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Abstract

Rudolph, Michelle R., Ed.D. The University of Memphis, December 2017.
Exploring the Effects of Video Formats on Teaching, Social, and Cognitive Presence in
Asynchronous Online Discussions. Major Professor: Amanda Rockinson-Szapkiw, Ed.D.

Since student retention in online courses is related to the students’ community,
this dissertation explores the effect of discussion board prompt format on students’ sense
of community of inquiry (Col). The quasi-experimental study design examined the
participation levels, sense of Col (i.e., social, teaching, and cognitive presence), and final
grade of nontraditional, fully online undergraduate students in an entry-level graphic
design course in the Graphic Arts Department at a fully online college. The study
involved 90 undergraduate students in the Graphic Arts Department at a fully online
college. The study consisted of four groups: one control group who experienced the text-
based discussion prompts and three experimental groups who experienced one of the
asynchronous video discussion prompts (i.e., voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture,
or overlay mode). A one-way ANOVA was used to examine if the number of discussion
posts made by students was significant different across groups. The same analysis was
used to examine whether there was a significant difference in student’s final grade among
the groups. A one-way multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was used to
determine if the format of facilitation for weekly discussion prompts in the online courses
influenced online, nontraditional undergraduate students’ sense of Community of Inquiry
(Col) (i.e., social, teaching, and cognitive presence) while controlling for the Col pretest.
All results were non-significant. Keywords: Community of Inquiry, cognitive presence,

social presence, teaching presence, overlay mode, picture-in-picture presentation, voice



over presentation attrition, meaningful learning, persistence, retention, and online

education
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Higher education has been making use of technology since its invention (Wright,
Marsh, & Miller, 1999). The integration of technology into courses ranges from making
use of specific applications, to making use of digital spaces to supplement course
materials, to offering fully online courses via course management systems. Through the
early 1990s and early 2000s, online class enrollment in higher education has grown each
passing year. For example, the number of students enrolled in higher education online
classes increased by 7% between Fall 2012 and Fall 2014 (Allen et al., 2016). Recent
reports have indicated a plateau in this growth (Allen, Seaman, Poulin, & Straut, 2016, p.
12); however, over 5,828,826 students are enrolled in online classes in higher education
institutions across the United States.

Since the inception of online education, both nonprofit and for-profit higher
education institutions have faced internal and external scrutiny related to poor student
persistence and retention rates in online classes and programs (Hachey, Conway, &
Wiadis, 2013). Research has shown the attrition rate (failure to pass the course;
withdrawal from the course) is higher in online classes than in face-to-face courses
(Bawa, 2016; Allen & Seaman, 2015; Simpson, 2013). Several studies have found that
attrition can be 10-20% higher in online classes than face-to-face classes (Herbert, 2006;
Angelino, Williams, & Natvig, 2007; Carr, 2000). Poor retention rates can jeopardize an
institution’s credibility, efficacy, and future funding (Shaw, 2014). The consequences of
poor retention in online classes can cause a college to lose its ability to offer federal aid

to students and to lose funding due to reduced student enrollment and underutilized



resources (e.g., student services, tutoring, counseling and disability services) (Jakiel,
2016; Leeds et al., 2013). The effects on students who do not persist can be detrimental.
Students have to repay to take the failed course, delay graduation, or could drop out of
the program or college (Gasevi¢ et al., 2016).

A number of factors have been associated with online students’ choice to persist
or withdraw from a class or program; the reasons are complex and often vary from
institution to institution (Park & Choi, 2009). Personal factors, such as age, gender,
ethnicity, income, life circumstance, and intuitional factors play a role in online student
persistence (Park & Choi, 2009; Wojciechowski & Palmer; 2005). A critical line of
research has demonstrated that community and interaction are vital to students’
persistence, and the lack thereof is often a reason for attrition (Tinto, 1997, 1998; Swan,
2001; Rovai, 2002a; Rovai & Wighting, 2005). Researchers have consistently
documented that online student attrition is associated with isolation from fellow students
and the instructor (Angelino, Williams, & Natvig, 2007), lack of community (Rovali,
2002a), poor academic and social integration (Wade, 2016), and lack of social presence
(Vaughn, Orr, & Gorman, 2016). Community and social presence are associated with a
student’s choice to persist and are associated with effective online education (Garrison,
Anderson, & Archer, 2000; Rovai, 2002a). Thus, copious research has been conducted to
determine how to improve a sense of community in online classes (Rovai, 2002a;
Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Shea, 2006; Shea & Pickett, 2006).

The present study continues this line of research through the investigation of how
the instructor’s communication format (i.e., text-based, voice-over-presentation, picture-

in-picture, or overlay mode) in the initial discussion board posts influences students’



sense of community of inquiry (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000). This study also
examines if the instructor’s communication format makes a significant difference in the
students’ final grades and the number of discussion posts made. Chapter 1 provides a
foundation for this study through an overview of the theoretical framework, purpose,
significance, research questions, and definition of terms.

Background
Theoretical Framework

What constitutes high quality, effective distance education that promotes
persistence continues to evolve. In addition to criteria concerning content and student
learning, most models and frameworks that explain effective online education include the
idea of community. One such model is the community of inquiry (Col). The Col isa
validated framework, and the most frequently cited model used in online education
research (Rubin, Fernandes, & Avgerinou, 2013). In studies of online education, the Col
framework has been used to assess the effectiveness of online discussion forums
(McKerlich et al., 2011; Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000) and has been used to
assess pre-reordered videos, welcome announcements, and assignment feedback
(Garrison, Anderson & Archer, 2010).

Based on John Dewey’s practical inquiry model (1933) and consistent with many
of the tenets of social constructivist theory, Garrison and Anderson (2003) noted that the
Col framework is based on the notion that knowledge construction is a collaborative,
continuous process. Garrison and Anderson (2003) stated that the community of inquiry
is “a fusion of individual and shared worlds” (p. 23). The framework is associated with

persistence and is based on the idea that presence is necessary (Arbaugh, 2007; Garrison



& Arbaugh, 2007; Ice, Gibson, Boston, & Becher, 2011). Presence is “a sense of active
participation and a focus on learner creation and contribution through multi-mediated
forms of communication” (McKerlich et al., 2011, p. 327). Presence is essential between
the instructor and the student to promote learner success in an online class in order to
influence participation and to improve retention rates (Dunlap & Lowenthal, 2014;
Mazzolini & Maddison, 2007; Reio & Crim, 2013; Stavredes, 2011; Swan & Shih, 2005).

The Col framework consists of three different types of presences: cognitive (CP),
social (SP), and teaching presence (TP) (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2001). SP is
“the ability of participants in the Col to project their personal characteristics into the
community, thereby presenting themselves to the other participants as real people”
(Garrison et al, 2000, p. 89). An instructor can create SP by using greetings, names,
humor, and self-disclosure (Dennen, Darabi, & Smith, 2007; Richardson et al., 2015). TP
is “the design and the facilitation that guides the cognitive and social processes for the
purpose of achieving deep and meaningful learning outcomes” (Garrison et al., 2000, p.
89). TP connects the student with fellow classmates and the instructor who do not exist
in the same physical space (Zhang, Lin, Zhan, & Ren, 2016).

The instructor demonstrates teaching presence by facilitating online discussions.
This can include providing prompts and comments to focusing online discussions,
summarizing salient discussion points, and providing relevant information about a topic
(Garrison & Anderson, 2007). Through teaching presence, instructors can help online
students persist and reach their educational goals (Stavredes, 2011) and increase student
satisfaction, perceived learning, and sense of community (Garrison, 2007; Meyer, 2003;

Swan et al., 2005). CP is supported by TP and SP. CP is “the extent to which the



participants in any particular configuration of a community of inquiry are able to
construct meaning through sustained communication” (Garrison et al., 2001, p. 89). CP
is encouraged through providing encouragement to students to learn the content (Dunlap,
Verma, & Johnson, 2016; Rubin & Fernandes, 2013) and questioning ideas in a
discussion topic (Olesova, Slavin, & Lim, 2016). The Col framework assumes that high
quality and effective online learning experiences occur within a community in which the
three types of presence are in play. The instructor’s promotion of social, teaching, and
cognitive presence in online courses contributes to student persistence and retention as
well as learning outcomes; and thus, provides value from an administrative perspective,
since these contribute to sustaining financial stability and therefore programs (Shaw,
2014).

Hundreds of studies using quantitative and qualitative methods have validated the
Col framework as being beneficial when examining online higher education effectiveness
and instructional strategies (Arbaugh, 2007; Garrison et al., 2008). Thus, the Col
framework provides an appropriate theoretical foundation upon which to examine the
effectiveness of different online discussion facilitation formats the instructor provides to
initiate a discussion. The Col framework guided the identification of the dependent
variables for this study. Social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive presence are
dependent variables (Garrison et al., 2000; Rourke & Kanuka, 2009).

Measuring student learning is also used to determine the effectiveness and success
of online education. While grade inflation has been alleged to be a problem, particularly
in adjunct-taught courses, grades still provide some indication, even if relative, to

measure a student’s understanding of the course material (Dumont, 1996). Grades are



also considered a measure of cognitive learning and can be associated with cognitive
presence. This study also made use of grades as a dependent variable. In addition, this
study examined students’ participation in discussion posts as measured by the average
number of discussion posts made weekly to see if any of the experimental groups had a
different level of participation than the control group. Although research has been mixed,
some have noted that greater levels of participation in discussion forums have been
demonstrated to increase students’ community and social presence (Rovai, 2007). Thus,
level of participation was investigated as a dependent variable.
The Learning Experience in Discussion Forums

Researchers have continually found that a student’s ability to master the
curriculum and successfully complete a course depends heavily on the learning
experience the instructor creates (Shea, 2006; Boling, Hough, Krinsky, Saleem, &
Stevens, 2012; Nonis & Fenner, 2012). The instructor facilitates discussions and guides
the student through the construction of new knowledge (Hew, 2015). Phirangee,
Demmans, and Hewitt (2016), echoing Rovai (2002a), stated that faculty has the
responsibility to foster community in online classes in order “to minimize feelings of
isolation, alienation, and disconnection online learners may experience” (p. 2).
Researchers admonish faculty to focus on “the social nature of learning” (Hew, 2015, p.
2), providing ample opportunity for interactions and communication of ideas among
students (Phirangee, Demmans, & Hewitt, 2016).

Online discussion forums can be used by instructors as a centralized location in an
online class where knowledge construction develops through social interactions with

fellow students and the instructor (Xie, Miller, & Allison, 2013; Xie, Yu, & Bradshaw,



2014). Text-based dialogue between fellow students and the instructor forms an ongoing
discussion, which makes it possible for students who work different shifts and live in
different time zones to participate in the class (Parsad & Lewis, 2008). This ongoing
conversation provides the needed time for a quiet or shy learner to participate, as well as
time to reflect on the discussion topic and reexamine ideas (Davie & Wells, 1991; Mason
& Kaye, 1990).
Need for This Study

The research on the discussion forums ability to support CP, TP, SP, learning, and
online course participation, while positive at times, has been mixed (Borup, 2012;
Glazier, 2016). While some research demonstrates that text-based discussions can help
students feel like they belong (i.e., a sense of community) (Phirangee, 2016), limitations
of asynchronous text-based online discussion forums have been documented and
criticized for “their lack of support for social presence ... [which] may impact the sense of
belonging and acceptance in a group” (Rovai, 2002a, p. 588). While discussion forums
encourage reflection, students might find it difficult to understand or explain new or
difficult concepts in a text-based communication (Arend, 2009; Hew, & Hara, 2007).
Text-based discussions can lack instructor immediacy that occurs in a traditional
classroom such as “real-time verbal and non-verbal communications, including smiles,
head nods, use of inclusive language, and eye contact, [that] promote increased learning”
(Griffiths & Graham, 2009). Reason for ambiguous results in the literature may be
attributed to the fact that there has been inconsistent instructor design and facilitation

within the discussion forums (Cho & Tobias, 2016; Nandi el al., 2011).



In general, there is a consensus that more research is needed on the effectiveness
of the design and facilitation for online discussion forums and how online instructors can
promote cognitive, social, and teaching presences as well as learning and participation in
discussion forums. Online instructional and facilitation strategies mainly remain heavily
text-based (Vai, & Sosulski, 2015; Jaggars et al., 2013; Gao, Zhang, & Franklin, 2013);
however, colleges and universities have started to integrate various technologies and
modes of communication to improve the students’ online learning experience (Clark &
Mayer, 2016; Rockinson-Szapkiw, 2012).Some colleges are starting to adopt different
types of instructional videos to increase instructor presence in online courses. Welcome
videos in which the professor shows his or her face (e.g., overlay mode and picture-in-
picture) have become popular because they create a personalized experience (Draus et al.,
2014), humanize the professor (Wright, 2014), and help to establish and build rapport
with students (Orlando, 2013). In addition to creating a personalized experience, the
implementation of instructor-generated videos also has a positive effect on student
engagement, learning, and satisfaction (Zydney, 2014; Borup, West, & Graham, 2012;
Cox, Black, Heney, & Keith, 2015; Mills, 2015).

The instructor’s use of video in an online class can provide visual and audio cues,
as well as interaction, that are not possible in text-only online communication (Borup,
West, Thomas, & Graham, 2014). Studies showed that the richness of instructor-
generated videos compared to text-only communications helped students connect to the
instructor as a real person and perceive the instructor as friendly and personal (Borup,
Graham, & Velasquez, 2011; Borup, West, & Graham, 2012; Griffiths & Graham, 2009a,

2009b). As studies have shown that students like to watch instructional videos where the



instructor interacts seamlessly with the content (van Wermeskerken & van Gog, 2017,
Wang & Antonenko, 2017) and integration of audio and video instruction and facilitation
is growing (lbrahim, 2012), the use of different formats used by the instructors for
weekly discussion prompts is examined for this study. More research is needed to study
the impact different formats can have on students’ frequency of posting discussions and
final grade (Wang & Antonenko, 2017) as well as the three presences of the community
of inquiry. According to Wang and Antonenko (2017), “little is currently known about
the effects of course instructor presence in instructional video” (p. 79), especially when
used in discussion forums.
Research Purpose

The purpose of this quasi-experimental study is to compare online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ participation levels (i.e., average number of weekly discussion
board posts), sense of Col (i.e., social, teaching, and cognitive presence), and final grade
based on the format of the instructor’s weekly online discussion facilitation (i.e., text-
only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-presentation, picture-in-
picture, or overlay mode) prompts. Both a posttest only, nonequivalent control group
design and a pretest-posttest, nonequivalent control group design is used. | designed the
study to include a control group and worked with online course instructors to manipulate
the format of online discussion facilitation used for the weekly discussion prompt
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2005, 2014).

This study consisted of four groups. One control group experienced the text-
based discussion prompts created by the instructor. Three experimental groups each

experienced one of the asynchronous video discussion prompts (i.e., voice-over-



presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode). Thus, there are four different levels of
independent variable: (1) voice-over-presentation video, (2) picture-in-picture video, (3)
overlay-mode video, and (4) text-based. The voice-over-presentation discussion prompts
showed what the instructor was presenting on his or her computer screen with the
instructor voice-over (e.g., PowerPoint presentation or a software demonstration) (Tuna
et al., 2016). The picture-in-picture presentation captured instructional aids the instructor
was presenting on the computer (e.g., PowerPoint presentation or a software
demonstration) and contained an embedded live video of the instructor in the lower left-
hand corner (Bhat el al., 2015; Chen & Wu, 2015). Finally, the overlay presentation was
similar to the picture-in-picture presentation. However, the embedded video of the
instructor speaking was seamless (objects behind the instructor are not visible) against the
instructional aids the instructor is presenting on their computer (e.g., PowerPoint
presentation or software demonstration) (Chen & Wu, 2015). The independent variable
in this study is the format of facilitation the instructor used for the weekly asynchronous
discussion prompts.

