

eu
,T

er
es
a;
G
ui
te
rt
,M

on
ts
e;

Sa
ng
ra
,A

lb
er
t

In
no
va
tio
ns

in
E
du
ca
tio

n
an
d
T
ea
ch
in
g

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/1
47
03
29
7.
20
15
.1
02
58
07

56
T
es
tin

g
an

in
te
gr
at
iv
e
th
eo
re
tic
al
m
od
el
of

kn
ow

le
dg
e-
sh
ar
in
g
be
ha
vi
or

in
th
e
co
nt
ex
t
of

W
ik
ip
ed
ia
.

H
ic
ha
ng

C
ho
;
M
ei
H
ui

C
he
n;

Si
yo
un
g
C
hu
ng

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

So
ci
et
y
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

&
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/a
si
.2
13
16

57
T
he

dy
na
m
ic
s
of

an
on
lin

e
kn
ow

le
dg
e
bu
ild
in
g

co
m
m
un
ity
:
A

5-
ye
ar

lo
ng
itu

di
na
l
st
ud
y.

M
yl
la
ri
,J
ar
kk
o;

A
hl
be
rg
,M

au
ri
;

D
ill
on
,P

at
ri
ck

B
ri
tis
h
Jo
ur
na
l
of

E
du
ca
tio

na
l

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
11
/j.
14
67
-8
53
5.
20
09
.0
09
72
.

x

58
T
he

dy
na
m
ic
s
of

te
am

co
gn
iti
on
:
A

pr
oc
es
s-
or
ie
nt
ed

th
eo
ry

of
kn
ow

le
dg
e
em

er
-

ge
nc
e
in

te
am

s.

G
ra
nd
,J
am

es
A
.;
B
ra
un
,M

ic
ha
el

T
.;
K
ul
ja
ni
n,

G
or
an
;

K
oz
lo
w
sk
i,
St
ev
e
W
.J
.;
C
ha
o,

G
eo
rg
ia
T
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

A
pp
lie
d

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gy

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
37
/a
pl
00
00
13
6

59
T
he

E
ff
ec
ts
of

R
ep
re
se
nt
at
io
n
T
oo
l

(V
is
ib
le
-A

nn
ot
at
io
n)

ty
pe
s
to

su
pp
or
t
kn
ow

l-
ed
ge

bu
ild
in
g
in

co
m
pu
te
r-
su
pp
or
te
d

Sh
in
,Y

oo
nh
ee
;
K
im

,D
on
gs
ik
;

Ju
ng
,J
ae
w
on

Jo
ur
na
l
of

E
du
ca
tio
na
l

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y
&

So
ci
et
y

20
18

ht
tp
://
w
w
w
.js
to
r.
or
g/
st
ab
le
/2
63
88
38
3

60
T
he

Im
pa
ct
s
of

M
ut
ua
l
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tio

n
E
xp
er
ie
nc
e

an
d
D
om

ai
n
K
no
w
le
dg
e
L
ev
el
s
on

C
A
IS

B
eh
av
io
r:
A
n
E
xp
er
im

en
ta
l
St
ud
y.

D
an

W
u;

Sh
ao
bo

L
ia
ng
;
X
ue

X
ia
ng

L
ib
ri
:
In
te
rn
at
io
na
l

Jo
ur
na
lo

f
L
ib
ra
ri
es

&
In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Se
rv
ic
es

20
17

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
15
15
/li
br
i-
20
16
-0
06
1

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2079

https://doi.org/10.1080/10508400701193697
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2011.528317
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2015.1025807
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21316
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2009.00972.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2009.00972.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000136
http://www.jstor.org/stable/26388383
https://doi.org/10.1515/libri-2016-0061


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

61
T
he

or
ch
es
tr
at
io
n
of

a
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n

se
ek
in
g
le
ar
ni
ng

ta
sk
.

K
ni
gh
t,
Si
m
on
;
R
ie
nt
ie
s,
B
ar
t;

L
itt
le
to
n,

K
ar
en
;
T
em

pe
la
ar
,

D
ir
k;

M
its
ui
,M

at
th
ew

;
Sh

ah
,

C
hi
ra
g

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
R
et
ri
ev
al

Jo
ur
na
l

20
17

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
10
79
1-
01
7-
93
04
-z

62
T
he

ro
le
of

e?
po
rt
fo
lio
s
in

su
pp
or
tin
g
pr
od
uc
tiv

e
le
ar
ni
ng
.

Y
an
g,

M
in
;
T
ai
,M

ui
;
L
im

,C
he
r

Pi
ng

B
ri
tis
h
Jo
ur
na
l
of

E
du
ca
tio

na
l

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
11
/b
je
t.1
23
16

63
T
he

ro
le
of

sc
af
fo
ld
in
g
in

C
SC

L
in

ge
ne
ra
la
nd

in
sp
ec
if
ic
en
vi
ro
nm

en
ts
.

V
er
du
,N

.;
Sa
nu
y,

J.
Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r

A
ss
is
te
d
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
14

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
11
/jc
al
.1
20
47

64
T
he

ro
le
of

te
am

co
gn
iti
on

in
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
se
ek
in
g.

M
cN

ee
se
,N

at
ha
n
J.
;
R
ed
dy
,

M
ad
hu

C
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

&
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
17

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/a
si
.2
36
14

65
T
ow

ar
ds

a
pr
ob
ab
ili
st
ic
m
od
el
fo
r
su
pp
or
tin

g
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
ac
ce
ss
.

B
oh
m
,T

hi
lo
;
K
la
s,
C
la
us
-P
et
er
;

H
em

m
je
,M

at
th
ia
s

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
R
et
ri
ev
al

Jo
ur
na
l

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
10
79
1-
01
6-
92
85
-3

66
T
ra
ci
ng

kn
ow

le
dg
e
co
-e
vo
lu
tio

n
in

a
re
al
is
tic

co
ur
se

se
tti
ng
:
A

w
ik
i-
ba
se
d
fi
el
d
ex
pe
ri
m
en
t.

K
um

p,
B
ar
ba
ra
;
M
os
ka
liu
k,

Jo
ha
nn
es
;
D
en
ne
rl
ei
n,

Se
ba
st
ia
n;

L
ey
,T

ob
ia
s

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
13

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
3.
06
.0
15

67
U
nd
er
st
an
di
ng

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
le
ar
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
se
s
in

ne
w

le
ar
ni
ng

en
vi
ro
nm

en
ts
.

