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Seminar in Learning, Cognition, and Development:
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Office hours:

By appointment
Learning Goals

This course is designed to help you acquire the knowledge and skills shown in the following table. (The
alignment of the learning goals with the overall learning goals of the LCD Master’s degree is also shown
in the table. In addition, the table shows how each goal will be assessed.
LCD master’s program goals
1. Attain mastery of

psychological constructs and
theories relevant to learning,
cognition and development.

2. Appropriately apply these
psychological constructs and
theories to educational
settings and related applied
contexts.
3. Achieve skill in the critical
evaluation of empirical
evidence related to the
psychology of education.

4. Attain competence in oral
and written communication
on topics within educational
psychology.

Course goals
1a. Gain knowledge of effective and
ineffective strategies for learning and
thinking.
1b. Gain knowledge of theories of
learning strategies and strategy
instruction.
1c. Gain knowledge of empirical results
on metacognition, strategies, and
strategy instruction.
2a. Develop skills of evaluating strategy
use and strategy instruction.
2b. Develop skills of planning
instruction to promote strategy
development.
3a. Develop skills of learning to read
and interpret empirical articles in the
learning sciences

4a. Develop skills of writing a literature
review.

Assessment of course goals
In weekly discussions and
problem discussions, you
will to explain, evaluate,
and apply research through
the discussion questions
that we pose in class. In
your class paper, you will
write about theories of and
research on reasoning in
ways that demonstrate your
understanding and your
abilities to evaluate and
apply the research.

In the weekly discussions,
you critique the studies you
read both methodologically
and theoretically. In your
class paper, you will
critically evaluate the key
pieces of evidence that you
review as part of your
paper.
In the class paper, you will
write a review of literature
in an area of reasoning.
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Features of an Online Course
An online course differs from a traditional face-to-face course in a number of ways. Critically for this
class:
A. A strong emphasis on student-driven learning. The instructor role is of overall facilitator and
coordinator.
B. Work at your convenience. But it is important to be engaged most days during the week. This is quite
different from a traditional course, in which it is perfectly fine to prepare the day before, go to class the
day of class, and then not think about the course the other five days a week.
C. Focus on asynchronous rather than synchronous activities. (This course will--officially--be all
asynchronous.)
D. Students have to do much more of the integrative work.
Schedule
Schematically, the weekly schedule looks like this:
Su

M

T
Discussions
for current
week begin
on Tuesday
morning.
Begin
reading the
next week’s
readings.

Continue
contributing to
discussions.

Continue
the next
week’s
readings.

Continue contributing
to discussions.
Complete the next
week’s readings.

W
Continue
contributing
to
discussions.

Th
Continue
contributing
to
discussions.

F
Continue
contributing
to
discussions.

Sa
Continue
contributing
to
discussions.

Continue the
next week’s
readings.

Continue the
next week’s
readings.

Continue the
next week’s
readings.

Continue the
next week’s
readings.

The cycle
repeats in
the next
week.

Weekly assignment
for current week’s
readings is due by
midnight.
Submit one possible
discussion question on
each of the next
week’s readings.
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In this chart, “discussions” includes both (1) the main discussion threads about the papers we have read
and (2) the discussion threads for the instructional problems. As you will see when you get online, these
are in different sections of the week’s web pages.
In addition to assignments within the weekly cycle, you will have four additional due dates (see also the
Weekly Schedule):
Monday, October 14. Submit a one-paragraph summary of proposal for class paper.
Monday, November 4. Submit an outline of your proposed class paper.
Wednesday, December 18. Submit class paper.