The dependent variables, as discussed above, for this study are the three elements
of the Col, including CP (i.e., triggering event, exploration, integration, and resolution),
SP (i.e., emotional expression, open communication, and group cohesion), and TP (i.e.,
instructional management, building understanding, and direct instruction); final grades;
and the average number discussion posts made weekly by students.

Significance
While the use of text-based discussions and discussion prompts created by the

instructor still has value (Kanuka, 2011), a growing variety of formats and instructional

10



strategies are being implemented in online courses. Unfortunately, research-

incorporating video is limited (Bhat et al., 2015). Therefore, this study added to the

limited literature base. Findings from this study can also be used to guide decisions about

discussion board prompts that faculty use to facilitate students’ sense of Col, their

participation, and their final grades—and thus retention of students— in online

discussions and courses.

Research Questions

This study investigated the following research questions:

RQ:

RQ:

RQ3

Is there a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ participation in the discussion forum (measured
by average number of posts) based on the format of facilitation (i.e., text-
only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-presentation,
picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly discussion prompts
for their online courses?

Does the format of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous
video treatments—voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay
mode) used for weekly discussion prompts in the online courses influence
online, nontraditional undergraduate students’ sense of Community of
Inquiry (Col) (i.e., social, teaching, and cognitive presence) while
controlling for the Col pretest?

Are there statistically significant differences in the online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ final grades based on the format of facilitation

(i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-

11



Hypotheses

H1:

H12:

H12.1:

presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly

discussion prompts for their online courses?

There is a statistically significant difference in online, non-traditional
undergraduate students’ participation in the discussion forum (measured
by average number of posts) based on the format of facilitation (i.e., text-
only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-presentation,
picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly discussion prompts
for their online course.

There is a statistically significant difference in the linear combination of
online, nontraditional undergraduate students’ Col elements (teaching
presence, social presence, and cognitive presence) based on the format of
facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—
voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for
weekly discussion prompts for their online courses while controlling for
the Col pretest.

There is a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ teaching presence based on the format of
facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—
voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for
weekly discussion prompts for their online courses while controlling for

the Col pretest.

12



H12.2:

H12.3:

H13:

There is not a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ social presence based on the format of facilitation
(i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-
presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly
discussion prompts for their online courses while controlling for the Col
pretest.

There is a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ cognitive presence based on the format of
facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—
voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for
weekly discussion prompts for their online courses while controlling for
the Col pretest.

There is a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ final grades based on the format of facilitation
(i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-
presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly

discussion prompts for their online courses.

The null hypotheses were:

Hol:

There is not a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ participation in the discussion forum (measured
by average number of posts) based on the format of facilitation (i.e., text-

only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-presentation,

13



H02:

H02.1:

H02.2:

H02.3:

picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly discussion prompts
for their online course.

There is not a statistically significant difference in the linear combination
of online, nontraditional undergraduate students’ community of inquiry
elements (teaching presence, social presence, and cognitive presence)
based on the format of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous
video treatments—voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay
mode) used for weekly discussion prompts for their online courses while
controlling for the Col pretest.

There is not a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ teaching presence based on the format of
facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—
voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for
weekly discussion prompts for their online courses while controlling for
the Col pretest.

There is not a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ social presence based on the format of facilitation
(i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-
presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly
discussion prompts for their online courses while controlling for the Col
pretest.

There is not a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional

undergraduate students’ cognitive presence based on the format of

14



facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—
voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for
weekly discussion prompts for their online courses while controlling for
the Col pretest.

Ho3: There is not a statistically significant difference in online, nontraditional
undergraduate students’ final grades based on the format of facilitation
(i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-
presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly
discussion prompts for their online courses.

Definitions of Terms
The following definitions were used in this dissertation:

o Attrition rate: how many students fail or drop out of an online class
(Shea & Bidjerano, 2014); also referred to as student retention or dropout
rate (Simpson, 2013).

. Community of inquiry (Col): a student-centered model that is used to
illustrate the multifaceted components of teaching and learning in a text-
based environment (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000).

o Cognitive presence: the exploration, construction, resolution, and
confirmation of understanding through collaboration and reflection in a
community of inquiry (Garrison, 2007).

o Information Richness (known now as Media Richness): the

information-carrying capacity of data (Daft & Lengel, 1986).
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Instructor immediacy: verbal and nonverbal behaviors that reduce
psychological and physical distance (Baker, 2004).

Instructional media: the integration of technologies tool, such as: video
conferencing, virtual worlds, and prerecorded videos in an online class
(Holden & Westfall, 2010).

Instructional strategies: the techniques, treatments, or methods used to
deliver instruction (Spector, Merrill, Elen, & Bishop, 2008).

Khan-style video: a video presentation type that relies mainly on
handwritten tutorials created by using a digital pen and tablet, with an
audio voice-over by the instructor (Chen & Wu, 2015).

Meaningful learning: a deep understanding of the material (Mayer &
Moreno, 2003).

Overlay mode: captures instructional aids the instructor is presenting on
the instructor’s computer (e.g., a PowerPoint presentation or a software
demonstration) and through video editing, shows the embedded video of
the instructor overlaid onto the instructional aid without the original
background (Chen & Wu, 2015).

Persistence: the ability to complete an online course despite obstacles or
adverse circumstances (Hart, 2012).

Picture-in-picture presentation: captures instructional aids the instructor
is presenting on the instructor’s computer (e.g., a PowerPoint presentation
or a software demonstration) and contains an embedded, live video of the

instructor in a corner of the screen (Bhat et al., 2015; Chen & Wu, 2015).
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Retention: the ability of an institution to maintain a student’s enrollment
from admission through graduation (Fenty, Messemer, & Rogers, 2016).
Social presence: the degree to which participants feel connected to one
another in an online community (Boston, Diaz, Gibson, Ice, Richardson,
& Swan, 2009; Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Oztok & Brett, 2011).
Student perception: also referred to as student satisfaction; the student’s
opinion of the value the course had and the quality of the learning
experience (Kuo, Walker, Belland, & Schroder, 2013).

Teaching presence: the design, facilitation, and direction of cognitive and
social processes for realizing personally meaningful and educationally
worthwhile learning outcomes (Anderson, Liam, Garrison, & Archer,
2001).

Text-only control: use of text-based input from a keyboard by instructors
and students in a discussion forum to exchange resources, ideas,
perspectives, and experiences (Oh & Kim, 2016).

Voice-over presentation: displays what the instructor is presenting on
students’ computer screens (e.g., a PowerPoint presentation or a software
demonstration) with audio of the instructor speaking about the

presentation or demonstration (Tuna et al., 2016).
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Chapter 2
Introduction to the Literature

Student success is a foremost goal at any college or university, whether classes
are taught online or in face-to-face. Online student success has been defined using
several factors, including student satisfaction, learning, community, and persistence
(Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2001; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2011; Rovali,
2004a). Faculty and the instructional strategies they use are vital to student success.
Kyei-Blankson, Ntuli, and Donnelly (2016) noted the need for more research to gain a
deeper understanding of how instructors can design and implement online classes to
improve students’ learning experience. This study will focus on online nontraditional
students at an open-selection, private, nonprofit college and how their social, teaching,
and cognitive presence, average number of discussion posts (i.e., participation), and final
grades are influenced by the format of facilitation an online instructor uses for their initial
discussion post.
Retention and Funding

Online student retention across nonprofit and for-profit colleges is a significant
issue for academic leaders and faculty. Private for-profit and private nonselective (also
known as open admissions) institutions are known for having poorer outcomes, lower
graduate rates, and higher student debt and default on loans compared to traditional
nonprofit colleges (Deming, Goldin, & Katz, 2013; McGuire, 2012). Current research
has noted that online institutions with open enrollment (nonselective) have the lowest
retention rates due to limited requirements for admissions (Sutton, 2014). These

institutions often require only a high school diploma and minimal grade point averages
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(GPAs) for admission (Sutton & Gannon-Cook, 2013). By not having any admission
requirements outside of a high school diploma, students have inadequate preparation to
begin their college degree (Powers, 2017). Private for-profit and nonselective are thus
often the first scrutinized by the U.S. Department of Education and accrediting body
(Sutton, 2014).

Deming et al. (2013, p. 153) stated, “Federal student financial aid is the lifeblood
for-profit higher education in the United States.” The majority of private for-profit and
private nonselective colleges depend heavily on Title 1V funding (Guida & Figuli, 2012).
Colleges in the private sector can obtain up to 90% of their revenue from Title IV (Cellini
& Goldin, 2014; Deming et al., 2013). The remaining 10% has to come from cash, state
aid, and veterans’ benefits (Guida & Figuli, 2012).

Due to the high default rate of students at for-profit institutions, additional
government oversight was needed to ensure that these institutions were following policies
and procedures. The U.S. Department of Education announced the Gainful Employment
Rule (GER) in 2010, but the District of Columbia Circuit Court threw it out in 2012 due
to its misrepresentation statements colleges made in student recruitment advertisements
and incentive compensation provisions for recruiters (Jakiel, 2016). The GER was
redrafted in 2014 to address the misrepresentation and incentive compensation and was
not contested. The GER uses employment rates and loan repayment metrics to evaluate
student outcomes at each institution (Jakiel, 2016). These metrics are used to determine
if the institution may offer federal aid to students. In addition, the GER regulates many

private and public nonprofits for federal funding.
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It is logical that academic administrators want to maintain their Title IV funding.
If a student is able to pass his or her courses, graduate with a degree, and obtain a job, he
or she should be able to start paying back any federal loan(s). With the pressure private-
sector colleges’ face in obtaining federal funding, administrators and faculty have much
greater motivation to determine ways to assist students and give them the best chance at
being successful.

Beyond Title 1V funding, institutions have to worry about accreditation.
Depending on the accrediting body, additional policies and rules apply. If the institution
fails to meet the agreed-upon policies and criteria, it could lose its accreditation. Some
policies and criteria focus on student enrollment, retention, graduation, course
completion, and job placement rates (Principles of Accreditation, 2012).

Nontraditional Students and Retention Rates

Private for-profit and nonselective sector institutions are also more likely to have
a larger popular of nontraditional students. These students are more likely to present a
retention problem for the institution. Nontraditional online students can have lower
graduation rates because they struggling to balance work, life, and families (Cochran,
Campbell, Baker, & Leeds, 2013). They are over the age of 22 years old (though some
studies state over 25) (Burke, 2016; Lindsey & Rice, 2015), work part-time to full-time
(Van Doorn & Van Doorn, 2014), balance life roles (family and caregiving) (Burke,
2016; Shea & Bidjerano, 2014; Gilardi, 2011), and are often from minorities and from a
lower socio-economic background (Wladis, Conway, & Hachey, 2015; Xu & Jaggars,

2013). A nontraditional student is likely to have children, and those having a child under
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six are more likely than their peers to fail to complete an online course (Wladis, Conway,
& Hachey, 2016).

Nontraditional students juggle multiple responsibilities with competing
obligations that could result in withdrawing from the course or program (Cochran et al.,
2014). Types of nontraditional students include those who are financially responsible for
their own education and living expenses, who have a family to provide for, and who work
in addition to attending school (Esteban et al., 2016). Research has shown that
nontraditional students sometimes enroll in an online program during a major life change
such as changing or losing a job, pregnancy or recent birth, children going to school or
leaving home, and retiring (Kasworn, 2003). These are all reasons they are at higher risk
for dropping out.

Limitations to Online, Non-traditional Student Success

Retention is complex and influenced by numerous factors. The literature
indicates that three main factors limit an online student’s success and persistence in
online classes: personal (student characteristics), circumstantial (environmental factors),
and integration and institutional factors (course and instructor features) (Glazier, 2016;
Herbert, 2006; Tinto, 1987; Tyler-Smith, 2006). This study examines an institutional
factor and constructs related to persistence, namely community and learning (Tyler-
Smith, 2006).

Personal Factors

Bawa (2016) stated that “the reasons for high attrition rates in online classes could

be a combination of social factors, as well as the attitude, aptitude, and motivational

threshold of the students” (p. 4). These factors can greatly limit how successful a
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nontraditional student is regardless of instructor presence (Glazier, 2016), and
unfortunately for student success, the majority of these personal factors lie beyond a
university’s control (Bernardo et al., 2016), though not beyond its possibility of providing
support and scaffolding through different instructor and university interventions.

Demographic variables. A few of the main demographic variables related to
persistence include age, gender, ethnicity, marital status (WIladis, Conway, & Hachey,
2017), having children, working, and income (Ferdousi, 2016). While the majority of
research on demographic variables is conflicting (Jones, 2010), gender, ethnicity, and age
are considered important factors (Wladis et al., 2017). Online learners are most likely to
non-traditional students who are at least 24 years old, female, and employed at least part-
time (Aslanian & Clinefelter, 2012). Some studies have shown that older Caucasian
females are more likely to persist in their studies (Xu & Jaggars, 2011), compared to
older minority students (Wladis et al., 2015). Nontraditional students juggle multiple
responsibilities with competing obligations that could result in withdrawing from the
course or program (Cochran et al., 2014). Types of nontraditional students include those
who are financially responsible for their own education and living expenses, who have a
family to provide for, and who work in addition to attending school (Esteban et al.,
2016).

Individual characteristics. Individual variables center on key attributes that
determine whether an online student will be successful. These include cognitive,
motivation, determination, time management skills, and self-discipline (Ferdousi, 2016).
Online classes require the student to be motivated and self-directed in their learning

compared to a traditional course where there is an instructor present (Bawa, 2016).
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Several factors can limit a student’s motivation level. Having the needed time to
learn and complete each week’s tasks, personal factors such as family obligations that
could distract the student, and running into technology issues or lack of support systems
to the help student with their needs (Smart & Cappell, 2006). Research showed that the
best way to counter individual characteristic variables that might result in low retention
and success rates is to focus on students’ experiences and provide individual instructional
support in the learning environment (Glazier, 2016). This can be accomplished by
having the instructor build learning communities within the discussion forums
(Anderson, 2004).

Academic experiences. Commonly identified academic experience variables that
might impact student success are: first or limited experience with online classes, low
reading levels, and lack of computer and technical knowledge (Ferdousi, 2016). GPA is
a commonly used measure to predict student success; however, a student’s GPA is not
considered for admission to an open-admissions college (Glazier, 2016). Colleges that
have an open-admissions policy and do not screen new students might find their students
lack the needed skills and academic preparedness to be successful in an online class
(Glazier, 2016). This concern is magnified if the student has not had taken online classes
before or has had an extended break from an academic setting (Arbaugh, 2008).
Institutional and Integration Factors

Academic integration and social integration are two of the few factors that
institutions can control and use to their advantage to improve retention (Garrison et al.,

2000). These two factors are the most prominent themes in the literature about
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persistence and have been associated with both community and learning, which are the
focus of this study (Tinto, 1997).

Academic integration. Academic integration is a student’s experience with
academic systems and is measured by grades and intellectual development (Tinto, 1975).
It is fostered through the instructor’s guidance of learning in a learning community where
knowledge is shared (Tinto, 1998). Increased academic integration from the institution
and instructor can result in “greater acquisition of knowledge and development of skills”
(Tinto, 1997, p. 600). Lack of academic integration can cause attrition rates to increase
(Golde, 2005). The construction of this shared knowledge can increase social integration
while also fostering the acquisition of knowledge and skills, thereby bridging the
““academic-social divide” (Tinto, 1997, p. 610).

Social integration. Social integration is the interaction between individuals that
Tinto (1975) described as “informal peer group associations, semi-formal extracurricular
activities, and interaction with faculty and administrative personnel” in the academic
environment (p. 107). Greater success in developing social integration is the result of
instructors who are caring (Joyner et al., 2014). Related constructs include community
and social presence that play a significant role in creating a successful connection
between the instructor and students (Joyner et al., 2014).