H
m
el
o-
Si
lv
er
,C

in
dy

E
.;

C
he
rn
ob
ils
ky
,E

lli
na
;
Jo
rd
an
,

R
eb
ec
ca

In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l
Sc
ie
nc
e

20
08

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
25
1-
00
8-
90
63
-8

68
U
nd
er
st
an
di
ng

to
ur
is
ts
’
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n

re
tr
ie
va
l
be
ha
vi
or

to
in
fo
rm

de
si
gn
.

M
oh
am

m
ad

A
ri
f,
A
bu

Sh
am

im
;

D
u,

Ji
a
T
in
a;
L
ee
,I
va
n

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

&
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

20
15

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/a
si
.2
33
19

69
V
is
ua
liz
in
g
co
-e
vo
lu
tio
n
of

in
di
vi
du
al
an
d
co
l-

le
ct
iv
e
kn
ow

le
dg
e.

K
im

m
er
le
,J
oa
ch
im

;
M
os
ka
liu

k,
Jo
ha
nn
es
;
H
ar
re
r,
A
nd
re
as
;

C
re
ss
,U

lr
ik
e

In
fo
rm

at
io
n,

C
om

m
un
ic
at
io
n
&

So
ci
et
y

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/1
36
91
18
09
03
52
15
47

2080 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10791-017-9304-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12316
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12047
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23614
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10791-016-9285-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2013.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9063-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23319
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691180903521547


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

70
W
he
n
tw
o
he
ad
s
ar
e
be
tte
r
th
an

on
e.

N
a,
K
yo
un
gs
ik
;
L
ee
,J
is
u

A
sl
ib

Jo
ur
na
l
of

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

M
an
ag
em

en
t

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
08
/A
JI
M
-0
4-
20
15
-0
05
7

71
T
he

C
ol
le
ct
iv
e
K
no
w
le
dg
e
of

So
ci
al
T
ag
s:
D
ir
ec
t

an
d
In
di
re
ct
In
fl
ue
nc
es

on
N
av
ig
at
io
n,

L
ea
rn
in
g,

an
d
In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Pr
oc
es
si
ng

C
re
ss
,U

lr
ik
e;
H
el
d,

C
hr
is
to
ph
;

K
im

m
er
le
,J
oa
ch
im

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
13

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
2.
06
.0
15

72
C
on
st
ru
ct
iv
e
D
is
ru
pt
io
ns

fo
r
E
ff
ec
tiv
e

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ea
rn
in
g:

N
av
ig
at
in
g
th
e

A
ff
or
da
nc
es

of
So

ci
al
M
ed
ia
fo
r
M
ea
ni
ng
fu
l

E
ng
ag
em

en
t

R
am

be
,P

at
ie
nt

E
le
ct
ro
ni
c
Jo
ur
na
l
of

e-
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
12

E
R
IC

N
um

be
r:
E
J9
69
45
1

73
A

T
he
or
et
ic
al
Fr
am

ew
or
k
fo
r
B
ui
ld
in
g
O
nl
in
e

C
om

m
un
iti
es

of
Pr
ac
tic
e
w
ith

So
ci
al

N
et
w
or
ki
ng

T
oo
ls

G
un
aw

ar
de
na
,C

ha
rl
ot
te
N
.;

H
er
m
an
s,
M
ar
y
B
et
h;

Sa
nc
he
z,
D
am

ie
n;

R
ic
hm

on
d,

C
ar
ol
;
B
oh
le
y,

M
ar
ib
et
h;

T
ut
tle
,R

eb
ek
ah

E
du
ca
tio
na
l
M
ed
ia

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l

20
09

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/0
95
23
98
08
02
58
86
26

74
Fo

rm
in
g
Sh

ar
ed

In
qu
ir
y
St
ru
ct
ur
es

to
Su

pp
or
t

K
no
w
le
dg
e
B
ui
ld
in
g
in

a
G
ra
de

5
C
om

m
un
ity

T
ao
,D

an
;
Z
ha
ng

Ji
an
w
ei

In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l
Sc
ie
nc
e

41
,8
17

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
11
25
1-
01
8-
94
62
-4

75
T
ea
ch
er
s’
Pe
da
go
gi
ca
l
D
es
ig
ns

fo
r

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y-
Su

pp
or
te
d
C
ol
le
ct
iv
e
In
qu
ir
y:

A
N
at
io
na
l
C
as
e
St
ud
y

L
ak
ka
la
,M

;
L
al
lim

o,
J;

H
ak
ka
ra
in
en
,K

C
om

pu
te
rs
an
d

E
du
ca
tio
n

20
05

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
00
5.
04
.0
10

76
Se
m
an
tic

Se
ar
ch

of
T
oo
ls
fo
r
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ea
rn
in
g
w
ith

th
e
O
nt
oo
ls
ea
rc
h
Sy

st
em

V
eg
a-
G
or
go
jo
,G

ui
lle
rm

o;
B
ot
e-
L
or
en
zo
,M

ig
ue
l
L
;

A
se
ns
io
-P
er
ez
,J
ua
n
I;

G
om

ez
-S
an
ch
ez
,E

du
ar
do
;

D
im

itr
ia
di
s,
Y
an
ni
s
A
;
et

C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n
20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
00
9.
09
.0
12

77
Fi
nd
in
g
an
d
R
eu
si
ng

L
ea
rn
in
g
M
at
er
ia
ls
w
ith

M
ul
tim

ed
ia
Si
m
ila
ri
ty

Se
ar
ch

an
d
So

ci
al

N
et
w
or
ks

L
itt
le
,S

uz
an
ne
;
Fe
rg
us
on
,

R
eb
ec
ca
;
R
ug
er
,S

te
fa
n

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y,

Pe
da
go
gy

an
d
E
du
ca
tio

n
20
12

do
i.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/1
47
59
39
X
.2
01
2.
69
83
78

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2081

https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-04-2015-0057
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/09523980802588626
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-018-9462-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2005.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2009.09.012
http://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2012.698378


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

78
St
ud
y
of

th
e
Im

pa
ct
of

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tio

n
am

on
g

T
ea
ch
er
s
in

a
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
A
ut
ho
ri
ng

Sy
st
em

L
af
if
i,
Y
ac
in
e;
T
ou
il,

G
ha
ss
en

Jo
ur
na
l
of

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

E
du
ca
tio
n

20
10

E
R
IC

N
um

be
r:
E
J8
95
86
3

79
L
im

itl
es
s
L
ea
rn
in
g:

A
ss
es
si
ng

So
ci
al
M
ed
ia
U
se

fo
r
G
lo
ba
l
W
or
kp
la
ce

L
ea
rn
in
g

B
re
un
ig
,K

ar
l
Jo
ac
hi
m

L
ea
rn
in
g
O
rg
an
iz
at
io
n

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
08
/T
L
O
-0
7-
20
14
-0
04
1