IMPORTANT NOTES:
1. Some requirements and procedures may be adjusted as we find out how things are working this
semester.
2. There may be technological hiccups to work through the first few weeks.
3. Before reading more than two weeks ahead, check with me; I may decide to swap out some
readings later in the semester with different readings, based on issues raised in our class discussions.
Evaluation
1. Discussions of weekly readings
(including facilitation and summaries)
2. Weekly online problems
3. Weekly assignments
4. Literature review

40%
15%
15%
30%

All written assignments must be typed and submitted through the course website. Feedback will
be provided on each assignment that you turn in.
1. Discussions of readings
Each week, you will discuss the readings. We will focus on:
• Clarifying understanding of the readings. For research articles, this includes the research question,
what the method was, what the results were, and what the appropriate conclusions are.
• Discussing applications and implications of the ideas you have read about.
Each week, you should contribute at least 11 entries (including at least 4 responses to what classmates
have written) to the discussion threads.
Evaluation will be based on the number of contributions as well as the quality of your contributions.
2. Weekly problems
In most weeks, I will post one or more problems as one discussion thread. You should each respond
appropriately to this problem. This will typically involve at least 2 or 3 posts per problem.
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3. Weekly assignments
These will include a variety of assignments that allow you to apply what you have learned to new
problems, to reflect on the readings, to consider applications to your own life, or to reflect on
collaborative activities, the course, and your role in discussions. These will typically be about a page in
length, and you will write your answers in a Google doc that I will create for you.
The specific assignment will be posted each week.
4. Literature Review
1. Choose a topic (e.g., reading, writing, coping skills, prosocial skills, reasoning, etc.) that you
would like to investigate.
2. Find 12 to 15 articles that report on strategies that are effective in this topic. At least half of the
articles should report results from empirical studies.
3. Write a review paper that summarizes this research. Your paper should be single-spaced, 12-point
Times Roman (or Times) font, 1-inch margins on all sides. The paper should be from 16 to 20 pages.
In the paper:
--You define and clarifies a problem related to metacognition or strategy instruction.
--You summarize previous investigations to inform the reader of the current state of the problem.
--You identify gaps, contradictions, or flaws in the existing literature.
--You make clear what knowledge is needed to fill these gaps or resolve these contradictions.
--Your topic is sufficiently focused that you can address issues adequately.
--You should provide sound evidence to back up your claims.
--Your organization should be clear so that the reader can follow your argument easily.
--Your paper should well written (including grammar and spelling) and well organized.
--You provide enough detail that any criticisms you make of the existing literature is comprehensible.
4. This paper should represent new work.
Policy on Academic Integrity
The Policy on Academic Integrity will apply to written assignments. The Rutgers Policy on Academic
Integrity is described in the GSNB and GSE catalogs. To paraphrase this policy, graduate students who
commit plagiarism will be expelled from the university. Plagiarism includes failure to attribute key ideas
to scholars who developed those ideas and failure to quote, with page numbers, any sentence, clause, or
extended phrase that appears in another’s work. I reserve the right to request that any or all students
submit an electronic copy of either draft of your term paper to be checked for plagiarism.
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Netiquette
This is drawn from Palloff, R. M., & Pratt, K. (1999). Building learning communities in

cyberspace. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 101.

a. Check the discussion frequently and respond appropriately and on the subject.
b. Focus on one subject per message and use pertinent, informative, and not-too-long
subject titles
c. Capitalize words only to highlight a point or for titles. Capitalizing otherwise is
generally viewed as SHOUTING.
d. Be professional and careful with your online interaction
e. Cite all quotes, references, and sources.
f. When posting a long message, it is generally considered courteous to warn readers at
the beginning of the message that is a lengthy post.
g. It is inappropriate to forward someone else’s message(s) without their permission.
h. Use humor carefully. The absence of face-to-face cues can cause humor to be
misinterpreted as criticism or flaming (angry, antagonistic criticism). Feel free to use
emoticons such as :-) or ;-) to let others know that you’re being humorous.
Norms

This is an example of norms for participating in constructive controversies. Smith, K., Johnson,
D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1981). Can conflict be constructive? Controversy versus concurrence
seeking in learning groups. Journal of Educational Psychology, 73, 651-663.
1. I am critical of ideas, not people.
2. I remember that we are all in this together.
3. I encourage everyone to participate.
4. I listen to everyone’s ideas, even if I do not agree with them.
5. I restate what someone has said if it is not clear.
6. I try to understand both sides of the issue.
7. I first bring out all the ideas, then I put them together.