Fostering of a sense of community can help students develop a sense of
belonging, trust, and connection to the community, and thus, promote social and
academic integration (Joyner et al., 2014; Rovai, 2002). Online discussion forums are the
centralized location in an online class where knowledge construction or learning and

community develop through social interactions with fellow students and the instructor
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(Xie, Miller, & Allison, 2013; Xie, Yu, & Bradshaw, 2014; Wise & Chiu, 2012). A study
conducted by Joyner et al. (2014) found that nontraditional students considered the use of
audio and/or video in the discussion forum a great way to build a connection with the
instructor. Viewing the instructor’s video enabled students to form student-instructor
connections (Joyner et al., 2014).

Community of Inquiry

As outlined in Chapter 1, the theoretical framework for this study is the Col
framework. The Col framework is frequently used as a validated model for online
education research studies (Lee, 2014). This model provides a framework for researchers
to explain effective educational experience from a process perspective (Akyol &
Garrison, 2014). The creators of the Col framework for e-learning, Garrison, Anderson,
and Archer, worked together at the University of Alberta for five years (1996-2001) in
the Faculty of Extension Department on a graduate program that was partially online
(Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2010), adapted John Dewey’s model, derived from C. S.
Pierce, to study online education. At that time, asynchronous, text-based group
discussions were a new concept in distance learning that required new theoretical
perspectives (Garrison et al., 2010).

Col drew upon research from Henri (1992) on the cognitive dimension and John
Dewey’s constructivist approaches to higher education (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007).
Garrison et al. (2010) developed a model that would: (1) connect human issues around
being virtual, text-based dialogues, (2) address teaching issues that could come up in an
online environment, and (3) provide cognitive goals for the program (Lee, 2014). They

proposed that learning occurred in a Col through the interaction among three essential,
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overlapping elements: cognitive, social, and teaching presence (Garrison et al., 2000).
These three types of presence in an online class are crucial to student success (Yuen,
Deng, & Fox, 2009). Each of these types of presence has categories and indicators
(Garrison, 2007; see Table 1).

Table 1

Community of Inquiry Coding Template

Element Categories Indicators (examples only)
Cognitive Presence Triggering Event Sense of puzzlement
Exploration Information exchange
Integration Connecting ideas
Resolution Apply new ideas
Social Presence Emotional Expression Emoticons
Open Communication Risk-free expression
Group Cohesion Encouraging collaboration
Teaching Presence Instructional Management Defining & initiating

discussion topics
Building Understanding Sharing personal meaning

Direct Instruction Focusing discussion

Note. Reprinted from “Critical Inquiry in a Text-Based Environment: Computer
Conferencing in Higher Education” by Garrison et al., 2000. The Internet and Higher
Education, 2(2), p. 89. Copyright 2000 by Garrison et al.
Cognitive Presence

CP is defined as the extent to which learners are able to construct meaning
through collaboration and reflection (Garrison et al., 2000; Garrison et al., 2001; Garrison
& Arbaugh, 2007; Yang, Quadir, Chen, & Miao, 2016). It is important to note that in

2009, Garrison et al. clarified that the CP was not intended to be evaluated at a higher

status than the other presences (teaching and social) as the Col framework depends, for
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the most part, on the interaction of all presences (Garrison et al., 2010). However, there
can be subtle variations based on course content, learners, and communication
technology (Garrison et al., 2010).

There are four phases of developing cognitive presence: (1) trigger event,
identifying a problem or issue that needs to be investigated; (2) exploration, exploring the
problem or issue through critical reflection; (3) integration, constructing meaning
through exploration of the problem or issue; and (4) resolution, applying knowledge
learned (e.g., in assignments and discussions) (Garrison et al., 2000; Garrison et al., 2001;
Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Lambert & Fisher, 2013). Discussion forums are a critical
tool used to create CP in an online class (Andresen, 2009).

Unfortunately, research has shown that most students do not reach all four phases
of CP in online discussion posts. Most students remain at the initial phases of the inquiry
process (Garrison et al., 2001; Garrison, 2011; Kanuka & Anderson, 1998; Rourke &
Kanuka, 2009; Zydney, deNoyelles, & Kyeong-Ju Seo, 2012). The instructor plays a
critical role in helping students progress through each phase by providing thoughtful
initial questions and asking students follow-up critical thinking questions in discussion
forums (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Lambert & Fisher, 2013; Mills, 2016). This can be
hard for an instructor to achieve, as discussion topics are mainly text-based with very
limited visual images of the instructor (Garrison et al., 1999, 2001; Shea & Bidjerano,
2009). TP is needed to help students to achieve learning and connect to the instructor and

fellow classmates.
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Teaching Presence

TP is defined by Anderson et al. (2001) as “the design, facilitation, and direction
of cognitive and social processes for the purpose of realizing personally meaningful and
educationally worthwhile learning outcomes” (p. 8). Anderson et al. (2001) developed
three categories in the Col that define the role of teaching presence: instructional design
and organization, facilitating discourse, and direct instruction. In terms of design and
organization, students are more likely to be successful when the instructor is clear and
consistent with the expectations of the course (Lo, Reeves, Jenkins, & Parkman, 2016;
Ma’arop & Embi, 2016).

The lack of face-to-face time with the instructor in an online course could impact
students’ perception of the instructor social and teaching presence and how students
evaluate the course and instructor (Richardson & Swan, 2003; Trammell & Aldrich,
2016). In terms of facilitating discourse, while online discussion forums are standardized
with students answering the same question, the communication approach the instructor
uses can individualize the interaction and show the instructor’s personality (Morgan,
2011). TP is in fact the easiest presence to manipulate to improve students’ online
experience, as it is dependent the instructor and how the instructor communicates
enthusiasm and support (Costley, 2016). Further, instructors who use emerging video
technologies may improve their students’ social experience and more easily support the
development of the teaching as well as cognitive and social presence (Borup, West, &

Graham, 2012).
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Social Presence

SP is defined as the degree to which students feel connected to one another and
the instructor in an online class (Garrison et al., 2000, 2001; Boston et al., 2009; Garrison
& Arbaugh, 2007; Oztok & Brett, 2011), as well as the students’ ability to identify with
fellow classmates and project their own individual personalities (Garrison, 2009). There
are three subcategories within social presence: open communication, group adhesion, and
expression of emotion.

Social presence is vital to student success in an online class (Sung & Mayer,
2012) and is pivotal in online discussions in the development of cognitive presence
(Rourke, Anderson, Garrison, & Archer, 2001). Discussion forums are the hub for
student-student and student-instructor interaction (Akcaoglu & Lee, 2016). Instructors
and students mainly communicate with each other in an online class via text-based
responses. Copious studies have validated the capability of instructors to create a social
presence in an online discussion though text-based communication (Caspi & Blau, 2008;
Garrison et al., 2000; Rourke et al., 2001; Rovai, 2002a); however, the lack of nonverbal
and other interpersonal cues such as nodding, smiling, and tone of voice can make it
harder for students in an online class to understand and mentally “hear” the instructor’s
tone and what the instructor is trying to teach the student (Cooke, 2016; Garrison et al.,
2000; Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Rovai, 2002; Sung & Mayer, 2012). Students can also
become discouraged or frustrated about the delay or lack of response from fellow
students and the instructor (Xia, Fielder, & Siragusa, 2013).

Instructors can counter these limitations on social presence by including more

human aspects of themselves (McGuire, 2016). Welcome videos and using a web camera
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during office hours, video feedback for assignments, and video for discussions are
examples of ways online instructors can enhance social cues (McGuire, 2016). When an
online instructor uses video technology to enhance the opportunities for students to
interact with him or her and fellow students, a sense of community can develop and
through meaningful discourse, deeper learning can merge (Garrison et al., 2009;
Paquette, 2016).
Sense of Community and Discussion Forums

A critical component of online class success depends on developing a community
(Palloff & Pratt, 2007). Online discussion forums are used as a best-practice pedagogical
technique to encourage student interaction and community (Muilenburg & Berge, 2006).
An instructor who encourages and facilitates community via a discussion forum among
students can reduce their feelings of disconnection and isolation (Phirangee, Demmans,
& Hewitt, 2016; Rovai, 2002a), reduce attrition rates (Liu, Gomez, & Yen, 2009), and
increase satisfaction with the course content and instructor (Cobb, 2009; Kear, 2010; So
& Brush, 2008). Real-time verbal and nonverbal communications in videos such as
smiles, nodding while speaking or listening, and eye contact can promote increased
learning (Griffiths & Graham, 2010).
Importance of and Best Practices for Online Discussion Forums

Research has found that the online discussion forum is an effective and powerful
pedagogical tool that the instructor and students use to promote peer interaction, critical
thinking, and collaborative learning (Ryan, 2013; Xia, Fielder, & Siragusa, 2013).
Discussions forums are the primary place in an online class where communication

between the instructor and classmates occur and, as previously noted, where all three
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presences (social, teaching, cognitive) occur (Clark, 2015; Covelli, 2015). Student
success can depend on the quality of facilitating and interacting with students in the
discussion forums (Maddix, 2012).

Discussion prompts are important as they help students recall new information
learned, be reflective, and stimulate learning (Berge, 2002). Providing a well-developed
prompt for a discussion is a standard best practices that promotes students’ sense of
teaching presence and builds a sense of community (Baker, 2010). The initial post the
instructor creates should introduce students to the topic, help promote practical inquiry,
and provide resources or references to help students feel more comfortable about the
material being introduced (Darabi et al., 2011). To motivate students to participate in the
discussion, the instructor should encourage students to participate and share their ideas
(Bassani, 2011). The instructor may choose to use text or audio or video for the prompt
provided to initiate a discussion. If the instructor creates an initial video discussion post,
best practices indicated that the video should be under three minutes long and the
instructor should speak quickly with high enthusiasm to engage students (Guo et al.,
2014).

For deeper learning to occur, student-instructor interactions are required
(Ravenna, 2012). There is no specific “best practice” on how many students an instructor
should respond to; however, research has found that if an instructor posts only minimally
(e.g., once every 10 postings), students might not feel their instructor is present (An et al.,
2009). Conversely, if the instructor responses to most students, the discussion can
become too teacher centered (An et al., 2009; Arend, 2009). Strategies identified for

enhancing all presences are modest feedback, protocols, and video feedback (deNoyelles
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etal., 2014). Instructors who inspire motivation and show social presence can help
students engage in effective discussions (Rovai, 2007). However, in order to motivate
and create SP, the instructor needs to create an engaging initial discussion post before
students have access to the discussion topic (Mazzolini & Maddison, 2007).

Video Use in Discussions

According to Borup et al. (2011), “Although text-based online courses can develop
instructor immediacy as well as all three presences through the use of humor, sharing of
personal stories and encouragement, they cannot include the visual and vocal cues that
naturally occur in a classroom” (p. 7). Audio, instead of text-based communication,
offers vocal cues for students; however, it lacks facial expression and hand-gesture visual
cues (Borup, West, & Graham, 2012). Administrators have started to ask faculty to
expand on “best practices” in online classes. For example, faculty are asked to upgrade
their welcome messages by sending personalized welcome e-mails and/or phone calls
(Draus, Curran, & Trempus, 2014; Franklin, 2015), to provide timely feedback and
grading (Shook, Greer, & Campbell, 2013), and to incorporate short instructor-generated
videos to increase TP (O’Flaherty & Phillips, 2015).

In their mixed methods study, Draus, Curran, and Trempus (2014) followed an
instructor who created instructor-generated video content over the course of three
consecutive terms in an undergraduate upper management course. Nine total sections
were used for this study (n = 251). Six sections (n = 172) were used as the experimental
group who received instructor-generated videos and three sections (n = 79) were used as
the control group that did not receive instructor-generated videos. They discovered that

the use of instructor-generated video increased student engagement in the discussion
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forum and increased the experimental group mean grade by 3.2%. The use of videos in
discussions can increase the sense of community and social presence and still retain the
flexibility and freedom of asynchronous communication Borup et al., 2012; deNoyelles et
al., 2014). Conrad (2015) and Draus et al. (2014) found that the use of video in
discussions can counter low student engagement and low performance. The use of video
in discussions can even provide support to offers students at risk of failing the course and
possibly dropping out of college (Kuh et al., 2008).

Wade (2016) and Clark (2015) found that instructors who created video content
for their courses had greater personal connections and increased students’ social and
teaching presence. The use of video by the instructor in the discussion forum allows
students to see the instructor as more of a real person from facial and physical cues
compared to instructors who only communicate with students via text messages, which
were considered impersonal (Clark, 2015). Integrating video into online courses can also
increase satisfaction, student participation, and construction of knowledge (Underdown &
Martin, 2016).

Unfortunately, utilizing technology to create different types of videos to increase
teaching, social, and cognitive presence requires additional time, training, and resources
from the instructor. In addition, very few administrators offer any form of incentive to
create such videos (Inside Higher Ed, 2014). Empirical evidence for using video,
especially for discussion forums, is also in a neophyte stage. Moreover, not all videos are
equal (Chorianopoulos, K., & Giannakos, 2013); there are different ways and formats to
create videos. For example, Ali, Zamzuri, Samsudin, Hassan, and Sidek (2011) found

that students learned best when the video lecture contained narration, was short and
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simple (did not contain complex animation), and the learner had low prior knowledge. A
video lecture piece that is too detailed or too long can cause cognitive overload for the
student. In addition, Chen and Wu (2015) found that picture-in-picture videos had a
higher level of media richness and the use of verbal and nonverbal cues than the voice-
over presentation. The picture-in-picture and overlay video format type allows students
to see the instructor in the corner of the screen while viewing the slides or application the
instructor is demonstrating. Richness is shown through the emotion the instructor can
convey visually and vocally by looking at the video camera and smiling, laughing, or
using hand gestures (Borup, West, Thomas, & Graham, 2014). However, picture-in-
picture and overlay are the most expensive in terms of software costs and production time
(Chen & Wu, 2015).

There is also limited research on the guidelines for alignment with each type of
strategy that is the most effective for nontraditional students in a specific degree program
(Chorianopoulos & Giannakos, 2013). As of 2017, “theoretical propositions and
empirical evidence for the support of incorporating instructor video in instructional
materials are limited and mixed” (Wang & Antonenko, 2017, p. 79).While research is
beginning to show that instructor-created audio and video instruction and facilitation
have positive effects on student outcomes, many questions remain. What format of
facilitation (i.e., voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) can foster a
Col? If the format of facilitation fosters a sense of community, it can result in students
participating more frequently, grade in the course, and possibly their persistence (Jacobi,

2017).
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As a result, online instructors and administration need to continue to study and
experiment with various instructional and facilitation practices, and with different
technologies to establish SP, TP, and CP as current research is limited (Dunlap &
Lowenthal, 2014; Draus et al., 2014). According to Thomas, West, and Borup (2014),
“little research has been attempted to broaden the scope of the Col framework and the
role multimedia communication types have” (p. 62). Different formats of video
facilitation can help instructors create a sense of community that helps students feel
connected to their fellow classmates and instructor (Lu, 2017). An instructor who creates
multimedia pieces in their online classes can help address the physical and psychological
distance, raise instructor immediacy, simulate students’ interest, and participation (Draus
etal., 2014; Lu, 2017). As the result, the instructor’s use of multimedia communications
can help establish a classroom environment where meaningful learning happens
(Mandernach el al., 2006).

Another gap in the literature is what type of video instruction non-traditional
students in the private sector will have the longest duration time watched. Draus et al.
(2014) recommend investigating how the use of instructor-generated video influences the
students’ overall experience, collecting demographic data (Chakraborty & Nafukho,
2015), and breaking down the time each student spends watching each video for further
research.

