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Abstract
This study tested for differences in level of discourse in online discussions produced by students that posted above versus below the average number of postings posted across 1 versus 2 versus 3 different days of the week to reveal the potential effects of varying participation requirements on number of posting days and number of total postings. The results produced by using the ForumManager software developed in this study to download and analyze response patterns in the Blackboard™ learning management system indicate that the number of replies elicited by students’ postings can be increased by raising both the required number of posting days and total postings. The number of replies students post in response to other students’ messages can be increased by raising the required number of total postings, but not by raising the number of posting days. The number of times students post reciprocal replies to elicited responses can be increased more effectively by raising the number of posting days than raising the number of total postings, particularly for students who post fewer messages. These findings reveal the relative and joint impact of implementing these two types of requirements to promote different levels of discourse in online discussions.
Introduction
One of the continuing challenges of online teaching is finding effective yet practical methods and tools to encourage students to exchange responses and produce sustained discussions that foster critical inquiry in online courses. Some of the commonly used methods to promote discourse and student interaction are to set minimum participation requirements on the number of postings, posting days, replies, reciprocating replies, and number of words per posting (Jeong and Frazier, in press; Swan, Schenker, Arnold and Kuo, 2007; Sparatiu, Hartley, Schraw, Bendixen and Quinn, 2007). These particular types of structural criteria are frequently used because they are to a certain extent easier for instructors to track and monitor (in order to hold students accountable to meeting weekly participation requirements) as opposed to implementing more time-demanding methods that involve the use of discussion rubrics to evaluate performance based on qualitative criteria such as relevance, originality, and quality of writing (Gilbert and Dabbagh, 2005; Kay, 2006; McAlister, 2003; Swan, Schenker, Arnold and Kuo, 2007).
Some of the current findings from previous studies both suggest and demonstrate how these simple structural requirements (eg, requiring minimum number of postings and/or responses, and posting days) can make a significant impact on level of interaction and discourse when measured simply in terms of the number of responses students post in reply to other students’ messages. For example, two previous studies revealed that responses posted with short response times (which consequently, provides more remaining time for other students to read and reply back to the response) are much more likely to elicit subsequent responses (Hewitt, 2003; Jeong, 2004). A similar study found that the day in which a message is posted (early, midweek, weekend) can significantly affect how many replies are elicited by messages (Jeong and Frazier, 2007). These findings suggest that sustained discourse can be promoted by requiring (posting days) students to post messages across multiple days (and by necessity, posting messages at least two or more days before the end of the discussion period) in order to provide sufficient time for other students to read and response back to initial postings.
When examining the effects of requiring minimum number of postings (total postings), previous studies found that this requirement significantly increased interactivity when measured simply in terms of the number of responses students post in reply to other students’ messages (Gilbert and Dabbagh, 2005; Swan et al, 2007; Sparatiu et al, 2007). However, the previous studies examined the effects of requiring minimum postings when used jointly with other requirements (eg, requiring minimum number of responses, posting days, and/or assessment rubrics).  Furthermore, these studies did not vary the number of required postings and test for resulting differences in number of posted responses in order to determine how many required postings are necessary to achieve the desired level of interaction and sustained discourse between students. As a result, no studies at this time have: a) examined the precise impact of varying the required number of posting days and total postings on the extent to which they help to sustain discourse – particularly when measured in terms of the average number of responses elicited per message and the average number of reciprocal responses elicited in turn by responses to initial messages; and b) precisely determined the joint and the relative impact each requirement has on level of interaction and sustained discourse in online discussions.
The theoretical basis for examining the effects of posting days and total postings in terms of the average number of responses elicited per message and the average number of reciprocal replies elicited by responses to messages are based on the assumptions of the dialogic theory of language (Bakhtin, 1981; Koschmann, 1996). The dialogic theory presumes that: a) meaning is produced not by ideas presented in one message alone, but by the juxtaposition of messages and responses to the message – particularly responses that reveal opposing viewpoint (e.g., argument-challenge, challenge-counter challenge), and b) conflicts produced in these exchanges help to trigger and shape further inquiry or subsequent responses that serve to dismiss or rebuke a challenge (e.g., argument-challenge-counterchallenge), or verify (e.g. argument-challenge-evidence) and justify (e.g., argument-challenge-explain) arguments. Support for this theory can be drawn from extensive research on collaborative learning that shows conflict and the consideration of both sides of an issue is needed to drive further inquiry, reflection, articulation of individual viewpoints and underlying assumptions, and achieve deeper understanding (Johnson and Johnson, 2000; Baker, 1997).