Although written for younger students, this is not a bad way for all of us to start. At the same
time, however, let’s add these norms:
Critical to the advance of knowledge are:
a. Criticizing ideas, and having our ideas criticized by others
b. Taking up criticism
c. Exploring ideas without fully believing them, or without believing them at all.
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Schema for Analyzing Articles
1. Introduction
a. In the introduction/literature review section(s) of the article, has the author established
the existence of a practical problem?
b. In the literature review of the article, has the author demonstrated the existence of a gap
in current knowledge? If so, does the study actually address this gap?
2. Empirical results and conclusions
a. What are the dependent and independent variables?
b. What did the participants in each condition do?
c. What are the results? (Be sure you understand tables and figures).
d. What are the main conclusions that the author draws about this sample?
3. Measures
Are the measures reliable and valid?
4. Internal validity
Evaluate the conclusions in term of their internal validity. That is, are these conclusions valid
for this sample?
5. External validity
To what extent can the empirical conclusions be generalized?
i. to other participants?
ii. to other measures?
iii. to other settings?
iv. to other tasks?
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Schedule by Week
Week

Specific Topic

Week 1.
9/3 to 9/9
Week 2
9/10 to 9/16

Introduction
SRL I

Chinn (2011a)
Zimmerman (1998)

Winne & Hadwin
(1998)

Readings
Problems

Week 3
9/17 to 9/23

Comprehension

Bereiter & Bird
(1985)

Readings
Problems

Week 4
9/24 to 9/30

Writing

Week 5
10/1 to 10/7
Week 6
10/8 to 10/14

Reasoning

White & Bruning
(2005)
Graham (2006)
Wineburg (1991)

Cromley et al. (2010)
Strømsø & Bråten
(2002)
Hayes & Flower
(1986)

Readings
Problems

Week 7
10/15 to
10/21
Week 8
10/22 to
10/28

General
instruction

Nisbett et al. (2001)
TBA
Rogat & LinnenbrinkGarcia (2011)
Dawes (1996)
Chinn (2011b)

General
programs

Guthrie et al. (2004)

Pressley et al. (2006)

Readings
Problems

Week 9
10/29 to 11/4

Instruction
focused on
SRL

Cleary & Zimmerman (2004)

Kistner et al. (2010)
Schunk & Zimmerman (2007)

Readings
Problems

Week 10
11/5 to 11/11
Week 11
11/12 to
11/18
Week 12
11/19 to
11/25
Week 13
12/1 to 12/7
Week 14
12/8 to 12/14

General
programs II
Groups

Harris et al. (2006)

McKeown et al.
(2009)
King (2002)
Webb (2013)

Readings
Problems
Readings
Problems

Goals &
Assessment

Page-Voth &
Graham (1999)

Wilson & Sloane
(2000)

Readings
Problems

Scaffolding

Britt & Aglinskas
Schwartz et al. (2012) Readings
(2002)
TBA
Problems
Waggoner et al.
TBA
Readings
(1995)
Problems
Chinn et al. (2001)
No readings or discussion; this is a week to complete your class paper.

Week 15:
12/15-12/21

Other
strategies

Discussions

READINGS and JOURNALS due before this
week begins (before Tues)

Kirschner & van
Merrienboer
(2013)
Collins, Brown, &
Newman (1989)

Barron (2003)

Discussions starting on
Tuesday
Problems

Other assignments
Post self-introductions
(instructions via email)

Readings
Problems

Readings
Problems
Oct. 29: Submit oneparagraph summary of
proposal for class
paper.
Nov. 5: Submit lesson
or unit plan that you
propose to analyze in
the instructional
analysis.

Dec. 12: Instructional
analysis is due.
Dec. 19: Class paper is
due.

** Note that beginning with Week 13, the schedule shifts back five days due to Thanksgiving, and the
last three weeks will start on Sunday rather than on Tuesday.
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