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Firstly, I would like to thank the organisers of this webinar series and the presenters at today’s 

session. I am excited not only by the content of the presentations and the questions that they raise, 

but also by the format of the series. Just at a glimpse, the presenters bring to light the many ways of 

using the oftentimes constraining online platforms and media in order to present ideas, engage 

audiences, and build critical thought.  

Secondly, it is perhaps important to reflect on why the issues and questions raised in this session are 

important during a time of a pandemic. According to Insights from Education at a Glance 2020, an 

OECD report, “This crisis has exposed the many inadequacies and inequities in our education 

systems – from access to the broadband and computers needed for online education, and the 

supportive environments needed to focus on learning, up to the misalignment between resources 

and needs.” The UN Policy Brief on Education during Covid-19 & Beyond reiterates these now 

hypervisible inequalities, but adds that “On the other hand, this crisis has stimulated innovation 

within the education sector. We have seen innovative approaches in support of education and 

training continuity: from radio and television to take-home packages”. What it means to teach and 

learn during a time of pandemic therefore seems to require teachers, lecturers, learners, and 

students to navigate these contradictions in access: from material access to technology and data, 

access to knowledge, and access to powerful practices of engagement, to access to human 

interaction and support that is critical to effective learning. These are also concerns that need to be 

considered in relation to doing critical forms of teaching and learning where students are also able 

to enter and create spaces where they can speak back to issues of power and potentially transform 

them. Virtual spaces, as the presenters today show, not only need to be navigated for their 

potentials for enabling a range of pedagogies, but also evaluated and their use reimagined in order 

to make the critical and dialogic possible.  Such reimagination requires that we critically analyse the 

ways in which online platforms shape communication and pedagogy, and then explore the uses, 

modes, and media beyond the technical confines of these digital spaces. Like all texts, technology is 

not neutral. 

 

These ideas are collectively explored by our presenters, with each presenter critically reflecting on 

the (im)possibilities of critical or dialogic pedagogies online, during what they term as a period of 

Emergency Remote Teaching (or ERT).  

Presenter 1 

Kim Coutts’ work with clinical speech pathology students during the Covid-19 pandemic considers 

the shifting landscapes of professional development in a typically practice-based and practice-

informed qualification. That is, a significant part of students’ professional development is situated in 

their practical experiences with patients. What happens when both students and patients cannot 

meet? What impact does this have on teaching and learning when others, such as supervisors, 



mentors, lecturers, and so on, cannot engage face-to-face with the practical places that learning 

happens in? 

Two main ideas stood out for me from this presentation (although, there were certainly more ideas 

worth considering throughout the presentation): One, that moving online reveals the lack of 

contextually-relevant resources available outside of the dominant Western perspectives and 

contexts, and two, the ways in which tech-based communications can enable practices to cross 

clinical and home boundaries. In the first instance, Coutts raises the issue of the technological 

poverty gap which refers to the disparities in access to sufficient technology in order to engage (or, 

in this case, access therapy and professional development) through non-traditional, digital means. 

While the gap also revealed the lack of contextually-relevant resources such as case studies, it also 

seemed to present students and staff with the opportunity to generate data from within their 

contexts: from students’ recorded therapy sessions that can be used for deepened critical reflection, 

to a greater variety of texts that students could produce in order to demonstrate their engagement 

and growing understanding of the field. Students generating their own materials and using the core 

field content to analyse, reflect, and evaluate the moments and interactions that those materials 

represent suggests an interesting shift when considering ‘whose knowledge counts?’ 

In the second instance, the conceptualisation and piloting of teletherapy unveils what critical 

pedagogues have perhaps been arguing for for some time: the lives of people matter. By crossing 

professional and home boundaries, I found it fascinating that students could gain deeper access to 

and potentially a deeper understanding of the contexts from which patients speak. Their homes and 

families are brought into view, it would seem, and this marks an interesting shift on how students 

might think about the role of context in both their own professional development and in their 

interactions with patients.  

My question here is: Considering the potential gains to be had by, in some way, accessing the home 

spaces and families of patients, what critical conversations need to take place about the home 

spaces and families of students? And, in what ways is this part of both the pedagogy and the 

professional development that your students might need for the future?    

 

Presenter 2 

Grant Andrews’ presentation on critical literacies and online pedagogies highlights some important 

ideas about how, in order to do the critical in critical literacies, students need to both analyse texts 

in relation to context and power, and produce or bring texts that speak to the issues of power that 

they experience in their everyday lives into the teaching and learning space. This begs two 

questions: Wherein lies the critical in the pedagogies we utilise? And, what forms can dialogism take 

online?  

Looking at the data that Andrews presents, it becomes clear that, like Coutts, one of the main 

findings suggests that students need to engage with and produce a range of texts when typical 

conversation or dialogue is not possible. This, I think, speaks to the idea that meaning-making is a 

process and that it is intertextual. As a process, meaning shifts and changes over time and place. This 

is deeply connected to intertextuality, where meaning-making is, in part, about the connections we 

can make between texts, contexts, identities, ideologies, experiences, and social issues. Perhaps, 

then, engaging the critical means, even in part, building online spaces for students to respond to 

texts, respond to each other, and post texts with which they make connections. Across all these 

posts, students may need to strategically describe what it is they are seeing and thinking, explain 



where that sight and thought comes from, and rationalise the meanings they make in relation to 

course content and wider society. How is this enabled by practices of questioning by teachers and 

lecturers?  