Gibson, Ice, Mitchell, and Kupczynski (2015) echoed this statement, adding the
need to look at student demographic characteristics as a factor in retention. They found,
however, that no demographic variable in a large sample had a meaningful relationship to

any of the three Col presences (Gibson et al., 2015). The authors recommended
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repeating this study to see if the same results are found. If another study shows no
meaningful relationships, then other factors need to be examined (Gibson et al., 2015).
Gibson et al. (2015) also recommend future research to investigate whether instructional
methods (in this studies case format of facilitation) plays a role in showing a meaningful
relationship with student demographics, teaching, social, and cognitive presences. There
is also a general gap in the literature about the use of videos in online discussion forums
(Fernandez et al., 2014).

Further investigation is needed to examine the different video types and formats
for different uses in online courses, especially for use in discussion forums
(Chorianopoulos, K., & Giannakos, 2013).

Video Formats

This study looked at three different video discussion prompt formats as compared
to a text-based prompt. These videos are pre-recorded by the instructor to communicate
learning material to the student (Chauhan & Goel, 2015). Before discussing the video
formats examined in this study, it is useful to note the types or formats not included.
While the “talking head” is a video type, it shows only the instructor’s face and does not
show instructional material via a PowerPoint or screencast (Krosnick, 2015). Another
video format referred to Khan shows the instructor drawing on an interactive board
(Chorianopoulos & Giannakos, 2013). These are not effective video formats for graphic
design students who need to visually see the concepts being introduced, the population
studied here. To accommodate these students’ needs, three formats were included in this

study: voice-over presentation, picture-in-picture, and overlay mode.
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\oice-over presentation. Voice-over presentations, also known as lecture or
screen captures, are commonly used in online classes (Chorianopoulos & Giannakos,
2013; llioudi, Giannakos, & Chorianopoulos, 2013). Video consists of what is on the
instructor’s computer screen, such as a PowerPoint presentation or software
demonstration (Tuna et al., 2016). Figure 1 illustrates an example of the voice-over

presentation type.

Waoek 1 - Discussion: Photashop

WELCOME TO WEEK 1
DISCUSSION: PHOTOSHOP

Figure 1. An example of a voice-over presentation (Rudolph, 2017).

Picture-in-picture. In a picture-in-picture presentation, an embedded video of
the instructor speaking is shown in a window with the course content around it.
Sometimes instead of seeing the instructor speaking, a static image is used. The
instructor window usually appears in the lower left-hand corner (Bhat el al., 2015). This
video lecture type is created by recording the instructor’s voice, a video, or a static image
of the instructor, and instructional aids (e.g., PowerPoint slides) (Chen & Wu, 2015).
Benefits of this type are low video production costs and the availability of high-resolution
video, and it is easy for the instructor to master the technology. Figure 2 illustrates an

example of the picture-in-picture video presentation type.
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Sottware tonks as they apely to design!

DES104 . Week 2 (P)

Figure 2. An example of a picture-in-picture video presentation (Rudolph, 2017).

Overlay mode. The latest technology in screen capturing and video editing
applications allows the picture-in-picture video background of the instructor to overlay
the content while removing objects in the instructor background. The use of this video-
based discussion prompt lets instructors interact seamlessly with the content by raising
their hand or pointing to specific areas. The instructor is also in closer proximity to the
content without distracting students by the sharp transition between the instructor’s video
and the content (Baht et al., 2015). The use of a green screen behind the instructor
followed by video editing creates the seamless overlay of the instructor over the
presentation graphics or text (Johnston, 2015).

Bhat et al. (2015) conducted a study with undergraduate students to analyze
student engagement, motivation, and navigational patterns showing the instructor in two
different video styles (picture-in-picture and overlay). The research found that students
preferred the overlay mode over picture-in-picture presentations because students were
drawn to the larger size of the instructor’s image, the seamless overlay of the instructor
video with the content, and the instructor’s proximity to the slides (Bhat et al., 2015).

Another possible reason that students were drawn more to the overlay format of
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facilitation is because picture-in-picture can cause cognitive overload. The instructor’s
face increases the amount of visual attention the student needs to look at (in addition to
the text, screencast, images, and other elements on the screen) (Wang & Antonenko,
2017). In addition to the visual processing of the instructor’s face, the background
behind the instructor can “distract learners’ attention away from important instructional
information, thus hindering learning” (Wang & Antonenko, 2017, p. 81). Whereas in the
overlay mode, the background behind the instructor is removed in postproduction and the
instructor’s body is shown seamlessly against the content. Detailed specifics about the
program or characteristics these students had in this study were not provided. Figure 3

shows an example of the overlay mode video presentation type.

Welcome to Week 2 Ducussion: Softwarne tools as they appdy to design!

DES 104 - Week 2 (0)

WELCOME TO WEEK 2 DISCUSSION
SOFTWARE TOOLS AS THEY APPLY
'O DESICN

Figure 3. An example of an overlay mode video presentation (Rudolph, 2017).

Video Findings in the Literature
A variety of studies (e.g., quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods) have been
conducted on the use of video for instructional purposes in online classrooms (Bhat et al.,

2015; Draus et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2014; Wang & Antonenko, 2017). Many of these
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studies do not examine the various formats of video facilitation or instruction, and many
studies have primarily focused on student perception and satisfaction. Many are focused
on video lectures or instructor welcomes rather than discussion prompts (Valeri, 2015).
For example, one of the few recent studies that incorporated the overlay mode discovered
that seeing the instructor in close proximity to the content increased the learner’s
motivation, duration of time watched, and satisfaction (Bhat et al., 2015). This study did
not look at the use of the overlay mode in an initial discussion post and instead focused
on using this format of facilitation for lectures that were on average 19.23 minutes (Bhat
et al., 2015). Whereas, Guo, Kim, and Rubin (2014) found that videos no longer than (no
specific type of format of facilitation type mentioned) three minutes had the highest level
of student engagement.

The one study located in the review of the literature that examined the use of
videos in a discussion forum demonstrated that students had a mean grade increase of
3.2% compared to the control group, who used a text-based discussion forum (Draus et
al., 2014). However, Draus et al. (2014) examined only one video format and did not
discuss the video format (voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode),
only stating that “each discussion question began with an instructor-generated video
discussing the topics and offering points for students to address in their discussion
postings” and that the videos were posted on YouTube™ (p. 243). Draus et al. (2014)
discovered that the use of instructor-generated video content improved course
satisfaction, increased student participation in discussion responses and length, and that

students found the videos informative.
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In a discussion on the integration of instructor created videos for online courses, it
IS important to note, several challenges limit instructors in developing instructional
videos. Creating instructional videos requires a lot of time, money, and patience (Draus
et al., 2014). With many different types of video choices (i.e., voice-over-presentation,
Khan, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) available, it can be a daunting task for the
instructor to determine which video lecture type is the most beneficial for students (Chen
& Wu, 2015). At many institutions, the instructor must also master the technology then
actually create the instructional video and upload it to a media server (Das, 2012). In
addition to the technology requirements, the instructor must learn how to present
information effectively in a video to capture the students’ attention. Before
administrators can train faculty on how to create instructional videos another hurdle must
be crossed— getting faculty on board and willing to participate.

Over half of online instructors employed at a for-profit or nonprofit private
college are adjunct, non-tenure (Magda, Poulin, & Clinefelter, 2015). Adjuncts are part-
time instructors who might teach at several colleges, and could be working a full-time job
(Gottschalk & McEachern, 2010). They are used to fill courses at the eleventh hour
(Mechenbier, 2015; Richardson et al., 2016). Adjuncts’ course preparations and
requirements as they facilitate the course continue to increase, while the salary per course
remains the same with little chances of advancement or yearly raises (Mandernach,
Register, & O’Donnell, 2015). The cost of hiring an adjunct instructor is dramatically
lower, does not require the college to pay retirement and health benefits, compared to a
full-time instructor, and on average only earns a median salary of $2,700 per course

(Keller, 2015; McKenna, 2015). Adjunct instructors play a significant role in their
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students’ success and attrition rates, however, are often faceless in their department and
not given access to the same resources and budgets full time faculty and are often over-
burdened with teaching responsibilities (Mechenbier, 2015; Mueller, 2013). In the Col
literature, limited studies investigate courses adjunct instructors teach who did not
develop the course themselves (Richardson et al., 2015). Therefore, research is needed to
analyze the various layers and complexities of deploying technologies to facilitate a Col
and the optimal forms of presence in online teaching, as well as support administrative
and instructional implementation.

Summary

As of 2017, “theoretical propositions and empirical evidence for the support of
incorporating instructor video in instructional materials are limited and mixed” (Wang &
Antonenko, 2017, p. 79). Moreover, Garrison and Arbaugh (2007) stated that additional
studies are needed to better understand how social, cognitive, and teaching presence are
supported together with different types of instructional strategies and technologies,
especially in discussion forums.

Few studies analyze whether the use of three different video formats of
facilitation for the initial instructor’s discussion post has any effect on students’
community of inquiry, final grades, and the number of student postings in the discussion
forum. Moreover, it is important to remember that research is needed that focuses on
specific populations, acknowledging that individual student factors as well as faculty
also affect overall achievement (e.g., success, community, learning) in the online course
(Ke & Kwak, 2013). Thus, I collected, reported, and investigated the use of video

discussion difference in online, nontraditional undergraduate students’ participation in
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the discussion forum (measured by average number of posts), grades, and community of
inquiry based on the video format of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous
video treatments—voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) the
instructor used for weekly discussion prompts for their online course at a nonselective,

private institution.
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Chapter 3
Methodology

The purpose of this study was to compare online, nontraditional undergraduate
students’ participation levels, sense of Col (i.e., social, teaching, and cognitive), and final
grades based on the format of facilitation used for weekly discussion prompts for their
online courses (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over
presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode. | investigated the research questions
and corresponding hypotheses, outlined in Chapter 1, using a quantitative method. In
chapter 3, details about the method and design were introduced. Followed by who the
participants were and the setting the study was conducted in. Then the instrumentations
used were presented. This chapter ends with explaining the data procedures, collection,
and analysis used.
Method and Design

The research method most well suited for this investigation is quantitative
because | was interested in examining the effectiveness of an intervention and its
influence on a number of variables (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2005). The chosen research
design for this study is quasi-experimental. Both a posttest only, nonequivalent control
group design and pretest-posttest, nonequivalent control group design were employed as
the designed study to include a control group and three experimental groups. | worked
with the course instructors to manipulate the format of facilitation used for the weekly
discussion prompt (Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Gall et al., 2005). Therefore, the design
included two defining elements of a quasi-experimental design, control, and manipulation

(Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Gall et al., 2005). The quasi-experimental, well-known
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designs are similar to true experimental designs, with the exception that nonequivalent
groups are used (Gall et al., 2005; Rovai, Baker, & Ponton, 2013). The designs allowed
the researcher to “approximate the conditions of a true experiment in a setting that does
not allow for random assignment of participants to a treatment and control conditions”
(Rovai el al., 2013, p. 62).

Since | was not able to assign participants randomly to the control and treatment
groups, there are threats to the internal validity in this study (Muijs, 2010). To control for
the selection threat (factors that can lead to posttest differences between groups) to
internal validity due to nonequivalent groups, | used homogeneous groups. | examined
each group to make sure that the extraneous variables such as gender were similar in the
proportion among groups. In the graphic design department, women usually outnumber
men. Demographics of the current sample are consistent with research showing that
female enrollment has continuously been higher than male enrollment in online classes at
the bachelor’s degree level (Kena et al., 2015). | gave a pretest for Question 2 to control
for the selection threat to validity. For Question 1, there were no group differences in
average number of posts, indicating that the number of posts were equivalent across all
groups. As such, there was no indication to control for number of posts in subsequent
analyses. Details are in the Instrumentation section.

Participants

Nonrandom sampling (i.e., convenience sampling) was used in this study.
Educational research most commonly uses nonrandom sampling because random
sampling is often not possible or feasible, or it is too costly (Rovai, Baker, & Ponton,

2013). The nonrandom sampling method used in this study was a convenience sample
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because the students and the courses where the research took place were readily
accessible to me as an adjunct at the institution.

The students sampled were enrolled in one of four sections of a graphic design
course during the fall 2017 session. | randomly assigned students to each section of this
course by the college’s automated scheduling system. I randomly assigned courses to
either the text-only control group or an asynchronous video treatment group (i.e., voice-
over presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode). Although | was not able to assign
students randomly in treatment and control groups, the computer randomizing of the
section assignments helped to prevent some bias (Muijs, 2010).

During Week 1 of the course, | worked with the course instructors to invite
students via email and course announcement to participate in the study. The instructors
informed students about the purpose of the study, what it was looking to discover, and
how the collected data from students would be used. The instructors asked the students
to follow a link and digitally sign a consent form agreeing to participate and informed
that their participation was voluntary. Students were informed that if they completed all
of the questionnaires (pretest and posttest); they would earn an Amazon gift card. .
Further description about the recruitment of participants is in the Procedures section.

Of the 238 students invited to participate, 142 completed the first survey and 90
students completed the both the pretest and posttests. The volunteer rate for completing
the pre and posttest survey was 37%. Students who opted out still participated in the
course, but their data was not collected. In this study, | conducted a priori power
analysis in order to determine sufficient sample size to find significance, if significance in

fact exists. Using G*Power v. 3.1.9.2, in order to ensure sufficient power (.80), based on
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an estimated moderate effect size (f = .0625), 88 participants were ideal (Cohen, 1988;
Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). With 90
students who completed both the pre and posttest, the sample size was sufficient for this
study.

The participants in this study were online undergraduate students, located in
various states in the United States, and working on their associate or bachelor’s degree in
the Graphic Arts department at a private, nonprofit college. They were adult learners
who were 18 years of age or older. Research has shown that older students enroll at
primarily online institutions (James, Swan, & Daston, 2015). Similar to the profile of
nontraditional students in the literature, the participants were over the age of 22 years
(Burke, 2016; Lindsey & Rice, 2015) and struggled to balance life roles (e.g., family and
caregiving) (Burke, 2016; Shea & Bidjerano, 2014; Gilardi, 2011). While 21.1% of the
participants were 18-23 years old, over 78.8% of students who participated in the study
were at least 24 years old. Many were in a caretaking role, as 6.7% of students reported
they were caring for an ill family member and 40% had at least one child under the age of
six in the home.

Similar to students in Fishman’s (2015) studies, these college students “juggle[d]
family obligations with employment and school,” these students reported that 53.3% of
them were not employed, 21.1% worked part-time, and 25.6% worked full time (p. 2). It
is important to note that over half the students in this study were not employed, which is
not consistent with research. Possible reasons could have been the student is a stay at

home mom, caring for a family member, or currently looking for a job (Barczyk el al.,
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2017). Specific descriptive information divided by control and experimental groups are
below (see Table 2).
Table 2

Frequencies and Percentages of Selected Categorical Demographics (N = 90)

Full Voice
Sample Text P2P Overlay Over
n % n % n % n % n %
Work Status
Not 48 53.3 10 455 13 565 11 478 14 636
Working
Part Time 19 211 3 13.6 5 21.7 6 261 5 227
Full Time 23 25.6 9 409 5 217 6 261 3 136
Caring for 1l
Family Member
No 84 933 22 100.0 22 957 21 913 19 86.4
Yes 6 6.7 1 43 2 87 3 136

Similar to the typical online undergraduate student in the United States in 2016
who are Caucasian females (Clinefelter & Aslanian, 2016; WIladis, Conway, & Hachey,
2016), this sample was made up of fifty-four females and thirty-six males.
Crosstabulations with Pearson’s chi-square indicated that there was not a significant
difference in gender proportions across group, ¥ (3) = 3.74, p = .292. Through self-
reporting, 56 students identified as Caucasian (65.6%), 8 as Hispanic (8.9%), 19 as
African American (21.1%), and the reaming 4.4% as Asian or Pacific Islander. With
regard to income, 43.3% students reported a family income under $10,000, 25.6%
reported a family income between $10,000-19,000, 17.8% reported a family income

between $20,000-39,000, 6.7% reported a family income between $40,000-59,000, and
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6.7% reported a family income over $60,000. The demographic findings are consistent

with research showing online nontraditional students come from a minority group or from

a lower socio-economic background (Wladis, Conway, & Hachey, 2015; Xu & Jaggars,

2013). Specific descriptive information divided by control and experimental groups is

below (see Table 3).

