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Over four semesters, I responded to 92 online discussion groups in four distinct ways: simple
confirmation and/or correction (CC), CC with immediacy messages, CC with reflective questions,
and inadvertently, CC with immediacy messages & reflective questions. Grades of groups' final
answers were compared across treatments.
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Treatment Examples
CC: Thanks for trying to get your family started here
- clearly the Rs have some significant work to do.
Remember to focus on each aspect of both
questions in your final answer and let's hope you all
have better discussion participation next week.
CCI: Well, I'm impressed. You are the only family
with 100% participation in the discussion at this
point. You are also doing a fine job of not only
applying this to your own experiences but also
seeing in more depth than many groups - your
comments regarding the power of the Grandmother
and the stories requiring an emphasis on
appearance and impressions are insightful. Nicely
done.
CCR: good beginning here but clearly needs more
participation and more critical analysis - you have
some good descriptions but aren't really drawing
some of the necessary conclusions: i.e., what is the
power structure in the family? how do you know
that?
What makes you think that his father's stories are
more "accurate"
CCIR: combination of CCI and CCR
* A PDF version of this poster is available at
http://speech.ipfw.edu/poster/poster.pdf

Findings
Everyone
did well!
ANOVA
Source
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Within Groups 65.61
Total
66.44

Very difficult to create
"pure" messages.
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students by name – significant predictor of student learning
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thing;