80
B
ro
w
si
ng

Is
a
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv
e
Pr
oc
es
s

T
w
id
al
e,
M
.B

.;
N
ic
ho
ls
,D

.M
.;

Pa
ic
e,
C
.D

.
In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Pr
oc
es
si
ng

&
M
an
ag
em

en
t

19
97

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/S
03
06
-4
57
3(
97
)0
00
40
-X

81
M
od
el
lin

g
Si
tu
at
ed

A
ct
io
ns

in
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
H
yp
er
te
xt

D
at
ab
as
es

C
he
n,

C
ha
om

ei
;
R
ad
a,
R
oy

Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r-
M
ed
ia
te
d

C
om

m
un
ic
at
io
n

19
96

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
11
/j.
10
83
-6
10
1.
19
96
.

tb
00
18
9.
x

82
U
nd
er
st
an
di
ng

St
ud
en
t
L
an
gu
ag
e:
A
n

U
ns
up
er
vi
se
d
D
ia
lo
gu
e
A
ct
C
la
ss
if
ic
at
io
n

A
pp
ro
ac
h

E
ze
n-
C
an
,A

ys
u;

B
oy
er
,K

ri
st
y

E
liz
ab
et
h

Jo
ur
na
l
of

E
du
ca
tio
na
l

D
at
a
M
in
in
g

20
15

ht
tp
s:
//j
ed
m
.e
du
ca
tio
na
ld
at
am

in
in
g.
or
g/
in
de
x.

ph
p/

JE
D
M
/a
rt
ic
le
/v
ie
w
/J
E
D
M
09
5

83
D
an
ci
ng

w
ith

th
e
W
eb
:
St
ud
en
ts
B
ri
ng

M
ea
ni
ng

to
th
e
Se
m
an
tic

W
eb

B
ro
ok
s,
Pa
ul
in
e

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y,

Pe
da
go
gy

&
E
du
ca
tio

n
20
12

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/1
47
59
39
X
.2
01
2.
69
74
00

84
O
nt
ol
og
y
E
na
bl
ed

A
nn
ot
at
io
n
an
d
K
no
w
le
dg
e

M
an
ag
em

en
t
fo
r
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv
e
L
ea
rn
in
g
in

V
ir
tu
al
L
ea
rn
in
g
C
om

m
un
ity

Y
an
g,

St
ep
he
n
J.
H
.;
C
he
n,

Ir
en
e

Y
a-
L
in
g;
Sh

ao
,N

or
m
an

W
.Y

.
J
E
du
c
T
ec
hn
o
So

c
(J
ou
rn
al
of

E
du
ca
tio

na
l

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y
&

So
ci
et
y)

20
04

E
R
IC

N
um

be
r:
E
J8
53
74
6

85
W
ea
ra
bl
e
L
ea
rn
in
g
T
oo
ls

B
ow

sk
ill
,J
er
ry
;
D
ye
r,
N
ic
k

A
L
T
-J
:
R
es
ea
rc
h
in

L
ea
rn
in
g
T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

19
99

/h
ttp

s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/0
96
87
76
99
00
70
30
5

86
R
et
ri
ev
al
H
ie
ra
rc
hi
es

in
H
yp
er
te
xt

R
ad
a,
R
.;
Sa
ng
,W

.;
B
ir
ch
al
l,
A
.

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Pr
oc
es
si
ng

&
M
an
ag
em

en
t

19
93

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/0
30
6-
45
73
(9
3)
90
06
1-
H

87
Su

pp
or
tin

g
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tio

n
in

H
yp
er
m
ed
ia
:
Is
su
es

an
d
E
xp
er
ie
nc
es

Ir
is
h,

Pe
gg
y
M
.;
T
ri
gg
,R

an
da
ll

H
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

So
ci
et
y
fo
r

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
Sc
ie
nc
e

19
89

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
02
/(
SI
C
I)
10
97
-4
57
1

(1
98
90
5)
40
:3
<
19
2:
:A
ID

A
SI
10

>
3.
0.
C
O
;2
–5

88
20
17

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
11
/jc
al
.1
22
01

2082 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089

https://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-07-2014-0041
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4573(97)00040-X
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.1996.tb00189.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.1996.tb00189.x
https://jedm.educationaldatamining.org/index.php/JEDM/article/view/JEDM095
https://jedm.educationaldatamining.org/index.php/JEDM/article/view/JEDM095
https://jedm.educationaldatamining.org/index.php/JEDM/article/view/JEDM095
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2012.697400
https://doi.org/10.1080/0968776990070305
https://doi.org/10.1016/0306-4573(93)90061-H
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12201


Ta
bl
e
3

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

N
o.

T
ite
l

A
ut
ho
r(
s)

Jo
ur
na
l

Pu
bl
ic
at
io
n

D
oi

E
xp
lo
ri
ng

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ea
rn
in
g
E
ff
ec
t
in

B
le
nd
ed

L
ea
rn
in
g
E
nv
ir
on
m
en
ts

Su
n,

Z
.;
L
iu
,R

.;
L
uo
,L

.;
W
u,

M
.;
Sh

i,
C
.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r

A
ss
is
te
d
L
ea
rn
in
g

89
E
nh
an
ci
ng

C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ea
rn
in
g
in

W
eb

2.
0-
B
as
ed

E
L
ea
rn
in
g
Sy

st
em

s:
A

D
es
ig
n

Fr
am

ew
or
k
fo
r
B
ui
ld
in
g
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
E
-L
ea
rn
in
g
C
on
te
nt
s

E
l
M
ho
ut
i,
A
bd
er
ra
hi
m
;
N
as
se
h,

A
ze
dd
in
e;
E
rr
ad
i,
M
oh
am

ed
;

V
as
qu
ez
,J
os
e
M
ar
fa

E
du
ca
tio
n
an
d

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

T
ec
hn
ol
og
ie
s

20
16

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
07
/s
10
63
9-
01
6-
95
45
-2

90
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
K
no
w
le
dg
e
B
ui
ld
in
g
w
ith

W
ik
is
:

T
he

Im
pa
ct
of

R
ed
un
da
nc
y
an
d
Po

la
ri
ty

M
os
ka
liu

k,
Jo
ha
nn
es
;
K
im

m
er
le
,

Jo
ac
hi
m
;
C
re
ss
,U

lr
ik
e

C
om

pu
t
E
du
c

(C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n)

20
12

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
1.
11
.0
24

91
D
es
ig
ni
ng

an
d
B
ui
ld
in
g
a
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tiv

e
L
ib
ra
ry

In
tr
an
et
fo
r
A
ll

B
at
tle
s,
Ja
so
n
J.