Table 3

Frequencies and Percentages of Selected Categorical Demographics

Full Voice
Sample Text P2P Overlay Over
n % n % n % n % n %
Gender
Female 54 60.0 14 636 16 696 10 435 14 63.6
Male 36 40.0 8 364 7 304 13 565 8 364
Ethnicity
Caucasian 59 65.6 16 727 10 435 15 652 18 81.8
Hispanic 8 8.9 2 9.1 1 4.3 4 174 1 45
African 19 211 3 136 10 435 3 130 3 136
American
Asian or 4 44 1 45 2 8.7 1 43
Pacific
Islander
Age
18-23 19 211 4 18.2 6 26.1 5 217 4 182
24-29 22 244 6 273 5 217 7 304 4 182
30-39 35 38.9 9 409 8 3438 9 391 9 409
40-49 10 111 2 9.1 4 174 2 8.7 2 9.1
50-59 3 3.3 1 45 2 9.1
60-69 1 1.1 1 45

49

(Continued)



Full Voice

Sample Text P2P Overlay Over
n % n % n % n % n %
Family Income
< $10,000 39 433 7 318 11 478 10 435 11 50.0

$10,000- 23 25.6 7 318 5 217 6 261 5 227
19,999

$20,000- 16 178 2 91 4 174 5 217 5 227
39,999

$40,000- 6 6.7 2 91 2 87 2 87

59,999

$60,000+ 6 6.7 4 182 1 43 1 45
Setting

The college site where the study was conducted was chosen for convenience and
because it serves nontraditional undergraduate students in online classes (Pontes &
Pontes, 2012). The college is accredited by the Accrediting Commission of Career
Schools and Colleges (ACCSC) organization. This is a nonprofit, career-focused college
with an open admissions policy and belongs to a family of colleges that offer residential
and fully online degree programs, with locations in Utah, California, Idaho, and Arizona.
An open admissions policy focuses on being adult friendly and attracts applicants who
might not have been in an academic setting for several years and might be first time or
returning college students (Stone, 2016).

The course used in this study was within the School of Graphic Arts program.
The course was a 100 level graphic design course, fully online, and taught in the Canvas
learning management system. Associate and bachelor’s-level students take this course,
which is required to earn an associate or bachelor’s degree in graphic arts. This course
focused on beginning image editing. Assignments, assessments, and discussions required

students to create, recreate, and edit images for the web and print, photo retouching and
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restoration, image compositing, and poster design. Upon completion of the course,
students were expected to demonstrate “nondestructive editing” principles and create a
variety of layouts applying the key principles and elements of design.

The course was four weeks in length. Each week, the instructors expected
students to participate in a discussion forum, complete assignments, assessments, and
watch a weekly four-hour screencast lecture. Each week’s discussion assignment was
worth 60 points, accounting for 18% of the students’ final grade. In order to earn the 60
points, students needed to write an initial post of at least 150 words with one citation.
The students needed to make the initial post by that Wednesday night, at 11:59 PM
Mountain Time. Student had to respond to two fellow students by that Saturday night, at
11:59 PM Mountain Time. | used four sections of this course for the intervention.

Unique instructors facilitated each course section. The instructors had worked at
the college for at least a year; were proficient in Canvas, the learning management system
(LMYS); and had taught the selected course prior to the study’s implementation. All of the
instructors held master’s degrees within the graphic, web, or visual communications field
with at least five years of professional experience. All were part-time (adjunct)
instructors. Table 4 outlines the discussion intervention that each instructor implemented

in their course section.
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Table 4

Instructors’ Course Section Assignments

Course Title Instructor Discussion Prompt Format
Course_Title_Section_00 Instructor A Text-based discussion prompt
(Past session)
. . Instructor B Voice-over presentation discussion
Course_Title_Section_01 P
prompt
. . Instructor C Picture-in-picture discussion
Course_Title_Section_02 P
- - - prompt
Course_Title_Section_03 Instructor D Overlay mode discussion prompt

The independent variable in this study was the format of facilitation used for the
asynchronous discussion prompt. There were four different levels of the independent
variables: (1) voice-over presentation video, (2) picture-in-picture video, (3) overlay
mode video, and (4) text-based. The voice-over presentation video format contained
PowerPoint slides with the instructor provided a supplemental voice-over for the
discussion prompt (Chen & Wu, 2015). The picture-in-picture video format overlaid the
instructor’s face via real-time video with the lecture slides. The overlay mode video
showed the instructor’s face while he/she spoke about a topic, and the slides placed
behind the instructor. The text-based format contained a text-based dialogue from the
instructor. For all four of the courses, each weekly discussion prompt used the same
verbiage. Examples of each format of facilitation and the discussion script are in
Appendix E.

Instrumentation
The dependent variables for this study were the three elements of the Col

(Arbaugh et al., 2008), final grades, and the number of discussion posts made. In
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addition to data collected on the dependent variables, data regarding students’
demographics and video time watched/times viewed was collected to examine if there
were potential covariates that needed to be controlled. There was no indication of strong
relationships between demographics, time in which videos were watched, and key
outcomes, precluding the need to control for them in subsequent analyses.

Student demographic information. | collected student information via the
student demographic survey in the pretest survey during Week 1 of the course. The
student demographic survey asked students 20 questions about their educational and
personal background (see Appendix C). The following demographic information was
collected: “state or country the student lives in,” “year in school,” “degree program
enrolled in,” “full-time or part-time enrollment,” “part-time or full-time work,” “caring
for an ill family member,” “marital status,” “number of children and how old,” “family
income level,” “GPA,” “sex,” “age,” “prior online class experience,” “type of telephone,”
“Internet access at home,” “devices,” “number of courses taken each session,” and “race
or ethnic.” The majority of participants were first year students (n = 82, 91.1%), and
were working towards an Associate’s degree (n = 73, 81.1%). Most of the participants
reported having only a cellphone (n = 76, 84.4%), and all but three participants (3.3%)
had some type of internet access at home. All participants reporting owning some type of
electronic device (i.e., cellphone, tablet, laptop), and many reported having multiple
devices. | used this data to describe the sample and ensure homogeneity among groups in
terms of gender.

Community of inquiry questionnaire. For Question Two, the dependent

variables were the three elements of the Col, including CP (e.g., triggering event,
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exploration, integration, and resolution), SP (e.g., emotional expression, open
communication, and group cohesion), and TP (e.qg., instructional management, building
understanding, and direct instruction). | used the Col survey to assess these variables
(Arbaugh et al., 2008). Students took the Col framework survey as a pretest (i.e., control
variable for Question 2) as well as a posttest (i.e., dependent variable for Question 2)
(Arbaugh et al., 2008). The Col framework informed the dependent variable identified
for each question (see Table 5).

The Col framework survey contained 34 items with three subscales to measure
the three presences (social, cognitive, and teaching) (Garrison et al., 2014). The SP
subscale consists of nine questions, the CP subscale consists of 12 questions, and the TP
subscale consists of 13 questions. The participants answered the questions on a 5-point
Likert scale (i.e., 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree). A higher score for each subscale demonstrated a stronger sense of social,
cognitive, and teaching presence (Arbaugh et al., 2008). Mean responses were calculated
for the 34 items. The score range for the entire scale was 2.90 to 3.63 (Swan et al.,
2008).

The Col survey instrument is free to use and attribution is required for published
research using this instrument (Richardson et al., 2011). Several researchers have
confirmed that the Col an instrument is valid and can be used with the higher education
population (Horzum & Uyanik, 2015; Kozan & Richardson, 2014; Lee, 2014; Arbaugh et
al., 2008; Swan et al., 2008). Arbaugh et al. (2008) found the instrument to be reliable
with a Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.91 for TP, 0.91 for SP, and 0.95 for CP. The

reliability for the current study was in the high range (as > .90) across all subscales.
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Reliabilities coefficient values (Cronbach’s a) were: TP = .96 (pre) and .95 (post); SP =
.92 (pre) and .95 (post); and CP = .95 (pre) and .97 (post).

Final grade. The Col survey measured cognitive learning from a self-report
measure (Carrallo, 1994). Cognitive learning is often measured self-reports, and a valid
measurement for adult learners. However, grades are one of the most common measures
of cognitive learning used in research (Dumont, 1996). As such, the final grade in the
online course was also used as a valid measure of learning and served as the dependent
variable for Question Three (Richmond et al., 1987; Rockinson-Szapkiw, 2012b). The
maximum number of points earned in the online graphic design undergraduate course
was 1000 and the minimum number was zero. The grading scale for this course was:
105.5-94% A; 93.9-90% A-; 89.9-87% B+; 86.9-84% B; 83.9-80% B-; 79.9-77% C+;
76.9-74% C; 73.9-70% C-; 69.9-67% D+, 66.9-64% D; 63.9-60% D-; 59.9-0% F.

Participation variables. Students more active in the discussion responses show a
stronger sense of community or SP through their increased level of engagement (Rovai &
Ponton, 2005); thus, the mean number of discussion posts each student made to the
weekly discussion forum served as a dependent variable for Question One. This is
similar to the work of Kovanovi¢, Gasevi¢, Joksimovi¢, Hatala, and Adesope (2015);
Lust, Elen, and Clarebout (2013); and Valle and Duffy (2009). By data mining students’
discussion activity after the instructor’s initial asynchronous video-based discussion
prompt (i.e., voice-over presentation, picture-in-picture, and overlay mode) or text-based
discussion prompt, I investigated whether there was a significant difference in the
number the student posts based on the specific video or text-based discussion prompt. If

a significant difference was found, it was my intention to use this variable as a potential
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covariate in the other analyses. However, as discussed in Chapter 4, there was no
significant difference in students’ number of posts across groups. Table 5 connects each
research question to the dependent variables with the theoretical construct of Col that is
used.

Table 5

Dependent variables with Theoretical Construct of COI

Research Question Variable Theoretical construct(s)
1 # of Posts CP,SP, TP

2 CP, SP, TP CP, SP, TP

3 Final grade CP

Self-reporting questionnaire variables. Finally, for each of the three course
sections using a specific video-based discussion prompt (i.e., voice-over presentation,
picture-in-picture, and overlay mode), the variables listed in Table 6 were collected from
a self-reporting questionnaire students completed in Week 4. By data mining from the
online teaching interface, the students’ usage of initial asynchronous, video-based
discussion prompt (i.e., voice-over presentation, picture-in-picture, and overlay mode), |
investigated whether there was a significant difference in number of views, and time
watched based on the specific video-based discussion prompt. | also verified that each
participant spent time watching the videos. This analysis was conducted to ensure
treatment fidelity; that is, that each level of the independent variable was implemented as

planned and in a comparable manner to all participants.
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Table 6

Self-Reporting Questionnaire Variables

# Type Code Name Description
1  Clustering Variables UV UniqueViews Unique views per video
2 TW TimeWatched Time watched per video

Procedures/Data Collection

| met with the department dean at the research site to request formal permission to
conduct the study. Once the college granted permission, | obtained approval from the
University of Memphis Institutional Review Board (IRB). The department dean assigned
instructors to the course by based on availability and qualifications. The researcher then
randomly assigned each course a treatment or control group.

I met virtually with the instructors to discuss the study and plans for the study. |
and department dean informed instructors about the study and asked if they would be
willing to participate voluntarily in the study. A detailed explanation of how to prepare
and implement the discussion intervention was provided to ensure treatment fidelity. In
addition, to ensure fidelity, | created the videos using the same script for each level of the
intervention for each weekly discussion post. To create the videos, | used a green screen,
backdrop, clamps to hold the green screen, and photography lighting as well as the
following applications Adobe Creative Cloud®: Photoshop®, Premier®, and After
Effects®. Each week’s discussion board prompt video was approximately two minutes
long because research conducted by Guo, Kim, and Rubin (2014) found that videos under
three minutes had the highest level of student engagement. Guo et al. (2014) also found

that instructors who speak quickly with high enthusiasm were the most engaging for
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students. Thus, in all videos produced words were spoken at a conversation pace with an
uplifting tone.

The weekend before the course started, the three different videos for the weekly
discussion prompts with the same wording and script for treatment fidelity purposes were
recorded and then uploaded to YouTube™. YouTube™ is well known to students, and
this college currently uses this medium to house each week’s live lecture. The
YouTube™ video player is currently the most commonly used web application for
hosting and viewing online lectures (Shin, Berthouzoz, & Durand, 2015). Storing these
video and audio files on YouTube™ ensured the fidelity of the treatment and that
students watched or listened to the prompts. The weekly videos were unlisted to prevent
third parties from viewing the videos. The Canvas LMS embedded the video into the
discussion forums (see Figure 5). The instructors also emailed the video to students at

the start of the week and placed in the announcements to ensure that students saw and

watched their weekly video discussion prompt.
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Figure 4. Example of voice-over discussion prompt video embedded into the
Canvas LMS (Rudolph, 2017).
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Study Implementation and Data Collection

On Monday of Week 1, instructors sent out an email, made a course
announcement, and discussed the study during the live lecture. An email and course
announcement contained a direct link to the consent document. Students who digitally
signed the consent form received the Col survey instrument and demographic survey to
complete via the host, Qualtrics. Students were informed that their instructor did not
have access to the individual survey results nor the survey results contained any
identifiable information, such as name or e-mail. After students completed the pretest,
they received a thank-you response. Students received a final survey to complete in
Week 4. At the beginning of Week 4, each instructor sent out an email asking students to
complete the posttest survey; and each instructor sent one email reminder.

At the end of Week 4, each instructor provided me with an Excel document that
contained each student’s final grade that consented to be part of this study. Also,
included on this Excel document was the average number of posts each student made for
each week’s discussion topic. | imported this data into Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) for analysis. | also exported demographic, pretest, and posttest data
from Qualtrics and imported into SPSS for analysis.

Data Analysis

For Research Question One, a one-way ANOVA was used to examine if the
number of discussion posts made by students was significant different across groups.
ANOVA:s are used to test for significant differences in continuous variables (i.e., number
of posts) across two or more groups (i.e., teaching method; Anova, 2002). | used the

same analysis for Question Three to examine whether there was a significant difference
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in student’s final grade among the groups. A significance level of .05 is commonly used
in social science research (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007), and used to make a decision of
whether or not to reject or fail to reject the null hypothesis. The effect size that was
reported is partial eta squared, which was interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) conventions
set forth for interpreting effect size. The interpretation is based on thresholds of .01 for a
small effect, .06 for a moderate effect, and .14 for a large effect (Cohen, 1988, p. 284—
287).

I conducted assumption testing prior to conducting the ANOVA, and assessed
normality using the mean to standard deviation ratio, skewness, and kurtosis. | used
boxplots to determine whether there were any extreme outliers in each group. To
determine homogeneity of variance, | conducted a Levene’s test.

The statistical procedure most well suited for research Question Two was a one-
way multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA), as an MANCOVA is appropriate
to use with multiple related dependent variables and a covariate (Bernard, 2012). A
MANCOVA is a multivariate analysis of variance in which dependent variables “are
initially adjusted for differences in one or more covariates to reduce error “noise” when
error(s) associated with the covariate is removed” (French et al., 2008, p. 3).