Given the noted limitations in the previous studies and the theoretical assumptions about the nature and role of dialog in the construction of meaning, the purpose of this study was to test for differences in the level of discourse produced by students that posted messages over one vs. two vs. three different days of the week (posting days) and by students that posted above versus below the average number of total messages (total postings) in order to explore the potential effects of imposing and varying the required number of posting days and total postings. To examine the potential impact of these two interventions, this study addressed the following research questions:
1. What impact might requirements on posting days and total postings have on: a) number of times a student’s message elicits replies from other students; b) number of times a student posts replies to other students’ messages; and c) number of times a student posts a reciprocal reply to an elicited response?
2. What are the relative and the joint impact of imposing requirements on the minimum number of posting days and imposing requirements on the minimum number of total postings on level of argumentation? 

Method
Participants

The participants were fifty-four graduate students (22 females and 11 males, and ranging from 20 to 50 years in age) enrolled in an online graduate introductory course to distance education in a major university in the Southeast region of the U.S. in spring 2005, fall 2005, and fall 2006.
Procedures
This study examined students’ response behaviors drawn from a total of 12 team debates (four debates from each of the three iterations of the online course) using threaded discussion forums in Blackboard™, a web-based course management system. Student participation in the debates and other discussions in the course contributed to 20% of students’ grade. Students were randomly assigned to one of two teams (balanced by gender) to either support or oppose a given position and were required to post a minimum of four messages per debate over the course of one week. After each debate, a poll was conducted to determine which team presented the strongest arguments. The purpose of each debate was to critically examine design principles and issues related to the design and delivery of online instruction.
Students were presented a list of four message categories (see Figure 1) during the debates to encourage students to support and refute presented arguments with supporting evidence, explanations, and challenges (Jeong & Juong, 2007a). Based loosely on Toulmin’s (1958) model of argumentation, the response categories and their definitions were presented to students prior to each debate. Each student was required to classify each posted message by category by inserting the corresponding label into the subject headings of each message (along with a short descriptive title representing the main idea presented in the message), and restrict the content of each message to address one and only one category or function at a time. The investigator occasionally checked the message labels to determine if students were appropriately labeling their messages according to the described procedures. Students were instructed to return to a message to correct errors in their labels. No participation points were awarded for a given debate if a student failed to follow these procedures.

Students identified their messages by team membership by adding “-” for opposing or “+” for supporting team with each label (e.g., +ARG, -ARG) to enable students to locate the exchanges between opposing teams (e.g., +ARG ( -BUT) and respond to messages within these exchanges to advance their position (see Figure 2). One discussion thread was designated for posting supporting arguments. A second thread (not shown in Figure 2) was designated for posting opposing arguments. Figure 3 provides an excerpt from one of the debates to illustrate some of the messages exchanged in the debates.

----------------------------------------

Insert Figures 1 – 3 about here

----------------------------------------

Data Analysis

The discussions from all twelve debates were downloaded in Microsoft Excel using the software tool, ForumManager (Jeong, 2007b), and the response data was compiled using performance analysis reports generated in ForumManager (see Figures 4 & 5). In order to create the groups within each factor, sufficient sample sizes could only be achieved by conducting the following comparisons: 4 to 5 vs. 6 to 7 total postings, and 1 vs. 2 vs. 3 posting days. Consequently, students’ postings within any given debate were omitted from analysis when a student posted eight or more postings and/or made postings over 4 or more posting days. In addition, the students that posted more than three standard deviations from the mean number of postings per debate (M = 5.86) were identified as outliers and omitted from the data analysis. In the end, a total of 159 student cases were analyzed in this study. A 3 x 2 (total postings X posting days) univariate analysis of variance was used to test for differences in the number of replies, number of replies elicited, number of elicited replies that the students reciprocated, and the number of elicited replies that were not reciprocated by students across the various groups.
----------------------------------------