Jo
ur
na
l
of

W
eb

L
ib
ra
ri
an
sh
ip

20
10

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
80
/1
93
22
90
9.
20
10
.5
00
57
0

92
In
ci
de
nc
e
of

gr
ou
p
aw

ar
en
es
s
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
on

st
ud
en
ts
?
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv

e
le
ar
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
se
s

Pi
fa
rr
e,
M
an
ol
i;
C
ob
os
,R

ut
h;

A
rg
el
ag
os
,E

st
he
r

Jo
ur
na
l
of

C
om

pu
te
r

A
ss
is
te
d
L
ea
rn
in
g

20
14

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
11
/jc
al
.1
20
43

93
Fa
ci
lit
at
in
g
So

ci
al
C
ol
la
bo
ra
tio

n
in

M
ob
ile

C
lo
ud
-B
as
ed

L
ea
rn
in
g:

A
T
ea
m
w
or
k
as

a
S
er
vi
ce

(T
aa
S)

A
pp
ro
ac
h

Su
n,

G
en
g;

Sh
en
,J
un

IE
E
E
T
ra
ns
ac
tio

ns
on

L
ea
rn
in
g

T
ec
hn
ol
og
ie
s

20
14

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
11
09
/T
L
T
.2
01
4.
23
40
40
2

94
U
si
ng

bl
og
s
to

su
pp
or
t
le
ar
ni
ng

du
ri
ng

in
te
rn
sh
ip

C
hu
,S

am
ue
lK

.W
.;
C
ha
n,
C
ar
ol

K
.K

.;
T
iw
ar
i,
A
gn
es

F.
Y
.

C
om

pu
t
E
du
c

(C
om

pu
te
rs
&

E
du
ca
tio

n)

20
12

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
10
16
/j.
co
m
pe
du
.2
01
1.
08
.0
27

95
Fo

st
er
in
g
st
ud
en
t
nu
rs
es
?
Se
lf
-r
eg
ul
at
ed

L
ea
rn
in
g

w
ith

th
e
Se
co
nd

L
if
e
E
nv
ir
on
m
en
t:
A
n
em

pi
r-

ic
al
st
ud
y

A
l-
Sa
m
ar
ra
ie
,H

os
am

;
A
l-
ha
te
m
,

A
hm

ed
;
M
as
oo
d,

M
on
a

Jo
ur
na
l
of

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

T
ec
hn
ol
og
y

E
du
ca
tio

n:
R
es
ea
rc
h

20
18

ht
tp
s:
//d

oi
.o
rg
/1
0.
28
94
5/
T
ab
ek
41
10

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2083

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-016-9545-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.11.024
https://doi.org/10.1080/19322909.2010.500570
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12043
https://doi.org/10.1109/TLT.2014.2340402
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.08.027
https://doi.org/10.28945/Tabek4110


Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which
permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and
indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are included in the
article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder.
To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Aljazzaf, Z. M., Perry, M., & Capretz, M. A. M. (2010). Online trust: Definition and principles. Paper
presented at the 5th international multi-conference on computing in the global information technology,
Valencia, Spain. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCGI.2010.17.

Alterman, R., & Harsch, K. (2017). A more reflective form of joint problem solving. International Journal of
Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 12(9), 9–33. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-017-9250-1.

Andriessen, J. (2006). Arguing to learn. In R. K. Sawyer (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook of the learning
sciences (pp. 443–459). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Asterhan, C. S. C., & Schwarz, B. B. (2007). The effects of monological and dialogical argumentation on
concept learning in evolutionary theory. Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(3), 626–639. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.3.626.

Avula, S., Chadwick, G., Arguello, J., & Capra, R. (2018). SearchBots: user engagement with chatBots during
collaborative search. https://doi.org/10.1145/3176349.3176380

Baker, M. J. (2015). Collaboration in collaborative learning. Interaction Studies: Social Behaviour and
Communication in Biological and Artificial Systems, 16(3), 451–473.

Berkowitz, M. W., & Gibbs, J. C. (1983). Measuring the developmental features of moral discussion.Merrill-
Palmer Quarterly, 29(4), 399–410.

Brante, E. W. (2019). A multiple-case study on students’ sourcing activities in a group task. Cogent
Education, 6(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2019.1651441.

Bråten, I., Brante, E. W., & Strømsø, H. I. (2019). Teaching sourcing in upper secondary school: A
comprehensive sourcing intervention with follow-up data. Reading Research Quarterly, 54(4), 481–
505. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.253.

Bromme, R., & Goldman, S. R. (2014). The public’s bounded understanding of science. Educational
Psychologist, 49(2), 59–69. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.921572.

Cacioppo, J. T., Petty, R. E., Kao, C. F., & Rodriguez, R. (1986). Central and peripheral routes to persuasion:
An individual difference perspective. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(5), 1032–1043.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.5.1032.

Caena, F., & Redecker, C. (2019). Aligning teacher competence frameworks to 21st century challenges: The
case for the European digital competence framework for educators (Digcompedu). European Journal of
Education, 54(3), 356–369. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12345.

Campbell, J., Osserman, J., & Pedersen, O. (2013). Coding in-depth semi-structured interviews: Problems of
unitization and intercoder reliability and agreement. Sociological Methods and Research, 42(3), 294–320.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124113500475.

Cash, T., Desbrow, B., Leveritt, M., & Ball, L. (2014). Utilization and preference of nutrition information
sources in Australia. Health Expectations, 18(6), 2288–2295. https://doi.org/10.1111/hex.12198.

Chaiken, S. (1980). Heuristic versus systematic information processing and the use of source versus message
cues in persuasion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39(5), 752–766. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.39.5.752.

Chen, J., Wang, M., Kirschner, P. A., & Tsai, C. C. (2018). The role of collaboration, computer use, learning
environments, and supporting strategies in CSCL: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research,
799–843. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654318791584.

Chen, Y. J., Chien, H. M., & Kao, C. P. (2019). Online searching behaviours of preschool teachers: A
comparison of pre-service and in-service teachers’ evaluation standards and searching strategies. Asia-
Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 47(1), 66–80. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2018.1442556.

2084 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-009-9068-6
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCGI.2010.17
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-017-9250-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.3.626
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.3.626
https://doi.org/10.1145/3176349.3176380
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2019.1651441
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.253
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.921572
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.5.1032
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12345
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124113500475
https://doi.org/10.1111/hex.12198
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.5.752
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.5.752
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654318791584
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2018.1442556


Chi, M. T. H. (2009). Active-constructive-interactive: A conceptual framework for differentiating learning
activities. Topics in Cognitive Science, 1(1), 73–105. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2008.01005.