Prior to conducting a MANCOVA, | performed assumption testing. The
assumption of univariate normality assumes that the population distributions are normal.
Normality was assessed through histograms and by conducting normality tests, including

the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests.
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Multivariate normality was examined using Mahalanobis distance The data’s
Mahalanobis distance value was compared against the critical value outlined in a chi-
square critical value chart found in statistical texts.

The assumptions of multicollinearity and singularity were checked by creating
correlation matrices. A MANOVA is most robust when the dependent variables were
moderately correlated. When correlations are low or not significant, separate univariate
analyses need to be run. Conversely, multicollinearity is an issue when correlation
coefficient values are above significant and high, .8 or .9. When multicollinearity exists,
it is usually preferable to collapse the variables into a single measure. Neither were of
concern.

The assumption of linearity assumes that the relationship among variables was
linear. | examined this using scatter plots. The presence of a straight line indicated
linearity. Evaluate variance using Levene’s Test for Equality of Variance, where a
significance level larger than .05 indicates that equal variance can be assumed.

Box’s M was checked to examine the tenability of this assumption of
homogeneity of covariance. In SPSS, this is part of the MANOVA output.

SPSS was the statistical analysis software used in this research. Table 7
demonstrates the relationship between research questions, hypothesis, variables, and

statistical procedures.
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Table 7
Research Questions, Hypothesis, Instruments, Theoretical Construct of COI, and

Statistical Procedures

Research . Theoretical Statistical
Questions Hypothesis Vv DV Construct of COI Procedures
Type of CP Analysis of
1 H.1 Discussion ANDP SP Variance
Prompt TP (ANOVA)
Type of CP CP MANCOVA
2 H;2-H;2.3 Discussion  SP SP
Prompt TP TP
Type of Final
3 H;3 Discussion CP ANOVA
Grade
Prompt
Summary

This chapter introduced the research method and design used in this study. This
chapter also described, in detail, the study’s participants, setting instrumentation,

procedures, statistical analysis procedures, limitations, and biases.
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Chapter 4
Results

This chapter outlines the statistical findings from the data collected from this
study. Results indicated that none of the research questions showed a significant
difference in discussion post frequency, Col, or final grades based on the format of
facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over
presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly discussion prompts.
Nonsignificant results were also discovered for the difference in number of views and
time watched based on the specific video-based discussion prompt.
Sample Descriptive Statistics

The final sample consisted of 90 participants. There were relatively equal
numbers of participants in each group, including Picture-in-Picture (n = 23), Overlay (n
=23), Voice Only (n =22) and Text Only (n =22). Chapter 3 provided detailed
descriptive statistics of demographic information disaggregated by group. The full
demographic and experience data is listed in Appendix I.
Results

Research question one. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was
conducted to test for differences in number of posts by the groups and to answer the
following research question: Is there a statistically significant difference in online,
nontraditional undergraduate students’ participation in the discussion forum (i.e., average
number of posts) based on based on the format of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs.

asynchronous video treatments—voice-over presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay
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mode) used for weekly discussion prompts for their online courses? Table 8 demonstrates
the mean and standard deviations disaggregated by groups.
Table 8

Average Student Posts by Instruction Method (N = 90)

n M SD

Group
Text Only 22 7.05 2.95
Picture in Picture 23 6.04 3.02
Overlay 23 7.04 2.88
Voice Over 22 6.59 2.77

Prior to running the ANOVA, preliminary analyses were conducted to assess the
assumptions of the ANOVA, specifically including assessment of normality and
homogeneity of variance. Histograms and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test of
normality were used to assess the distribution of number of posts in each group.
Histograms demonstrated that the data was positively skewed. The results of the K-S test
also indicated significant deviation from true normality for each group, ps < .001.
However, examination of more liberal indicators of normality, such as the Mean to SD
ratio, skewness, and kurtosis, indicate that number of posts was sufficiently normal to
meet the assumptions of the ANOVA test, which is known to be robust enough to tolerate
some deviations from true normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Levene’s test was used to assess for homogeneity of variance. Levene’s test was
not significant, p = .838, indicating that variance across comparison groups was
comparable. Thus, I continued by conducting the ANOVA. Results of the ANOVA

indicated that there was not a significant difference across groups, F (3,90) = .61, p =
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.611,n?=.021, indicating that the number of posts made could not be differentiated by
group.

Research question two. A multivariate analysis of covariance variance
(MANCOVA) test was conducted to answer the following research question: Does the
format of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-
over presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly discussion
prompts in the online courses influence online, nontraditional undergraduate students’
cognitive, teaching, and social presence while controlling for the Col pretest? Means and
standard deviations of pre- and posttest scores are outlined below in Table 9.

Table 9a

Pre and Post Col Scores by Instruction Type

Text (n = 22) P2P (n = 23) O (n=23) VO (n =22)

M SD M SD M SD M SD
TP Pre 3.78 40 3.36 1.08 3.61 .93 3.36 79
TP Post 3.96 12 3.39 1.19 3.78 .83 3.57 92
SP Pre 3.47 .68 3.18 1.01 3.48 .76 3.14 .98
SP Post 3.57 .60 3.06 1.16 3.58 .89 330 1.07
CP Pre 3.61 50 3.22 1.13 3.61 .62 3.10 .87
CP Post 3.76 40 3.24 1.19 3.62 .90 3.26 1.05

Note. Within, between, and interaction effects all non-significant, ps > .05; TP =
Teaching Presence; SP = Social Presence; CP = Cognitive Presence
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Table 9b

Estimated Marginal Means of Posttest Scores by Group

EM SE

Teacher Presence

Text 3.97 19

P2P 3.39 18

) 3.76 18

VO 3.58 19
Social Presence

Text 3.56 .20

P2P 3.08 19

@) 3.53 19

VO 3.34 .20
Cognitive Presence

Text 3.75 .20

P2P 3.26 19

0 3.56 19

VO 3.32 .20

Note. EM = Estimated Mean; SE = Standard Error

Prior to conducting the primary, | reviewed the analyses to assess the assumption
of normality of all Col scales at both pre and posttest. To examine normality, K-S tests
and histograms as well as more liberal metrics of normality were examined as identified
by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). Critical values for skewness were considered -1.0 and
+1.0, and critical values for kurtosis were considered -2.0 to +2.0 (Tabachnick, & Fidell,
2013). The results of the K-S test and examination of the histograms indicated
significant deviation from true normality for all groups, for pre and posttest, respectively.
Examination of more liberal indicators of normality, such as the Mean to SD ration,

skewness, and kurtosis, across groups and variables suggested some violation of
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normality. A MANCOVA is robust against some violation in normality leading to the
decision to continue with the parametric analysis.

| assessed the assumption of linearity using Pearson’s Product Moment
correlations (see Table 10). Results indicated that all variables were significantly related,
p<.001. The magnitude of observed relationships, however, did not indicate concern for
multicollinearity, rs < .900, suggesting that the decision to conduct a MANCOVA was
appropriate.
Table 10

Pearson’s Product Moment Correlations among Col Items for Pre and Post

Teacher Presence  Social Presence

Pre

Social Presence 416 ***

Cognitive Presence 557 *** 766 ***
Post

Social Presence 857 ***

Cognitive Presence 867 *** 864 ***

Note. *** p <.001

Multivariate homogeneity of variance for the MANCOVA model was examined
using Box’s M test, which indicated significant heterogeneity of covariances, F (18,
26025) = 5.25, p <.001. Further evaluation of homogeneity was assessed using Levene’s
test, which also indicated significant violations in homogeneity of variance for TP (p =
.002) and CP (p =.022). Taken together, these results suggested that variability within
groups tended to differ across groups, thus, potentially making between group differences
difficult to detect using parametric analyses. Thus, to account for this, deviations of
normality, nonparametric equivalencies were used to confirm the results of parametric

analysis.
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Examination of the MANVOCA models, indicated that the only covariate that
was significant was SP pretest scores, F (3, 81) = 5.57, p=.002, 12 =.171. Pretest scores
for TP and CP were not significant covariate, p > .05. Examination of the multivariate
effect of group was not significant, F (3, 81) =.960, p = .474, n?> = .034, suggesting that
there was no difference in posttest scores by group for any of the Col measures. Since
the overall multivariate effect was not significant, individual pair wise comparisons were
not examined. The results of nonparametric analysis also yielded no significant
differences, providing additional support to the notion that Col scores did not
significantly differ by group. A summary of the estimated marginal means outlined in
Table 11 below.

Table 11

Estimated Marginal Means of Posttest Col Scores by Group

M SE

Teacher Presence

Text Only 3.97 19

Picture in Picture 3.39 18

Overlay 3.76 18

Voice Over 3.58 19
Social Presence

Text Only 3.56 .20

Picture in Picture 3.08 19

Overlay 3.53 19

Voice Over 3.34 .20

(Continued)
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Table 12

Estimated Marginal Means of Posttest Col Scores by Group

M SE
Cognitive Presence
Text Only 3.75 .20
Picture in Picture 3.26 19
Overlay 3.56 19
Voice Over 3.32 .20

Research question three. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was
also conducted to answer the following research question: Is there a statistically
significant difference in the online, nontraditional undergraduate student’s final grade
based on the format of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video
treatments—voice-over presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) format used for
weekly discussion prompts for their online courses?

Prior to running the ANOVA, | conducted preliminary analyses to assess the
assumptions, including assessment of normality and homogeneity of variance.
Histograms and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test of normality were used to assess the
distribution of final grade across groups. The results of the K-S test and histogram
indicated significant deviation from true normality across groups. The amount of
deviation from true normality was within the expectable limit and the ANOVA was

robust against these minor violations (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
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Levene’s test was used to assess for homogeneity of variance. For the current
model, Levene’s test was not significant, p = .184, indicating that variance across
comparison groups was comparable. Descriptive statistics disaggregated by group are
presented in Table 12. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test for differences in final
grades by instruction method, yielding nonsignificant differences, F (3, 90) =.896, p =
447, n? = .030, indicating that there were no significant differences found across groups
in the final grade.

Table 13

Final Grade by Group (N = 90)

n M SD

Group
Text Only 22 80.38 23.96
Picture-in-Picture 23 68.99 29.97
Overlay 23 7841  22.06
Voice Over 22 75.72 23.30

Additional Analysis

In order to examine the fidelity of treatment, | assessed for differences in amount
of times the video was watched by each group. A one-way ANOVA was conducted. The
overall effect of group was significant, F (2, 65) = 1.75, p = .047, n? = .089; however,
post hoc comparisons failed to find significant group differences, all p > .80. This
suggests that while group appeared to account for some differences in amount of times

the video was watched, this effect appeared too weak to be able to locate specific
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between group differences. A summary of the time each group watched the videos is

shown in Figure 5.

Times Video Watched by Group

N

[

Picture-in-Picture Overlay Voice Over

Figure 5. Means and Standard Deviations of Times Video Watched by Group.

Lastly, in order to assess for differences in the amount of the video watched by
participants across group with a Pearson’s chi-square test was conducted (McHugh,
2013). There was not a significant difference in the amount of video watched across
groups, x* (2) =.498, p = .780, Cramer’s V = .086, indicating that regardless of group,
individuals tended to watch the whole video. While there were some limits in
distribution across cells, the general trend indicated similar proportions across all groups.

Table 13 shows a summary of these scores.

Table 14

Frequencies and Percentages of Amount of Video Watched by Group

Picture-in-Picture Overlay Voice Over
n % n % n %
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Amount Watched

Less than Whole Video 2 8.7 1 4.3 1 45
Whole Video 21 91.3 22 957 21 95.5
Summary

This chapter outlined the statistical findings from this study. Results failed to
support the research hypotheses, evidenced by a series of non-significant findings. The
following chapter will discuss the practical implications of these findings. Additionally,

limitations and recommendations for practice and future research will be discussed.
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Chapter 5
Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations

Introduction

This chapter provides a review and summary of the study conducted. This study
compared online, nontraditional undergraduate students’ participation levels, sense of
Col (i.e., social, teaching, and cognitive presence), and final grade based on the format of
online discussion facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—
voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used by the instructor for
weekly discussion prompts for online courses. This chapter includes six sections: (1) a
discussion of the findings, (2) theoretical implications, (3) implications for practice, (4)
limitations, (5) recommendations for future research, and (6) conclusion.
Discussion

The purpose of this quasi-experimental study was to compare online,
nontraditional undergraduate students’ social, teaching, and cognitive presence as well as
participation levels and grades based on the format of online discussion facilitation (i.e.,
text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—uvoice-over-presentation, picture-in-
picture, or overlay mode) used by the instructor for weekly discussion prompts in online
courses. Both a posttest only, nonequivalent control group design and a pretest-posttest,
nonequivalent control group design was used. The Col framework informed the
identification of the dependent variables including participation levels on a discussion
forum, sense of Col as measured by the Col framework survey (Arbaugh et al., 2008),
and final grades. This study consisted of four groups. One control group experienced the

text-based weekly discussion prompts from the instructor in the online courses. Three
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experimental groups each experienced one of the three types of weekly video discussion
prompts (i.e., voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode). All prompts
were identical in content and verbiage. The only difference among the prompts were the
format. Each group was enrolled in the same course with identical curriculums.

| used a one-way ANOVA to examine differences in the group’s participation
levels and final grades. A one-way multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA)
was used to determine if any of the groups differed in their sense of social, cognitive, or
teaching presence. The findings revealed there were no significant differences across
groups for any of the dependent variables.

Research question one. The online, nontraditional undergraduate students’
participation in the discussion forum (i.e., average number of posts) did not significantly
differ based on the format of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video
treatments—voice-over presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for
weekly discussion prompts for the online courses. Students were required to make at
least nine discussion posts over the course of three weeks. In all groups, students on
average did not meet the minimum discussion post requirements of nine posts. The text-
based group on average created 7.05 posts, picture-in-picture 6.04, overlay 7.04, and
voiceover 6.59. This finding is similar to others. Fung (2004) noted that many students
only posted the minimum criteria requirements for the discussion. Similar, Wise et al.
(2012) and Murphy and Fortner (2014) found students were only motivated to do the
minimum amount of discussion posts required to earn full points (Wise et al., 2012;
Murphy & Fortner, 2014). Khine, Yeap, and Lok (2003) found that some students, even

when required to respond to fellow classmates, did not.
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A possible reason for not meeting minimum post requirements in this study could
be that as long as the students made the initial posts they could still earn a low B in the
discussion that week and could still earn an A in the course if all other assignments and
assessments were completed. The response posts in the discussions were low stakes,
often cited as a reason for lack of participation (Ding, Kim, & Orey, 2017). Another
reason students might have posted less than the minimum requirement could be reflective
of the limited time nontraditional students have. Discussion posts take a significant
amount of time for students to read, interpret, and respond to (Cho & Tobias, 2016).

Having the needed time to learn and complete each week’s tasks could be
influenced by personal factors such as family obligations. Similar to the profile of
nontraditional students in the literature, the participants were over the age of 22 years
(Burke, 2016; Lindsey & Rice, 2015) and struggled to balance life roles (e.g., family and
caregiving) (Burke, 2016; Shea & Bidjerano, 2014; Gilardi, 2011). Of students in this
study, 78.8% were at least 24 years old, 40% of who were caring for a child under the age
of six. Typically, nontraditional students are low income, which matches the findings of
this study where 68.9% of students made under $20,000 (McCormick, 2011). As a result,
these nontraditional students could have socioeconomic, work, and family obligations
that are barriers to their success in obtaining their degree (Davies & Williams, 2001). In
addition, the nontraditional students in this study could have stressors from the balancing
of several roles as a student, parent, employee, spouse, and other social obligations
(Ward, 2012).