Insert Figures 4 & 5 about here

----------------------------------------

Findings
Number of replies elicited per message
Significant differences were found (Table 1) in the number of elicited replies posted between posting days, F(2, 153) = 6.98, p = .001, with elicited replies increasing by 49% (ES= +0.57) and 79% (ES= +1.09) between posting days 1 vs. 2, and 1 vs. 3, respectively. One possible explanation for these findings is that a student with two and three posting days will by necessity have posted messages at least one to two days, respectively, prior to the end of the discussion period, there by providing more time and opportunities for other students to read and reply to the student’s messages. Significant differences were found between total postings, F(1, 153) = 10.91, p = .001, with elicited replies increasing by 73% (ES= +0.92). These findings suggest that requiring 3 posting days (rather than 2 posting days) can help produce roughly the same number of elicited replies as increasing the number of required postings. The interaction between postings days and total postings was not significant, F(2, 153) = 2.40, p = .094.
Number of replies posted by students
No differences were found (Table 2) in the number of posted replies between posting days, F(2, 153) = .34, p = .712. Significant differences were found between total postings, F(1, 153) = 108.57, p = .000, with replies increasing by 57% (ES= +2.47). The interaction between posting days and total postings was significant, F(2, 153) = 3.18, p = .044, indicating that increases in posting days increased the frequency of replies, but only when the number of postings was below and not above the average number of postings. However, this finding must be interpreted with caution due to the small sample (n = 6) of students that posted above the average number of messages across three different days. The findings suggest that imposing a required number of posting days does not increase the number of times students post replies, whereas setting requirements on the minimum number of total postings can help to increase the number of replies.
------------------------------------------------

Insert Tables 1 & 2 about here

------------------------------------------------

Number of elicited replies that were reciprocated
Significant differences were found (Table 3) in the number of elicited replies that students reciprocated between posting days, F(2, 153) = 16.19, p = .000, with reciprocated replies increasing 29-fold (ES= +0.79) and 58-fold (ES= +1.71) between posting days 1 vs. 2, and 1 vs. 3, respectively. Between posting days 2 vs. 3, reciprocated replies increased by 97% (ES= +0.59). No significant differences were found between total postings, F(1, 153) = .73, p = .394. The interaction between posting days and total postings was significant, F(2, 153) = 4.29, p = .015, suggesting that significant increases can be achieved in the frequency of reciprocal replies posted by students that post below the average number of postings by requiring these students to post messages across three separate days. However, this finding must be interpreted with caution due to the small sample (n = 6) of students that posted above average number of messages across three different days. These two findings suggest that instructors can increase the number of times students post reciprocal replies to elicited responses by increasing the number of required posting days, but not by increasing the number of total required postings.
Post-hoc tests on the number of elicited replies not reciprocated

Given that the number of reciprocated replies increased with increases in the number of posting days raised, there were questions as to whether raising the number of required posting days would also decrease the number of replies left unreciprocated. Post-hoc analysis revealed no significant differences (Table 4) in the number of elicited replies that were not reciprocated between posting days, F(2, 153) = 1.84, p = .162. Surprisingly, significant differences were found between total postings, F(1, 153) = 9.54, p = .002, with the number of non-reciprocated replies increasing by 62% (ES= +0.76) with increases in total postings. One possible explanation for this finding is that most responses posted by students served primarily as a response to an initial message and primarily to elicit a reciprocating reply to produce three-event chains (message-reply-reciprocalreply) – chains that can require as many as three days to complete (with one message and/or reply per day). To produce a four-event chain (adding a reciprocal reply to the reciprocated reply), students would likely need a period of four days to extend the discussion further. The total number of days required to extend the discussion to this level (plus limits in the period of time given to post messages to the discussion) helps to explain why students with high number of postings left more responses unreciprocated than students that posted low number of postings. These findings suggests that interventions other than raising the number of posting days and total postings (e.g., extending the length of the discussion period) may be needed to assist students in generating longer discussion threads. The interaction between postings days and total postings was not significant, F(2, 153) = .88, p = .416.
------------------------------------------------