Chinn, C. A., & Clark, D. B. (2013). Learning through collaborative argumentation. In C. E. Hmelo-Silver, C.
A. Chinn, C. K. K. Chan, & A. M. O’Donnell (Eds.), The international handbook of collaborative
learning (pp. 314–332). New York, NY: Taylor & Francis.

Choi, W., & Stvilia, B. (2015). Web credibility assessment: Conceptualization, operationalization, variability,
and models. Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology, 66(12), 2399–2414.
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23543.

Détienne, F., Baker, M., Fréard, D., Barcellini, F., Denis, A., & Quignard, M. (2016). The descent of Pluto:
Interactive dynamics, specialisation and reciprocity of roles in a Wikipedia debate. International Journal
of Human Computer Studies, 86, 11–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2015.09.002.

Doise, W., & Mugny, G. (1984). The social development of the intellect. Oxford, England: Pergamon.
Educational Resources Information Center, & EBSCO Publishing. (2004). ERIC (Online). Ipswich, MA:

EBSCO Publishing.
Eysenbach, G., & Köhler, C. (2002). How do consumers search for and appraise health information on the

world wide web? Qualitative study using focus groups, usability tests, and in-depth interviews. British
Medical Journal, 324, 573–577. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.324.7337.573.

Farooq, U., Ganoe, C. H., Carroll, J. M., & Giles, C. L. (2009). Designing for e-science: Requirements
gathering for collaboration in CiteSeer. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 67(4), 297–
312. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2007.10.005.

Felton, M., & Kuhn, D. (2001). The development of argumentive discourse skill. Discourse Processes, 32(2–
3), 135–153. https://doi.org/10.1080/0163853X.2001.9651595.

Felton, M., Crowell, A., & Liu, T. (2015). Arguing to agree: Mitigating my-side bias through consensus-
seeking dialogue. Written Communication, 32(3), 317–331. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088315590788.

Ferrari, A. (2013). DIGICOMP: A framework for developing and understanding digital competence in
Europe. Luxembourg: JRC Scientific and Policy Reports EUR26036EN.

Fischer, F., Bruhn, J., Gräsel, C., & Mandl, H. (2002). Fostering collaborative knowledge construction with
visualization tools. Learning and Instruction, 12(2), 213–232. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4752(01)00005-6.

Forte, A. (2015). The new information literate: Open collaboration and information production in schools.
International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 10(35), 35–51. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11412-015-9210-6.

Gerber, S., Scott, L., Clements, D. H., & Sarama, J. (2005). Instructor influence on reasoned argument in
discussion boards. Educational Technology Research and Development, 53(2), 25–39. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF02504864.

Ghadirian, H., Salehi, K., & Ayub, A. F. M. (2018). Social annotation tools in higher education: A preliminary
systematic review. International Journal of Learning Technology, 13(2), 130–162. https://doi.org/10.
1504/IJLT.2018.092096

Golanics, J. D., & Nussbaum, E. M. (2008). Enhancing online collaborative argumentation through question
elaboration and goal instructions. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 24(3), 167–180. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1365-2729.2007.00251.x.

Gonzalez-Teruel, A., González-Alcaide, G., Barrios, M., & Abad-García, M. F. (2015). Mapping recent
information behavior research: An analysis of co-authorship and co-citation networks. Scientometrics,
103(2), 687–705. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1548-z.

Griffin, R. J., Dunwoody, S., & Neuwirth, K. (1999). Proposed model of the relationship of risk information seeking
and processing to the development of preventive behaviors. Environmental Research, 80(2), S230–S245.

Guiller, J., Durndell, A., & Ross, A. (2008). Peer interaction and critical thinking: Face-to-face or online
discussion? Learning and Instruction, 18(2), 187–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2007.03.001.

Hargittai, E., Fullerton, L., Menchen-Trevino, E., & Thomas, K. Y. (2010). Trust online: Young adults'
evaluation of web content. International Journal of Communication, 4, 468–494. Retrieved from: http://
ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/636/423 (WebCite: http://www.webcitation.org/6xWGL9e4T).

Hattie, J. A. C. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to achievement.
London: Routledge.

Heijltjes, A., van Gog, T., Leppink, J., & Paas, F. (2015). Unraveling the effects of critical thinking
instructions, practice, and self-explanation on students’ reasoning performance. Instructional Science,
43(4), 487–506. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-015-9347-8.

Hertzum, M. (2017). Collaborative information seeking and expertise seeking: Different discourses about
similar issues. Journal of Documentation, 73(5), 858–876. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-04-2016-0053.

Hertzum, M., & Hansen, P. (2019). Empirical studies of collaborative information seeking: A review of methodo-
logical issues. Journal of Documentation, 75(1), 140–163. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-05-2018-0072.

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2085

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2008.01005
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23543
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2015.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.324.7337.573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/0163853X.2001.9651595
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088315590788
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4752(01)00005-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-015-9210-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-015-9210-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504864
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504864
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJLT.2018.092096
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJLT.2018.092096
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2007.00251.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2007.00251.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1548-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2007.03.001
http://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/636/423
http://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/636/423
http://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/636/423
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-015-9347-8
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-04-2016-0053
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-05-2018-0072


Hilligoss, B., & Rieh, S. Y. (2008). Developing a unifying framework of credibility assessment: Construct,
heuristics, and interaction in context. Information Processing and Management, 44(4), 1467–1484. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2007.10.001.

Iding, M. K., Crosby, M. E., Auernheimer, B., & Barbara Klemm, E. (2008). Web site credibility: Why do people
believe what they believe? Instructional Science, 37(1), 43–63. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9080-7.

Jeong, H., & Hmelo-Silver, C. E. (2016). Seven affordances of computer-supported collaborative learning:
How to support collaborative learning? How can technologies help? Educational Psychologist, 51(2),
247–265. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2016.1158654.

Jones, H. S., & Moncur, W. (2018). The role of psychology in understanding online trust. In J. McAlaney, L.
Frumkin, & V. Benson (Eds.), Psychological and behavioral Examinations in Cyber Security (pp. 109–
132). Hershey, PA: IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-4053-3.ch007.

Jucks, R., & Paus, E. (2013). Different words for the same concept: Learning collaboratively from multiple
documents. Cognition and Instruction, 31(2), 497–518. https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2013.769993.