Due to these constraints, nontraditional students in this study probably had limited

time to devote to their studies due to these obligations (Salvant, 2016). Time constraints
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due to numerous school, family, and work responsibilities can greatly limit how
successful a nontraditional student is in an online course regardless of instructor presence
(Glazier, 2016), and unfortunately personal factors and responsibilities, which lie beyond
a university’s control, can significantly influence student success (Bernardo et al., 2016).
Running into technology issues or lack of support systems to the help student with their
needs can also inhibit student participation (Smart & Cappell, 2006).

Research has shown that the best way to counter individual factors that inhibit
student success is to instructional support in the learning environment (Glazier, 2016).
This can be accomplished by having the instructor’s initial prompts and subsequent
interaction within the discussion forums (Anderson, 2004). However, too much instructor
interaction can inhibit student interaction. Thus, students’ limited posting could also have
been attributed to instructors’ frequent postings, as the instructors in this study engaged
with students in each discussion topic on at least 5 different days each week, per
university policy. When instructor’s posts are too frequent, students treat the discussion
topic as a short essay assignment rather than an interactive exchange of ideas between
students (Correia & Baran, 2010; Cho & Tobias, 2016). Numerous instructor posts did
not result in an increase in student-to-student interaction (Zingaro & Oztok, 2012),
meaningful learning, sense of Col, or student satisfaction (Cho & Tobias, 2016). In fact,
it may have inhibited it.

There is a continuous debate in research about how heavily involved instructors
should be in the discussion topics. Given the time consuming process facilitating text-
based discussions requires of an adjunct to read, answer students’ questions, and asking

probing questions to continue the discussion (Hew, 2015), the instructors’ time might be
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better spent responding to students’ e-mails and grading feedback (Richardson et al.,
2016), as these correspondences could help the students’ feel satisfied with the course
and develop a sense of Col (Cho & Tobias, 2016).

Research question two. For Research Question Two, the results also indicated
that the format of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—
voice-over presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly discussion
prompts in the online courses did not influence online, nontraditional undergraduate
students’ sense of Col (i.e., social, teaching, and cognitive). These findings add to the
inconclusive results of past studies that examined the effects of different video formats
have on each type of presence in the Community of Inquiry framework (Wang &
Antonenko, 2017).

While most previous studies have found significances in at least one type of
presence (e.g., TP, SP, CP; Cho & Tobias, 2016), there are a few studies where results
were not significant as was the case in this study (Garrison et al., 2009; Ice et al., 2007;
Lu, 2017). For example, Homer, Plass, and Blake (2008) found there was not a
significant difference in cognitive or social presence when students were exposed to
lectures that used a voice-over presentation compared to text-based only slides. Also, Pi
and Hong (2017) found that the instructor’s use of picture-in-picture video for lecture did
not influence students’ online classroom experience. From 27 student surveys, Jacobi
(2017) found that the structured and relevant discussion prompts and required weekly
postings were significant to student success rather than the format of the discussion.

Therefore, simply using Garrison, Anderson, and Archer’s (2000) Community of Inquiry
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(COI) Model to develop effective online discussion prompts could have resulted in the
similar results across groups in this study.

Research question three. Finally, the findings for Research Question Three
were also not significant. There was not a statistically significant difference in the online,
nontraditional undergraduate student’s final grade based on the format of facilitation (i.e.,
text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—uvoice-over presentation, picture-in-
picture, or overlay mode) format used for weekly discussion prompts for their online
courses. This is consistent with some previous research. Limited studies that have found
the use of the discussion forum does not necessarily have an effect on the student’s final
grade (Cho & Tobias, 2016).

Researchers have demonstrated that picture-in-picture video lectures did not
improve students’ grades, for learners' motivation to achieve the grade they wanted
outweighed the preference of video format used (Kizilcec, Papadopoulos, &
Sritanyaratana, 2014). Thus, students can be successful in an online class based on their
motivation to achieve the grade they want to obtain (Akyol et al. 2011; Cochran et al.,
2014 Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Kizilcec, Papadopoulos, & Sritanyaratana, 2015; Shea,
2006). It is possible that students in this study simply invested the needed time in the
discussion topics and course assignments to complete the discussion requirements to earn
their desired grade.

Type of content presented in the discussion board prompts provides an additional
explanation for non-significant results. In studies where format demonstrated a
significant effect, the instructor-generated video lectures (voice-over and Khan Style)

demonstrated complex concepts such as algebra concepts. Format of instructor delivered
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concept did influence students’ learning and overall grade (Hegeman, 2015). In
alignment with previous research demonstrating non-significant results, the initial
discussion prompt in this study was an introduction to the discussion topic rather than
explanation of complex topics. Perhaps the format of the prompt is influential only when
an instructor overviews complex concepts for the discussion overview.

Additional Analysis

Amount of times the video was watched. In order to assess for differences in
amount of times each group watched the video, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. The
overall effect of each group was significant, however, post hoc comparisons failed to find
significant group differences. This suggests that while each group appeared to account
for some differences in amount of times the video was watched, this effect appeared too
weak to be able to locate specific between group differences.

Video time watched. Lastly, in order to assess for differences in the amount of
video watched by each group when the dependent variable is measured at a nominal
level, crosstabulations with Pearson’s chi-squared test were conducted (McHugh, 2013).
There was not a significant effect on any group on amount of video watched, indicating
that regardless of group, individuals tended to watch the video the same amount of time.
While there was not a significant group, the findings showed that students viewed a
considerable amount for all formats of facilitation (i.e., voice-over-presentation, picture-
in-picture, or overlay mode).

These findings supported Lu’s (2017) study that regardless of format of
facilitation, students were drawn to the use of instructor-generated videos. Given that

most students, regardless of group, watched the whole video that was under four minutes
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long, could be evidence that students were interested and engaged in the content
presented (Kim et al., 2014; Lu, 2017).
Theoretical Implications

As the review of literature for this study showed the many benefits discussion
forums and formats used to deliver content in online courses can have for creating a sense
of community, improving SP, TP, and CP (Akyol & Garrison, 2011; Borup et al., 2012;
Liu & Yang, 2014; Zydney et al., 2012), it was expected that the format of facilitation
(i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—\voice-over presentation,
picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used for weekly discussion prompts for their online
courses would influence students” CP, TP, and SP as well as grades and participation
levels. For previous research found that students preferred the overlay mode over
picture-in-picture presentations because students were drawn to the larger size of the
instructor’s image, the seamless overlay of the instructor video with the content, and the
instructor’s proximity to the slides (Bhat et al., 2015).

The use of the overlay video format, specifically, has had a significantly positive
effect on students’ perceived learning, Col, and satisfaction in this study (Wang &
Antonenko, 2017). A significant difference between results was also expected because
the use all three videos types has a high level of media richness and naturalness (e.g., the
degree of co-location, the degree of synchronicity, as well as the ability to see and convey
facial expressions, the ability to see and convey body language and the ability to listen
and convey speech) then the text based prompts (Chen & Wu, 2015; Kock, 2005). While

a difference was expected, it did not occur.
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Media naturalness theory provides a plausible explanation. All video formats of
facilitation (i.e., voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, and overlay mode)
incorporated parts of the five elements of natural communication, which is associated
with more effective communication and positive results (Kock, 2011). Students could
hear the instructor speak, were engaged by the instructor demonstrating, and in the
picture-in-picture and overlay mode, could see the instructor's facial expressions and
body language. Students will compensate for lack of naturalness when motivated. In this
study grades were the motivating factor.

Implications

The findings from this study have several implications for educational practice.
The results of this study indicate the development and use of instructor-generated videos
for discussion board prompts does not automatically result in a higher level of student
community, participation, or meaningful learning (Bakr, Massey, & Massa, 2016). When
and why format effects student success thus needs to be explored further. The choice of
what format of facilitation (i.e., voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay
mode) each department uses needs to be determined based on who the learners are, what
they are learning, and how they are learning (Barton et al., 2017). Potentially up to 78%
of the students who participated in this study could be identified as millennials (people
born between 1982 and 2000) (Barton et al., 2017). While this generation is native to
watching videos online for entertainment, there may be a disconnect with watching
videos for educational purposes (Arnold, 2017).

Since the findings from this study did not necessarily support the use of video

prompts in discussion topics, it might not be advantageous to require or pressure faculty
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to produce videos given the time, cost, and lack of increase in students’ senses of Col,
meaningful learning, final grade, and course satisfaction (Cho & Tobias, 2016). Faculty
time and energy may be better spent in integrating other effective instructional strategies
in online classes.

The faculty involved in this study were adjuncts who worked part-time at the
college, worked a full-time job at another location, were freelancers, and had family and
other personal obligations. The course used for this study, Beginning Image Editing, is
the first design course students take. As a result, additional time is required of the
instructor to help students get up to speed on downloading the required software (Adobe
Creative Cloud®), learning the requirement expectations of the course, and learning how
to technically use the complex software application Photoshop®, and apply design
theories (i.e., design elements and principles). Spending more time on assisting students
with these or other tasks could help improve the course experience and result in
meaningful student learning and retention rates (Scott & Danley-Scott, 2015). However,
this is not to undercut the importance of discussion in online courses, for countless
studies have demonstrated that text-based discussions are an effective for developing a
sense of Col (Phirangee, 2016).

Limitations

Several limitations to this study must be considered. A quasi-experiment by
nature has limitations, and a true experimental study would have had better validity
(O’Dwyer & Bernauer, 2013). The generalization of the results from this study is limited
as the sample size was small. The study was limited to one course in the Graphic Arts

department with a sample population of nontraditional students. Thus, results may not be
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generalizable to traditional online students in different programs, at degree levels, in
other areas of instruction, and with different demographics.

The nontraditional students in this study had numerous barriers and conflicts as
they struggled to juggle shifting priorities between work, family, and school (Trautner,
2015). Attrition and lack of activity in the course (not logging in/completing any work)
was a concern in this study as in the past. Some of the students in this study could have
experienced survey fatigue. Survey fatigue is a result of being asked to frequently
participate in surveys from a variety of sources (Roberts & Allen, 2015). The researcher
asked students in all courses to complete several surveys for each course they take. The
department also asked students to complete an instructor evaluation survey at the end of
Week 4, as well as the institution and resources available. Then, specialized surveys are
sometimes sent to students. Asking students to complete two additional surveys,
regardless of incentive, might simply be asking too much from nontraditional students
who struggle to balance their responsibilities outside of school. Porter stated, “The
demand to participate in multiple surveys increases the respondent burden and results in
suppressed response rates” (2004, p. 66).

Given the possibility of survey fatigue, another concern is the potential for
careless responding from students, with on average 10-12% of undergraduate students
have provided data results that indicate careless reporting (Meade & Craig, 2012).
Another area of concern is who participates in the surveys based on the type of incentive
offered. Students more driven by a fixed incentive would be more likely to participate;
and research has found offering larger incentives sometimes did increase response rates

(Singer, 2013). Another concern is some students might have completed the posttest
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survey based on their personal viewpoints of the instructor. A study conducted by Ewing
(2012) found that students who earned a passing grade were more likely to score their
instructor high than students who earned a poor grade, this could have been carried over
into the posttest survey.

Recommendations for Future Research

Administrators continue to push the use of instructor-generated videos in online
classes. As of late 2017, videos can appear in course announcements, discussion posts, as
embed lectures, within assignments, and are used to communicate feedback to students.
Due to the limitations of this study, additional research is needed. A replication of this
study should be conducted using nontraditional students to determine if a specific format
of facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over-
presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode), if any, is best (for improving non-
traditional students sense of Col and final grades). Then further research should be
conducted to determine if the discussion forum is the best place for an instructor-
generated video or if another area in the LMS would have a significant effect on students'
sense of Col and final grade.

A qualitative study should be conducted to answer the “how” or “why” questions
asked to how specific formats of facilitation (i.e., voice-over-presentation, picture-in-
picture, or overlay mode) help students’ senses of Col, and if the format of facilitation
played a role in the students’ final grade and discussion post frequency (Yin, 2003). A
future study should also investigate the effects each specific format of facilitation has on

improving retention. Conducting this study with different college departments, different
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courses, without a synchronous lecture component, and at nonprofit public colleges as
well as for-profit colleges should be explored.

In addition, a mixed methods study is advised to document the experience adjunct
instructors go through to determine if the required time investment, acquisition of new
knowledge, and access to the required software and hardware is significant enough to
improve the students’ experience, sense of Col, and improve retention rates. Further
research is also needed where students are exposed to all formats of facilitation each
week and then given a questionnaire to determine which format of facilitation (i.e., text-
only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-over presentation, picture-in-
picture, or overlay mode) they prefer most and why. This could help researchers,
administrations, and faculty to better understand the format of facilitation students’ prefer
most in the discussion forums and why.

Conclusion

The purpose of this quasi-experimental study was to compare online,
nontraditional undergraduate students’ participation levels, sense of Col (i.e., social,
teaching, and cognitive presence), and final grade based on the format of online
discussion facilitation (i.e., text-only control vs. asynchronous video treatments—voice-
over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) used by the instructor for weekly
discussion prompts for online courses. Results indicated that there was not a statistically
significant difference regardless of format of facilitation in students’ participation levels,
sense of Col, or final grade.

While the results of this study were not statistically significant, the use of videos

in online and traditional based learning has become a standard part of education with
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students expecting them as a dominant format of facilitation (Laaser & Toloza, 2017).
Instructor-generated videos produce more interest and appeal than traditional text-based
correspondence (Lu, 2017). Many LMS programs such as Blackboard, D2L, and Canvas
offer built-in recording capabilities in the WYSIWYG (what you see is what you get)
editor (see Figure 15). After the instructor or student hits the record button and shares
their screen or camera, the video is housed within the LMS and easily embed into most of
the pages in the course (e.g., announcements, lecture, discussion, and feedback). This

makes it incredibly easy for instructors to use.

s HTML Editor
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Figure 6. Recording/embedding video icon in the WYSIWYG editor (Rudolph, 2017).

As a result, the use of instructor-generated videos, regardless of format of
facilitation, is not going away in the foreseeable future (Porter & Tiahrt, 2016).
Administrators need to continue to examine various video formats for facilitation and
instruction in online courses, identifying effective uses. Continued research needs to
explore ways not only ways to use video formats to improve student success, but also
examine ways to assist instructors to embrace and incorporate instructor-generated

videos.
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Different formats of video facilitation can help instructors create a sense of
community to connected students to their fellow classmates and instructor, can help
address the physical and psychological distance, raise instructor immediacy, simulate
students’ interest, participation (Draus et al., 2014; Lu, 2017), and help establish a
classroom environment where meaningful learning happens (Mandernach et al., 2006).
However, at the end of 2017, the research remains limited and mixed. Further research is
needed to see if the format of facilitation (i.e., text-based, voice-over-presentation,
picture-in-picture, or overlay mode) influences online, nontraditional undergraduate

students’ sense of Col, final grades, and discussion post frequency.
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Appendix A
E-mail and course announcement that was sent to students by the instructor in Week 1.
Dear Class,
Week 1 survey —unique link based on group
You are invited to take part in a research study that will examine how different formats of
instructor introduction to discussion prompts could increase students’ participation levels,
sense of community, and final grades in online courses.
Compensation: By completing the two surveys on time (one in Week 1 and one in Week
3-4) and earning at least 10% in the course, you will receive a $20 Amazon gift card and
be entered for a chance to win a $100 gift card delivered to the e-mail address you

provided in the survey at the end of Week 4.

Ul Research Study

Earn a $20 Amazon Gift Card
AND a 1 out of 10 chance for a
$100 Amazon Gift Card

amazoncom
~ gift card
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Appendix B
E-mail and course announcement that was sent to students by the instructor in Week 3 &
4,
Dear Class,
Good afternoon.
Thank you for completing Week 1 survey.
In order to earn the $20 Amazon gift card and a chance at a $100 Amazon gift card please
complete the final survey about your experience in DES104:

Week 4 survey - unique link based on group

Ul Research Study

Earn a $20 Amazon Gift Card
AND a1 out of 10 chance for a
$100 Amazon Gift Card

amazoncom
~— qift card
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Appendix C

Consent Form

THE UNIVERSITY OF

MEMPHIS

You are invited to take part in a research study over the next four weeks that will
examine how different formats of instructor introduction to discussion prompts could

increase students’ participation levels, sense of community, and final grades in online
courses.