Insert Tables 3 & 4 about here

------------------------------------------------

Discussion
The purpose of this study was to identify differences in the level of sustained discourse produced by students that posted above versus below the average number of messages posted across 1 versus 2 versus 3 different days of the week in order to reveal the potential effects of varying participation requirements on number of posting days and the number of total postings. The results of this study revealed the following findings: a) increases in the number of replies elicited by messages were observed with increases in both posting days and total postings; b) increases in the number of replies students post in response to other students’ messages were observed with increases in the number of total postings (but not with increases in number of posting days); and c) increases in the number of reciprocal replies posted in response to elicited replies was observed with increases in the number of posting days (but not with increases in total postings), particularly for students who posted fewer messages.
The effects of total postings on the number of replies elicited and number of replies posted observed in this study were consistent with previous studies that showed significant increases in the number of responses posted by students when requirements were placed on number of postings (Gilbert and Dabbagh, 2005; Swan et al, 2007; Sparatiu et al, 2007). Unlike the previous studies, however, the findings in this study in particular indicate that varying and increasing the required number of postings can also lead to significant differences in the number of responses elicited by messages and the number of responses posted by students. More importantly, the effects of total postings on the number of reciprocal replies and the number of unreciprocated replies observed in this study were not consistent with findings from previous studies – findings that implied that increasing the required number of total postings would also increase the number of reciprocal replies posted by students. This study revealed that increasing the required number of posting days is more effective than increasing the total number of required postings to increase the number of times students reciprocate replies to responses.
The implications of these findings are that instructors can use and manipulate the total number of required postings to encourage students to post responses to initial messages at minimum. To promote more sustained discourse, however, instructors can vary and increase the number of required posting days depending on the length of the discussion period and other class constraints. However, due to limitations in the scope and design of this study, these findings are not conclusive. Future studies will need to examine: a) the effects of these two requirements in separate and controlled conditions; b) larger data sets so that the specific types of responses and exchanges (e.g., argument ( challenge, challenge ( explain) identified by the message labels students attach to their postings can be sequentially analyzed (Jeong, 2007c; Jeong, 2005) to conduct more detailed comparisons of the discourse processes generated between the groups; c) discussions implemented without the debate structures designed to promote interaction (controversial discussion topic, assigning student to opposing teams, message constraints and message labels, and after debate poll) - when variations in the number of required posting days and total postings may have a significantly larger impact; d) to what extent changes made in the required number of posting days and total postings result in or are associated with changes in the quality of the discourse; and e) how the combined changes in the structural and qualitative nature of the discourse ultimately affect learning outcomes, including group decision-making, problem-solving. 
Overall, this study provides insights into the potential effects of imposing and varying requirements on the number of posting days and total postings, and to what extent these requirements can be implemented to achieve the desired level of student interaction and discourse. This study also serves to illustrate how the software tools and methods used in this study can also be used by instructors and other researchers to implement and evaluate the strategic value of the common and emerging strategies used by online instructors to promote higher levels of discourse in online discussions.
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Table 1. Mean number of replies elicited per message posted by students
	
	
	
	
	

	TotalPosts
	PostDayGroup
	Mean
	STD
	n

	Below average
	1
	1.79
	1.35
	66

	
	2
	2.16
	1.36
	44

	
	3
	3.08
	1.04
	13

	
	Total
	2.06
	1.37
	123

	Above average
	1
	2.33
	2.18
	9

	
	2
	4.00
	1.64
	21

	
	3
	3.83
	1.47
	6

	
	Total
	3.56
	1.86
	36

	Total
	1
	1.85
	1.47
	75

	
	2
	2.75
	1.69
	65

	 
	3
	3.32
	1.20
	19

	 
	Total
	2.40
	1.62
	159

	
	
	
	
	


Table 2. Mean number of replies posted by students
	
	
	
	
	

	TotalPosts
	PostDayGroup
	Mean
	STD
	n

	Below average
	1
	3.71
	.76
	66

	
	2
	3.64
	.94
	44

	
	3
	4.15
	.80
	13

	
	Total
	3.73
	.84
	123

	Above average
	1
	6.11
	.33
	9

	
	2
	5.90
	.94
	21

	
	3
	5.33
	1.21
	6

	
	Total
	5.86
	.90
	36

	Total
	1
	4.00
	1.07
	75

	
	2
	4.37
	1.42
	65

	 
	3
	4.53
	1.07
	19

	 
	Total
	4.21
	1.23
	159


Table 3. Mean number of reciprocated replies posted by students
	
	
	
	
	

	TotalPosts
	PostDayGroup
	Mean
	STD
	n

	Below average
	1
	.02
	.12
	66

	
	2
	.25
	.49
	44

	
	3
	.85
	.69
	13

	
	Total
	.19
	.45
	123

	Above average
	1
	.00
	.00
	9

	
	2
	.71
	.90
	21

	
	3
	.67
	.52
	6

	
	Total
	.53
	.77
	36

	Total
	1
	.01
	.12
	75

	
	2
	.40
	.68
	65

	 
	3
	.79
	.63
	19

	 
	Total
	.26
	.56
	159


Table 4. Mean number of responses where students did not reciprocate a reply
	
	
	