Jurafsky, D., & Martin, J. H. (2000). Speech and language processing: An introduction to natural language
processing, computational linguistics, and speech recognition (1st ed.). Prentice Hall PTR.

Kellar, M., Watters, C., & Shepherd, M. (2007). A field study characterizing web-based information-seeking
tasks. Journal of the American Society for Inforamtion Science and Technology, 58, 999–1018. https://
doi.org/10.1002/asi.20590.

Khosrowjerdi, M. (2016). A review of theory-driven models of trust in the online health context. IFLA
Journal, 42(3), 189–206. https://doi.org/10.1177/0340035216659299.

Kuhlthau,C.C. (1993).Seekingmeaning:Aprocess approach to library and information services. Norwood,NJ:Able.
Kuhn, D., & Udell, W. (2003). The development of argument skills. Child Development, 74(5), 1245–1260.

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00605.
Kyndt, E., Raes, E., Lismont, B., Timmers, F., Cascallar, E., & Dochy, F. (2013). A meta-analysis of the

effects of face-to-face cooperative learning. Do recent studies falsify or verify earlier findings?
Educational Research Review, 10, 133–149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2013.02.002.

Le, N. T. & Huse, N. (2016). Evaluation of the formal models for the Socratic method. In Proceedings of the
13th Conference on Intelligent Tutoring Systems, Springer Verlag, pp 69–78.

Leeder, C., & Shah, C. (2016). Collaborative information seeking in student group projects. Aslib Journal of
Information Management, 68(6), 526–544. https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-12-2015-0190.

Limón, M., & Mason, L. (Eds.). (2002). Reconsidering conceptual change: Issues in theory and practice (pp.
115–135). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

List, A., & Alexander, P. A. (2017). Cognitive affective engagement model of multiple source use.
Educational Psychologist, 52, 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2017.1329014.

Loll, F., & Pinkwart, N. (2013). LASAD: Flexible representations for computer-based collaborative argu-
mentation. International Journal of Human Computer Studies, 71(1), 91–109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijhcs.2012.04.002.

Lucassen, T., & Schraagen, J. M. (2012). Propensity to trust and the influence of source and medium cues in
credibility evaluation. Journal of Information Science, 38(6), 566–577. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0165551512459921.

Marton, C., & Choo, C. W. (2012). A review of theoretical models of health information seeking on the web.
Journal of Documentation, 68(3), 330–352. https://doi.org/10.1108/00220411211225575.

Mason, L. (2001). Introducing talk and writing for conceptual change: A classroom study. Learning and
Instruction, 11(4), 305–329. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4752(00)00035-9.

Mayweg-Paus, E., Thiebach, M., & Jucks, R. (2016). Let me critically question this! – Insights from a training
study on the role of questioning on argumentative discourse. International Journal of Educational
Research, 79, 195–210. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2016.05.017.

Metzger, M. J., & Flanagin, A. J. (2013). Credibility and trust of information in online environments: The use
of cognitive heuristics. Journal of Pragmatics, 59, 210–220. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2013.07.
012.

Metzger, M. J., Flanagin, A. J., & Medders, R. B. (2010). Social and heuristic approaches to credibility
evaluation online. Journal of Communication, 60(3), 413–439. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.
01488.x.

Millar, R., & Osborne, J. F. (Eds.). (1998). Beyond 2000: Science education for the future. London, England:
King’s College London.

Mitsui, M., Liu, J., & Shah, C. (2018). Coagmento: Past, Present, and Future of an Individual and
Collaborative Information Seeking Platform. In CHIIR ‘18: 2018 Conference on Human Information
Interaction Retrieval, March 11–15, 2018, New Brunswick, NJ, USA. ACM, New York, NY, USA,
Article 4. https://doi.org/10.1145/3176349.3176896.

2086 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2007.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2007.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9080-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2016.1158654
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-4053-3.ch007
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2013.769993
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20590
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20590
https://doi.org/10.1177/0340035216659299
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00605
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-12-2015-0190
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2017.1329014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2012.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2012.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551512459921
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551512459921
https://doi.org/10.1108/00220411211225575
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4752(00)00035-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2016.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2013.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2013.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01488.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01488.x
https://doi.org/10.1145/3176349.3176896


Mohammad Arif, A. S., & Du, J. T., & Lee, I. (2018). Understanding Tourists’ Collaborative Information
Retrieval Behavior to Inform Design. Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology,
66(11), 2285–2303. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23319

Morris, M. R., & Horvitz, E. (2007). SearchTogether: An interface for collaborative web search. In
Proceedings of the 20th annual ACM symposium on user interface software and technology (UIST '07)
(pp. 3–12). New York, NY: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/1294211.1294215.

Muukkonen, H., Lakkala, M., & Hakkarainen, K. (2005). Technology-mediation and tutoring. How do they
shape progressive inquiry discourse? The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 14(4), 527–565. https://doi.
org/10.1207/s15327809jls1404_3.

Naderi, H. and Rumpler, B. (2010), “PERCIRS: a system to combine personalized and collaborative
information retrieval”. Journal of Documentation, 66(4), 532–562. https://doi.org/10.1108/
00220411011052948

Nauroth, P., Gallwitzer, M., Bender, J., & Rothmund, T. (2015). Social identity threat motivates science-
discrediting online comments. PLoS One, 10(2), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117476.

Newton, P., Driver, R., & Osborne, J. (1999). The place of argumentation in the pedagogy of school science.
International Journal of Science Education, 21(5), 553–576. https://doi.org/10.1080/095006999290570.

Noroozi, O., Weinberger, A., Biemans, H. J., Mulder, M., & Chizari, M. (2012). Argumentation-based
computer supported collaborative learning (ABCSCL). A synthesis of 15 years of research.
Educational Research Review, 7(2), 79–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2011.11.006.

Nussbaum, E. M., & Edwards, O. V. (2011). Critical questions and argument stratagems: A framework for
enhancing and analyzing students' reasoning practices. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 20(3), 443–
488. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2011.564567.

Nussbaum, E. M., Sinatra, G. M., & Poliquin, A. (2008). Role of epistemic beliefs and scientific argumen-
tation in science learning. International Journal of Science Education, 30(15), 1977–1999. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09500690701545919.

Nygren, T., & Guath, M. (2019). Swedish teenagers’ difficulties and abilities to determine digital news
credibility. 40(2019), 23–42. https://doi.org/10.2478/nor-2019-0002.23.

Oeberst, A., Cress, U., Back, M., & Nestler, S. (2016). Individual vs. collaborative information processing:
The case of biases in Wikipedia. In U. Cress, H. Jeong, & J. Moskaliuk (Eds.), Mass collaboration and
education. Cham, Switzerland: Springer.