Furthermore, when looking at the forum discussions by students, to what extent does this 

demonstrate dialogism as a multimodal (multi-genre) practice, with students and lecturers posting 

words, pictures, lists, prose, questions, prompts, and so on in varying combinations. This reminds me 

of Vivian Vasquez’s use of the ‘audit trail’, where Vasquez and her learners (albeit very young 

learners) mapped the texts, meanings, and social issues that emerged from their classes on a wall in 

order to expose the ways in which meaning and understanding shift and change over time (and 

throughout a curriculum). My question here is: what might be the benefits of students analysing 

their own strings of online conversations as texts? What might it reveal about how learning happens, 

how meaning is negotiated, and how collective engagement enables or disables certain interactions 

and meanings?  

 

Presenter 3 

While Sarah Godsell’s aim to increase dialogic participation amongst students did not necessarily 

happen as they envisioned, perhaps there is still something significant to be learnt from their use of 

podcasts in higher education teaching and learning.  

Godsell’s presentation on an education theory course highlighted the ways in which dialogue might 

humanise academia, theory, and academics themselves. I see this as a stand-out contribution 

toward understanding how multimodality, beyond text-based and visual modes, may afford students 

access to academic practice as more than just reading and writing highly constructed academic texts. 

Instead, the podcasts situated theory and academia in the lives and identities of academics, 

foregrounding their role in investigating the social issues that matter to them.  

Importantly, the mode and medium of the podcast seems to be necessary in humanising knowledge 

and breaking down barriers between theory and the real world (and the people that make that 

reality). I found it interesting to hear researchers talk through the ways in which they came into their 

field, the problems or social issues they identified, and how this helped to shape their identities (or 

were shaped by the identities they already held). As ‘talk’, the podcasts then served to subvert 

traditional academic registers and genres. The mode itself re-represented knowledge as embodied, 

as held within the person (and not just on paper or in abstract thought), and situated knowledge and 

identity in contexts of living and doing. This, I think, is critical. 

As for enabling dialogic pedagogies, this presentation made me think of the ways in which students 

might engage with the idea of humanising and re-representing knowledge (and, so, their own 

growing and shifting understandings of the course content). To what extent could students produce 

their own podcasts on research and theory? Who would they get into conversation with, and why? 

What questions would they pose, and how would they go about investigating the answers? What 

shapes might dialogism take in asynchronous, digital media? And, how might their voices play a 

central role in teaching and learning?  

 

Presenter 4 



Finally, in watching Ana Ferreira’s narrated PowerPoint video on narrated PowerPoints videos and 

critical dialogic pedagogy, two main questions struck me: One, what are the dominant modes for 

doing dialogic pedagogies, and do they need to remain dominant? And, two, how might a 

heightened awareness of the ways in which texts are constructed and consumed enable students to 

engage in critical practices of meaning-making? Together, these questions raise a further question 

about the role of design in teaching and learning.  

On one hand, I would seem that dialogue is predominantly understood as spoken communication. 

However, I was very interested in the way the visual, the textual, and the audio played off of each 

other throughout the narrated PowerPoint. This, in part, demonstrated a possibility for engaging 

with not only the knowledge or content being taught but also the ways in which knowledge is 

represented through educational materials, across modes and media.  

On the other hand, design as a pedagogical practice comes through in the very selection of texts, 

and textual features throughout the narrated PowerPoint. In this sense, Ferreira’s analysis of their 

own design choices reveals the ways on which educational texts, no matter their medium or mode, 

enable or disable certain interactions between students and teachers, students and texts, texts and 

teachers, texts and other texts, and so on. This resonates with the New London Group’s concept of 

design which draws on Halliday’s Systemic Functional Linguistics: that the construction of texts 

emerges from a series of choices and those choices are bound to the contexts from which they 

emerge. Criticality, then, sits not only in the interactions that educational materials and spaces 

enable amongst students, but also in the design of educational materials and the use of digital 

platforms that is aware of the potential effects on students.  

 

Altogether, the presentations in this series seem to raise interesting ideas and concerns: 

1. That Emergency Remote Teaching, and the future of blended learning, needs to be culturally 

and contextually relevant, and this is potentially achieved through enabling students to 

construct texts (as recordings, as written posts, as collected photographs, and so on) that 

emerge from the places of learning; 

2. That students’ lack of material access to technology and data must be addressed if ERT is to 

become a more sustainable blended learning;   

3. That the ways in which students draw on their local contexts, which are now also their 

places of learning, might be repositioned as powerful sources of knowledge and learning by 

actively including texts and references to these spaces in the core curriculum; 

4. That it is not only what knowledge we engage with in teaching and learning that needs to be 

reconsidered, but also how knowledge is represented – or re-represented – throughout a 

course of learning. Perhaps our own experiments with representing and re-representing 

knowledge could provide a springboard for students to participate in similar ways; 

5. That the critical and the dialogic are made possible by the pedagogical decisions that 

lecturers make, especially where lecturers are aware of the effects that their design choices 

will have on students AND where they make space for students to respond or contribute to 

the body of texts that make up the course. While this does not match some of the 

affordances of spoken conversation or dialogue, collectively a range of modes and media 

may constitute ongoing critical engagement. Furethermore, perhaps it requires us to think 

beyond the limitations of the digital platforms we use – for instance, consider how the video 

recordings enable deeper critical reflection, or how strings of students’ comments on chat 

forums might constitute building a practice of critical discourse analysis.  



Overall, I am thrilled to see how approaches to teaching and learning are being shaped and reshaped 

in interesting ways that might allow students to benefit from online learning systems. There will 

certainly not be any one right way of doing this, but perhaps we fundamentally need to make the 

relationships between disciplinary knowledge, practice, and texts (or ways of representing that 

knowledge) more explicit for and with students. There is, from what we see here, hope. 