	
	

	TotalPosts
	PostDayGroup
	Mean
	STD
	n

	Below average
	1
	1.77
	1.33
	66

	
	2
	1.91
	1.31
	44

	
	3
	2.23
	1.09
	13

	
	Total
	1.87
	1.30
	123

	Above average
	1
	2.33
	2.18
	9

	
	2
	3.29
	1.45
	21

	
	3
	3.17
	1.83
	6

	
	Total
	3.03
	1.72
	36

	Total
	1
	1.84
	1.45
	75

	
	2
	2.35
	1.49
	65

	 
	3
	2.53
	1.39
	19

	 
	Total
	2.13
	1.48
	159


Figure 1. Example instructions on labeling messages the online debates
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Description of label

Example message by label

Identifies a message posted by a student
assigned to the team supporting the given
claimistatement

Tdentifies a message posted by a student
assigned to the team opposing the given
claimistatement

ARG#

Tdentifies a message that presents one and
only one argument or reason for using or
not using chats instead of threaded
discussion forums). Number each posted
argument by counting the number of
arguments already presented by your team
Sub-arguments need not be numbered
ARG = "argument".

ARG One's choice of media makes very
little difference in students' learning
because the primary factor that determines
level of learning is one's choice of
instructional method.

EXPL] | Identifies a reply/message that provides “EXPL As a result, media are merely
additional support, explanation, clarification, | vehicles that deliver instruction but do not
elaboration of an argument or challenge. influence student achievement any more

than the truck that delivers our groceries
causes changes in our nutrition

BUT | Identifies a reply/message that questions or | +BUT However, one's choice of media can
challenges the merits, logic, relevancy, affect or determine which instructional
validity, accuracy o plausibility of a methods are or are not used. If that is the
presented argument (ARG) or challenge | case, then choice of media can make a
BUT). significant difference.

EVID | Identifies a reply/message that provides “EVID Media studies, regardiess of the

proof or evidence to establish the validity of
an argument or challenge.

media employed, tend to result in "no
significant different” conclusions (Mielke,
1968).





Figure 2. Example debate with labeled messages in a Blackboard™ threaded discussion forum
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= SUPPORT statement because.
) +ARG# MedialsButAMere\ehicle
VD MedialsButAMere\eh
£ +But RelatiityTheory.
-But RelatiityThe.
-BUT Whataboutemotions?
4EVID DistEdEffectiveAsF2F
BUTMediaamerevehicle
5 4EVID MooreConcurs
4EXPLMediaSelectionCo
UT WellChosenEfect.
+But SupportingRes
5 :BUTMediaismorethenamere.
+BUT SupportingEviden.
-BUT LeamingNotSimplyAP.
B 4ARG2 Standards for teaching
+But Clarification?

5 +ARG3 MediaUnrelatediol eam
5 -BUTMediaUnrelatediol ear.
£ 4BUT MediaSelection
BUT MediaSelection
4EVID MethodNothedia
5 :BUT MediaUnrelatedtol ea

Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names
Student names

Sat Oct 2, 2004 11:18 am
Mon Oct 4, 2004 8:47 pm
Tue Oct 5, 2004 7:09 prm
Tue Oct 5, 2004 9:43 pm
Sat Oct 9, 2004 10:12 am
Tue Oct 5, 2004 9:53 prm

Tue Oct 5, 2004 10:40 prn
Wed Oct 6, 2004 8:19 pm
Wed Oct 6, 2004 1007 pm
Sun Oct 10, 2004 12:35 am
Sun Oct 10, 2004 4:31 pm
Sun Oct 10, 2004 5:37 pm
Fri Oct 8, 2004 5:30 pr
Sat Oct 9, 2004 8:51 am
Mon Oct 11, 2004 9:54 am
Wed Oct 6, 2004 1:48 pm
Sun Oct 10, 2004 5:39 pm
Wed Oct 6, 2004 3:12 pm
Wed Oct 6, 2004 8:26 pm
Thu Oct 7, 2004 9:20 am

Sun Oct 10, 2004 11:21 am

Wed Oct 6, 2004 1104 pm
Sat Oct 9, 2004 10:59 am




Note: The names of students have been removed to protect students’ confidentiality. The discussion thread for posting arguments to oppose the given statement (“OPPOSE statement because…”) is out of view in the above illustration.