Paus, E., & Jucks, R. (2012). Common ground? How the encoding of specialist vocabulary impacts on peer-to-peer
online discourse. Discourse Processes, 49(7), 565–598. https://doi.org/10.1080/0163853X.2012.711671.

Paus, E., Werner, C. S., & Jucks, R. (2012). Learning through online peer discourse: Structural equation
modeling points to the role of discourse activities in individual understanding. Computers & Education,
58(4), 1127–1137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.12.008.

Pena-Shaff, J. B., &Nicholls, C. (2004). Analyzing student interactions andmeaning construction in computer bulletin
board discussions. Computers & Education, 42(3), 243–265. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2003.08.003.

Pérez, A., Potocki, A., Stadtler, M., Macedo-Rouet, M., Paul, J., Salmerón, L., & Rouet, J. F. (2018). Fostering
teenagers’ assessment of information reliability: Effects of a classroom intervention focused on critical source
dimensions. Learning and Instruction, 58(April), 53–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.04.006.

Pian, W., Khoo, C. S., & Chang, Y. K. (2016). The criteria people use in relevance decisions on health
information: An analysis of user eye movements when browsing a health discussion forum. Journal for
Medical Internet Research, 18(6), e136. https://doi.org/10.2196/jmir.5513.

Purdyet, E., Thoma, B., Bednarczyk, J., Migneault, D., & Sherbino, J. (2015). The use of free online
educational resources by Canadian emergency medicine residents and program directors. Canadian
Journal of Emergency Medicine, 17(2), 101–106. https://doi.org/10.1017/cem.2014.73.

Putra, S. R., Moraes, F., & Hauff, C. (2018). SearchX: empowering collaborative search research. SIGIR '18:
The 41st International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research & Development in Information Retrieval,
1265–1268. https://doi.org/10.1145/3209978.3210163

Ramirez, A., & Walther, J. B. (2015). Information seeking and interpersonal outcomes using the internet. T.
Afifi, &W. Afifi. Uncertainty, information management, and disclosure decisions. New York: Routledge,
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203933046.

Reddy, B. S., Krishnamurthy, M., & Asundi, A. (2018). Information Use, User, User Needs and Seeking
Behaviour: A Review. DESIDOC Journal of Library & Information Technology, 38(2), 82–87. https://
doi.org/10.14429/djlit.38.2.12098.

Renner, B., Prilla, M., Cress, U., & Kimmerle, J. (2016). Effects of prompting in reflective learning tools:
Findings from experimental field, lab, and online studies. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1–9. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00820.

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2087

https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23319
https://doi.org/10.1145/1294211.1294215
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327809jls1404_3
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327809jls1404_3
https://doi.org/10.1108/00220411011052948
https://doi.org/10.1108/00220411011052948
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117476
https://doi.org/10.1080/095006999290570
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2011.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2011.564567
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500690701545919
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500690701545919
https://doi.org/10.2478/nor-2019-0002.23
https://doi.org/10.1080/0163853X.2012.711671
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2003.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.04.006
https://doi.org/10.2196/jmir.5513
https://doi.org/10.1017/cem.2014.73
https://doi.org/10.1145/3209978.3210163
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203933046
https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.38.2.12098
https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.38.2.12098
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00820
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00820


Resnick, L., Asterhan, C., & Clarke, S. (2015). Socializing intelligence through academic talk and dialogue.
Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association.

Rieh, S. Y., Kim, Y. M., & Markey, K. (2012). Amount of invested mental effort (AIME) in online searching.
Information Processing and Management, 48(6), 1136–1150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2012.05.001.

Rieh, S. Y., Collins-Thompson, K., Hansen, P., & Lee, H.-J. (2016). Towards searching as a learning process:
A review of current perspectives and future directions. Journal of Information Science, 42(1), 19–34.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551515615841.

Roschelle, J., & Teasley, S. D. (1995). The construction of shared knowledge in collaborative problem
solving. In C. O’Malley (Ed.), Computer supported collaborative learning (pp. 69–97). Springer. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-85098-1_5.

Rouet, J.-F., & Britt, M. A. (2011). Relevance processes in multiple document comprehension. In M. T.
McCrudden, J. P. Magliano, & G. J. Schraw (Eds.), Text relevance and learning from text (pp. 19–52).
IAP Information Age Publishing.

Second author & first author (submitted). The role of collaborative argumentation in future teachers’ sourcing
of online information. Submitted for review to the German Journal of Educational Psychology.

Shah, C. (2009). Lessons and Challenges for Collaborative Information Seeking (CIS) Systems Developers.
CIB workshop at GROUP 2009. Sanibel Island, Florida.

Shah, C. (2010). Collaborative information seeking: A literature review. In A. Woodsworth (Ed.), Advances in
Librarianship (Advances in Librarianship, Vol. 32) (pp. 3–33). Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing
Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S0065-2830(2010)0000032004.

Shah, C. (2014). Collaborative information seeking. Journal of the Association for Information Science and
Technology, 65(2), 215–236. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22977.

Shah, C., Capra, R., & Hansen, P. (2017). Research agenda for social and collaborative information seeking.
Library & Information Science Research, 39(2), 140–146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lisr.2017.03.005.

Shin, D., & Park, Y. J. (2019). Role of fairness, accountability, and transparency in algorithmic affordance.
Computers in Human Behavior, 98, 277–284. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.04.019.

Siemon, D., Becker, F., Eckardt, L., & Robra-Bissantz, S. (2019). One for all and all for one - towards a
framework for collaboration support systems. Education and Information Technology, 24, 1837–1861.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-017-9651-9.

Sillence, E., Briggs, P., Harris, P., & Fishwick, L. (2006). A framework for understanding trust factors in web-
based health advice. International Journal of Human Computer Studies, 64(8), 697–713. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ijhcs.2006.02.007.

Sinatra, G. M., & Pintrich, P. R. (Eds.). (2003). Intentional conceptual change. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Solli, A., Mäkitalo, Å., & Hillman, T. (2018). Rendering controversial socioscientific issues legible through
digital mapping tools. International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 13, 391–
418. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-018-9286-x.

Spence, P. R., Reddy, M. C., & Hall, R. (2005). A survey of collaborative information seeking practices of
academic researchers. Proceedings of the 2005 International ACM SIGGROUP Conference on
Supporting Group Work - GROUP ‘05, 85. https://doi.org/10.1145/1099203.1099216.

Springer, L., Stanne, M. E., & Donovan, S. S. (1999). Effects of small-group learning on undergraduates in
science, mathematics, engineering, and technology: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research,
69, 21–51. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543069001021.

