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Introduction

* Group collaboration has shifted to more
virtual environments with its effectiveness
compared to in-person being highly contested
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Teammates getting to know each other
Any chat data that does not fit into phases 1-5

analysis model (Gunawardena, 1997). A phase
6 was added to capture SEC.

e KC phases temporal and sequential
relationships were measured using Lag
Sequential Analysis in RStudio (Guillelme et -

substantial positive association, and >0.7 is a very strong association (Adeyemi, 2011).

Results

In the first two lags, there are no significant positive interactions between KC phases besides each phase being recursive for themselves
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some analyses for P1 leading to P6 when the group has high engagement and interaction (Lin et al., 2021 & Yang et al., 2017)