Figure 3. Example of a coded thread generated by an argument posted in opposition to the claim “Media makes very little or no significant contributions to learning” 
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+BUT

+EVID

-BUT

-EXPL

-EVID

Borie Holmbergs Theory of Interaction and Communication states that
“leaming pleasure supports smdent motivation” and "strong smdent
motivation facilitates lcaming”(Simonson, p. 43). I would argue that
compelling media and multi-media increases leaming pleasure and thus
Facilitates student leaming — Bob
Bob, what rescarch is available o support your statement
"compelling media and multi-media increases leaming
pleasure and thus facilitates smdent learning™?

“Extensive research findings indicate that no direct
link has been established between delivery medium,
Level of interaction, and the cffect of both on student
achievement." Keast 1997. "...Kozma (1994) agrees
with me that there is no compelling evidence in the
past 70 years of published and unpublished research
that media cause leaming increases under any
conditions. Like all other rescarchers who have made
a careful smdy of the arguments and research studies
(e... Wimn,1990), he reaches a conclusion that is
compatible with my claims (Clark, 1983)."

From my perspective, Clarke's "Media Will
Never Influence Learning” does not take into
account the effect poor media has on leaming. T
have attended many a raining session where
the media was deplorable to say the least

‘While the content was there, 1did not leam
very much (if anything) because Iwas fighting
the quality of the media. I would argue that if
poor media can have derimental effect, then
good media can have positive cffect on leaming
—Bob

Please refer to a report by Harold F. ONeil, Univ. of
Southem California, for the Office of Naval Research
entitled "What Works in Distance Leaming’ Feb 23
2003. The report offers a guideline (p. 37)fora
multimedia srategy. I quote "People leam better from
comresponding words and graphics (e.g., animation,
video, illustrations, pictures) than from words alone”
This report guideline is based on research conducted
by R E. Mayerand R. B. Anderson and published in
the Joumal of Educational Psychology 83, 484-490
and 84, 444-452_ 1 would argue that more recent
rescarch is showing that multimedia contributes o
leaming. Thanks, Bob.

Bob's -ARGS talks to the rescarch of Hilary Perraton in that
multimedia provide more "effective" leaming experiences.
The pleasurabiliy of the experience does support the
effectiveness of the leaming





ARG = argument, BUT = challenge, EVID = supporting evidence, EXPL = explanation

Figure 4. Downloaded discussion in ForumManager
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AL B T G T D IEN[ E
# Message title Author Date Tags  Level
1 SUPPORTING ARGUMENTS Instructor 09-23-2005 16:35 o
2. +ARG1 Provides Instant Feed. Student01 09-26-2005 23:31 ARGT

'
-BUT Schedules conflict Student02 09-27-200521:48  eur 2
-BUT Unexpected Te. Student03 09-30-2005 17:13 s

Studentos 09-27-2005 21:39.
Student02 09-27-2005 21:56

Enter message codes into this il

column as you read & move
from one message to the next|
Student08 09-28-200508:40  aur
Student0? 09-28-2005 1021 aur
+BUT ChatProtocol (Split windows allow you easily navigate
+BUT HigherConfid(| through the messages and replies in the
+EXPL HigherCor| o5 vindow as you read the messages in

17 .. -BUT NotQualitylnte2| the bottom window.
18 +BUT NotQuglitfinte. = Sramror e
19 +EXPLMGIQualit Student10 10-02-2005 21119 e

Student04 <email@address> | 09-27-200515:08 |1>>M>>6781217202123 |

Another advantage of synchronous online chats is the high aagre\a\ofmmacmy '

Identlﬁes \the replies to the message‘
and the parent message

eur
Bt
Bt

MESSAGE 6 -BUT Blackboardisn'tinteractive?
Student05 <email@address> | 09-27-200521:39 |5>>M|

(Asynchronous chats, such as BB, can be highly interactive. Just because the leamer or participants are
communicating simultaneously doesnit mean that the interactiviy is greater than cases where there is a
delayed responses, such as this debate

Type CTRLJ to read (or center) text in selected message
CTRLK to next message

CTRL-H to previous message

CTRL-M to next reply with same parent message

CTRL-U to previous reply with same parent message





Figure 5. ForumManager performance analysis report used to track participation requirements within a given debate
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