Sun, Y., & Kantro, P. B. (2006). Cross-Evaluation: A new model for information system evaluation. Journal
of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 57(5), 614–628. https://doi.org/10.
1002/asi.20324

Sundar, S. S. (2008). The MAIN model: A heuristic approach to understanding technology effects on
credibility. In M. J. Metzger & A. J. Flanagin (Eds.), Digital media, youth, and credibility (pp. 72–
100). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. https://doi.org/10.1162/dmal.9780262562324.073.

Tabak, I. (2015). Functional scientific literacy: Seeing the sciencewithin thewords and across theweb. In L. Corno&
E. M. Anderman (Eds.), Handbook of educational psychology (pp. 269–280). New York, NY: Routledge.

Teasley, S. (1997). Talking about reasoning: How important is the peer in peer collaboration? In L. B.
Resnick, R. Säljö, C. Pontecorvo, & B. Burge (Eds.), Discourse, tools and reasoning: Essays on situated
cognition (pp. 361–384). Berlin, Germany: Springer.

Thiebach, M., Mayweg-Paus, E., & Jucks, R. (2016). Better to agree or disagree? The role of critical
questioning and elaboration in argumentative discourse. Zeitschrift Für Pädagogische Psychologie,
30(2–3), 133–149. https://doi.org/10.1024/1010-0652/a000174.

2088 Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2012.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551515615841
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-85098-1_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-85098-1_5
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0065-2830(2010)0000032004
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22977
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lisr.2017.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.04.019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-017-9651-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2006.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2006.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-018-9286-x
https://doi.org/10.1145/1099203.1099216
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543069001021
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20324
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20324
https://doi.org/10.1162/dmal.9780262562324.073
https://doi.org/10.1024/1010-0652/a000174


Thomm, E., & Bromme, R. (2016). How source information shapes lay interpretations of science conflicts:
Interplay between sourcing, conflict explanation, source evaluation, and claim evaluation. Reading and
Writing, 29(8), 1629–1652. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-016-9638-8.

Tsai, M.-J., Hsu, C.-Y., & Tsai, C. -C. (2012). Investigation of high school students’ online science
information searching performance : The role of implicit and explicit strategies. Journal of Science
Education and Technology, 21, 246–254. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-011-9307-2.

Twidale, M. B., Nichols, D. M., & Paice, C. D. (1997). Browsing is a collaborative process. Information
Processing & Management, 33(6), 761–783. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4573(97)00040-X

Vogel, F., Wecker, C., Kollar, I., & Fischer, F. (2017). Socio-cognitive scaffolding with computer-supported
collaboration scripts: A meta-analysis. Educational Psychology Review, 29(3), 477–511. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10648-016-9361-7.

von Aufschnaiter, C., Erduran, S., Osborne, J., & Simon, S. (2008). Arguing to learn and learning to argue:
Case studies of how students’ argumentation relates to their scientific knowledge. Journal of Research in
Science Teaching, 45(1), 101–131. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20213.

Walton, D. N. (1989). Dialogue theory for critical thinking. Argumentation, 3(2), 169–184. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF00128147.

Wathen, C. N., & Burkell, J. (2002). Believe it or not: Factors influencing credibility on the web. Journal of the
Association for Information Science and Technology, 53(2), 134–144. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.10016.

Watts, M., Alsop, S., Gould, G., & Walsh, A. (1997). Prompting teachers’ constructive reflection: Pupils’
questions and critical incidents. International Journal of Science Education, 19(9), 1025–1037. https://
doi.org/10.1080/0950069970190903.

Weinberger, A., & Fischer, F. (2006). A framework to analyze argumentative knowledge construction in
computer-supported collaborative learning. Computers & Education, 46(1), 71–95. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.compedu.2005.04.003.

Wilson, T. D. (2000). Human information behavior. Informing Science, 3(2), 49–55. https://doi.org/10.28945/576.
Zhao, Y., & Zhang, J. (2017). Consumer health information seeking in social media: A literature review.

Health Information and Libraries Journal, 34, 268–283. https://doi.org/10.1111/hir.12192.
Zimmermann, M., & Jucks, R. (2018a). How experts´ use of medical technical jargon in different types of

online health forums affects perceived information credibility: A randomized experiment with laypersons.
Journal of Medical Internet Research, 20(1), e30. https://doi.org/10.2196/1jmir.8346.

Zimmermann, M., & Jucks, R. (2018b). With a view to the side: YouTube’s sidebar and YouTuber’s linguistic
style as hints for trust-related evaluations. International Journal of Human-Computer-Interaction. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10777318.2018.1519165.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

Affiliations

Elisabeth Mayweg-Paus1 & Maria Zimmermann1
& Nguyen-Thinh Le2

& Niels
Pinkwart2

Elisabeth Mayweg-Paus
elisabeth.mayweg@hu-berlin.de

Nguyen-Thinh Le
lenguyen@hu-berlin.de

Niels Pinkwart
pinkwart@hu-berlin.de

1 Einstein Center Digital Future | Department of Education Studies | Digital Knowledge Management in
Higher Education, Humboldt University of Berlin, Unter den Linden 6, 10099 Berlin, Germany

2 Department of Computer Science | Research Group Computer Science Education | Computer Science and
Society, Humboldt University of Berlin, Unter den Linden 6, 10099 Berlin, Germany

Education and Information Technologies (2021) 26:2053–2089 2089

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-016-9638-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-011-9307-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4573(97)00040-X
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9361-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9361-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20213
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00128147
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00128147
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.10016
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069970190903
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069970190903
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2005.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2005.04.003
https://doi.org/10.28945/576
https://doi.org/10.1111/hir.12192
https://doi.org/10.2196/1jmir.8346
https://doi.org/10.1080/10777318.2018.1519165
https://doi.org/10.1080/10777318.2018.1519165

	A review of technologies for collaborative online information seeking: On the contribution of collaborative argumentation
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Seeking online information
	The role of trust when sourcing online information
	Cooperation and collaboration in seeking online information
	Learning through collaborative argumentation
	Technologies for collaborative argumentation when seeking online information
	Review of technologies for collaborative seeking online information
	Methods
	Sample
	Coding scheme
	Study demographics
	Consideration of information seekers’ sourcing strategies when seeking online information
	Consideration of collaborative argumentation
	Technologies

	Analysis

	Results
	Study demographics
	Descriptive results of the main categories
	Relative frequencies and interdependence of the main categories
	Affordances of technologies that support collaborative seeking online information

	Discussion
	Main findings
	Limitations
	Implications

	Section126
	References