Michelle Rudolph, a doctoral candidate in the School of Education at the University of
Memphis, is conducting this study. Michelle is also an adjunct instructor at Independence
University.

This informed consent outlines the facts, implications, and consequences of the research
study. Upon reading, understanding, and digitally signing this document, you are giving
consent to participate in the research study. Please read this form carefully and ask any
questions you may have before agreeing to take part in the study.

What the study is about: This study aims to provide evidence concerning which format
of facilitation strategy used is the most effective as the instructor’s initial discussion post
when introducing students to each week’s discussion topic.

What | will ask you to do: If you agree to be in this study, you’ll need to complete four
surveys over the next four weeks. As well as release your final grade and total discussion
post frequency to the researcher, Michelle Rudolph, to use in this study. Your name and
e-mail will not be listed in the dissertation.

» The first survey must be done by Saturday of Week 1 at 11:59 PM MT. You will
complete the Community of Inquiry (Col) survey based on the most recent online course
you have completed (not this course).

» A demographic survey

» At the start of Week 4, you will be asked to complete the same Col survey based on
your experiences in DES104 - Beginning Image Editing.
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The whole survey will take about 30 minutes to complete.

Risks and benefits: | do not anticipate any risks to you participating in this study
beyond those encountered in day-to-day life.
The benefit to participating in this study is possibly being exposed to a different format of
facilitation that could influence your sense of Community of Inquiry, participation, and
final grade.
Compensation: By completing the four surveys on time (Two in Week 1 and two in
Week 4) and earning at least 10% in the course, you will receive a $20 Amazon gift card
and a one in ten chance to win a $100 Amazon gift card delivered to the e-mail address
you provide in the survey at the end of Week 4.
Your answers will be confidential. The records of this study will be kept private. Any
sort of report we make public will not include any information that will make it possible
to identify you.
Research records will be kept in a password-protected file on a password-protected
computer that only the researcher, Michelle Rudolph, will have access to.
Taking part is voluntary: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary and optional.
Your instructor will not know if you participate in this study. Your decision whether or
not to participate will not affect your current or future relations with Independence
University. The researcher will use a setting in Qualtrics to anonymize your ISP address.
How to withdraw from the study: If you choose to take part, you are free to withdraw at
any time. If you withdraw, your data will not be used in the study and you will not
receive the $20 Amazon gift card and a one in ten chance to win a $100 Amazon gift

card.
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You can contact the researcher, Michelle Rudolph, at
michelle.rudolph@independence.edu or (406) 788-3305 to withdraw. You can also
contact the researcher’s faculty advisor, Dr. Amanda J. Rockinson-Szapkiw at
rcknsnsz@memphis.edu.

If you have questions: If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, you
are encouraged to contact the Administrator for the Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects, via e-mail at iro@memphis.edu or by phone at 901-678-
2705.

You can also contact the Dean of Graphics Arts at Independence University, Hollie
Knechtel, at Hollie.Knechtel@independence.edu.

Please notify the researcher if you would like a copy of this survey for your records.
Statement of Consent: | have read and understand the description of the study and
contents of this document. | have had an opportunity to ask questions and have all my
questions answered. | hereby acknowledge the above and give my voluntary consent
for participation in this study and to release my final grade and total discussion
posts made to the researcher, Michelle Rudolph. | understand that | must be 18
years or older to digitally sign this informed consent and participate in this study. |
understand that should I have any questions about this research and its conduct, I should
contact researcher, Michelle Rudolph, at michelle.rudolph@independence.edu or (406)
788-3305. If I have any questions or concerns regarding this study, 1 will contact the
Administrator for the Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects,
via e-mail at irbo@memphis.edu or by phone at 901-678-2705.

By digitally indicating yes you agree to participate in this study.
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Do you agree to participate in this study?
Yes

No
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Appendix D
Pretest Survey

Please answer the following 19 questions about your educational and personal background.
1. E-mail Address

2. Gender
a. Male
b. Female
c. Custom
3. Ethnicity
a. Caucasian
b. African American
c. Hispanic
d. Asian or Pacific Islander
e. American Indian or Native Alaskan
f. Muslim
4, Age
a. 18-23
b. 24-29
c. 30-39
d. 40-49
e. 50-59
f. 60-69

g. 70+
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Marital status

a. Single

b. Married

c. Separated

d. Divorced

e. Widowed

Work status

a. | am currently not employed
b. 1 work part time

c. lwork full time

Year in college

a. Freshman

b. Sophomore

c. Junior

d. Senior

Enrollment status

a. Parttime

b. Full time

Degree program enrolled in

a. Associate’s degree in Graphic Arts

b. Bachelor of Science Degree in Graphic Arts
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10.

11.

12.

How many courses do you take each session?

How many online classes have you taken before this course?
a.

b.

J-

1

2

9

10+

Family income level

a.

b.

C.

Less than $10,000/yr
$10,000-19,999/yr
$20,000-39,999/yr
$40,000-59,999/yr

$60,000/yr or more
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13.

14.

15.

16.

GPA

a.

b.

g.

Under 1.0

1.0-1.49

1.5-1.99

2.0-249

2.5-2.99

3.0-3.49

3.5-40

Are you caring for an ill family member?

a.
b.

How many children under 18 are you in your family?

e.

How many children in your family are under the age of 6?

Yes

No

3

4+

4+

138



17.  Type of telephone
a. Cellphone only
b. Landline only
c. Both
d. Neither
18.  Internet access at home
a. Yes
b. No
c. Using cellphone hotspot only
19.  Select ALL of the devices you own
a. One laptop
b. More than one computer
c. Cellphone
d. Tablet
Please answer the following questions about your experience in your past course.
Scale for all questions:
1 = strongly disagree
2 = disagree
3 = neutral
4 = agree

5 = strongly agree
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Strongly

Teaching Presence .
Disagree

The instructor clearly
communicated important
course topics.

The instructor clearly
communicated important
course goals.

The instructor provided
clear instructions on how
to participate in course
learning activities.

The instructor clearly
communicated important
due dates/time frames for
learning activities.

The instructor was helpful
in identifying areas of
agreement and
disagreement on course
topics that helped me to
learn.

The instructor was helpful
in guiding the class
towards understanding
course topics in a way that
helped me clarify my
thinking.

The instructor helped to
keep course participants
engaged and participating
in productive dialogue.
The instructor helped keep
the course participants on
task in a way that helped
me to learn.

The instructor encouraged
course participants to
explore new concepts in
this course.

Instructor actions
reinforced the
development of a sense of
community among course

Disagree
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Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree



participants.

The instructor helped to
focus discussion on

relevant issues in a way
that helped me to learn.

The instructor provided
feedback that helped me
understand my strengths
and weaknesses.

The instructor provided
feedback in a timely
fashion.

Please answer the following questions about your experience in your past course.

Scale for all questions:

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree
3 = neutral
4 = agree

5 = strongly agree

Strongly

Social Presence .
Disagree

Getting to know other
course participants gave me
a sense of belonging in the
course.

| was able to form distinct
impressions of some course
participants.

Online or web-based
communication is an
excellent medium for social
interaction.

| felt comfortable
conversing through the
online medium.

| felt comfortable
participating in the course

Disagree
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Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree



discussions.

| felt comfortable
interacting with other
course participants.

| felt comfortable
disagreeing with other
course participants while
still maintaining a sense of
trust.

| felt that my point of view
was acknowledged by other
course participants.

Online discussions help me
to develop a sense of
collaboration.

Please answer the following questions about your experience in your past course.

Scale for all questions:

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree
3 = neutral
4 = agree

5 = strongly agree

Strongly

Cognitive Presence .
Disagree

Problems posed increased
my interest in course issues.

Course activities piqued my
curiosity.

| felt motivated to explore
content related questions.

| utilized a variety of
information sources to
explore problems posed in
this course.

Brainstorming and finding
relevant information helped
me resolve content related

Disagree
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Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree



questions.

Online discussions were
valuable in helping me
appreciate different
perspectives.

Combining new
information helped me
answer questions raised in
course activities.

Learning activities helped
me construct
explanations/solutions.

Reflection on course
content and discussions
helped me understand
fundamental concepts in
this class.

| can describe ways to test
and apply the knowledge
created in this course.

| have developed solutions
to course problems that can
be applied in practice.

| can apply the knowledge
created in this course to my
work or other non-class
related activities.
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Appendix E

Posttest Survey

1. E-mail Address
2. What state do you live in?

Please answer the following questions about your experience in your past course.

Scale for all questions:

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree
3 = neutral
4 = agree

5 = strongly agree

Strongly

Teaching Presence Disagree

The instructor clearly
communicated important
course topics.

The instructor clearly
communicated important
course goals.

The instructor provided
clear instructions on how to
participate in course
learning activities.

The instructor clearly
communicated important
due dates/time frames for
learning activities.

The instructor was helpful
in identifying areas of
agreement and
disagreement on course
topics that helped me to
learn.

The instructor was helpful
in guiding the class towards
understanding course topics

Disagree
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Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree



in a way that helped me
clarify my thinking.

The instructor helped to
keep course participants
engaged and participating
in productive dialogue.
The instructor helped keep
the course participants on
task in a way that helped
me to learn.

The instructor encouraged
course participants to
explore new concepts in
this course.

Instructor actions
reinforced the development
of a sense of community
among course participants.

The instructor helped to
focus discussion on
relevant issues in a way that
helped me to learn.

The instructor provided
feedback that helped me
understand my strengths
and weaknesses.

The instructor provided
feedback in a timely
fashion.
Please answer the following questions about your experience in your past course.

Scale for all questions:

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree
3 = neutral
4 = agree

5 =strongly agree
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Strongly

Social Presence :
Disagree

Getting to know other
course participants gave me
a sense of belonging in the
course.

| was able to form distinct
impressions of some course
participants.

Online or web-based
communication is an
excellent medium for social
interaction.

| felt comfortable
conversing through the
online medium.

| felt comfortable
participating in the course
discussions.

| felt comfortable
interacting with other
course participants.

| felt comfortable
disagreeing with other
course participants while
still maintaining a sense of
trust.

| felt that my point of view
was acknowledged by other
course participants.

Online discussions help me
to develop a sense of
collaboration.

Disagree
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Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree



Please answer the following questions about your experience in your past course.

Scale for all questions:

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree
3 = neutral
4 = agree

5 = strongly agree

Strongly

Cognitive Presence :
Disagree

Problems posed increased
my interest in course issues.

Course activities piqued my
curiosity.

| felt motivated to explore
content related questions.

| utilized a variety of
information sources to
explore problems posed in
this course.

Brainstorming and finding
relevant information helped
me resolve content related
questions.

Online discussions were
valuable in helping me
appreciate different
perspectives.

Combining new
information helped me
answer questions raised in
course activities.

Learning activities helped
me construct
explanations/solutions.

Reflection on course
content and discussions
helped me understand

Disagree
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Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree



fundamental concepts in
this class.

| can describe ways to test
and apply the knowledge
created in this course.

| have developed solutions
to course problems that can
be applied in practice.

| can apply the knowledge
created in this course to my
work or other non-class
related activities.

4. On average how many times did you watch each week's initial discussion post

video?

On average how long did you watch each week's video?
a. Thirty seconds

b. One minute

c. One minute and thirty seconds

d. Two minutes

e. Two minutes and thirty seconds

f. The whole video
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Appendix F
Discussion scripts used for the initial discussion post in Weeks 1-3.

The first post for each week is what appeared in the initial discussion post for
video treatments—voice-over-presentation, picture-in-picture, or overlay mode). The
second post was the script that was used for creating each of the video treatments.
Discussion 1: Photoshop
Dear Class,

Welcome to Week 1 Discussion: Photoshop!

Before making your initial discussion post please watch this brief video (2:30) about this
week’s discussion topic.

<iframe width="560" height="315" src="uniquelink" frameborder="0"
allowfullscreen></iframe>

I look forward to reading your discussion posts about the controversy of retouching
images.

Best,

Professor X

Dear Class,

Welcome to Week 1 Discussion: Photoshop!

A few years ago, the only way for people to retouch images was through Photoshop or
using a similar application. Now with the advancements of cellphones, we now have built

in retouching filters within our phone's cameras and if we really want to get fancy, we
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can applications like Instagram, Google Photos, and Adobe Photoshop Express. Many of
these applications can be downloaded for free.

With so many free applications on our cell phones have we lost the natural beauty
that comes from unedited image? Could the wide spread access to free image editing
application be the cause of why image editing has become so popular to the everyday
person?

Magazine and other media outlets have been editing their images for decades.
Common retouching techniques are making people skinnier, removing blemishes, adding
more hair, increasing chest or bottom size, and skin tone and changing out body parts!

Now in 2017, any person who has access to a smartphone with a data plan can
download an image editing application for free. The question becomes how much
alternation through image editing is too much? The article you will read for this
discussion dives into the impact retouching can have on men's and women's body image.

As you write this week’s discussion topic reflect on if you edit any images you
have taken. What were they of? What did you edit and did you share these online? Why
didn’t you post the original image?

I look forward to reading your discussion posts about the controversy of
retouching images.

Best,

Professor X
Discussion 2: Software tools as they apply to design
Dear Class,

Welcome to Week 2 Discussion: Software tools as they apply to design!
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Before making your initial discussion post please watch this brief video (3:52)
about this week’s discussion topic.

<iframe width="560" height="315" src="uniquelink" frameborder="0"
allowfullscreen></iframe>

I look forward to reading or watching your "how to" tutorial, why you chose that
tool, and how designers use this tool in the "real world".

Best,

Professor X

Discussion 2: Software tools as they apply to design

Dear Class,

Welcome to Week 2 Discussion: Software tools as they apply to design

As a designer you might be working in Photoshop on a daily basis. The tools you
use will vary depending on what you are trying to do to the pixels in the image. In this
week's discussion you will pick one tool or skill that is important for designers to know
how to use and create a tutorial to help fellow classmates learn more about this tool.

Photoshop has hundreds of tools. Some of the most common tools designers uses
are: selection, masking, the brush tool, adjustment layers, the clone stamp, using layers,
blend modes, transformation, and cropping.

Selection:

There are several tools that allow you to select a variety of pixels that you can

then edit (color, move, resize, or delete the pixels).
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Masking:

This tool allows you to show or hide pixels.

Brush Tool:

This tool is used for masking, adjustment layers, as well as painting and
illustration.

Adjustment Layers:

This tool allows you to change the pixel's color or tone.

Clone Stamp:

This tool allows you to sample pixels from one part of an image and paint those
pixels onto another part of an image.

Layers:

This is a key tool that allows designers to organize each layer.

Blend Modes:

You can blend several layers together using different settings and filters.

Transformation:

This tool allows you to re-size, distort, transform, and warp your images

Cropping:

This tool allows you to trim parts of an image and change the aspect ratio.

For this discussion you have the choice of writing a text-based step-by-step
tutorial that is at least 300 words or using a screencast application like Jing to create a
tutorial demonstrating the tool in less than five minutes. The choice is up to you,

however, ask yourself how you think your fellow classmates would learn how to use this
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tool best. Is it by writing out step-by-step instructions or by showing a person how to do
the steps in Photoshop?
I look forward to reading or watching your "how to" tutorial, why you chose that

tool, and how designers use this tool in the "real world".

Best,

Professor X

Discussion 3: Designers who use rastors in their artwork

Dear Class,

Welcome to Week 3 Discussion: Designers who use rastors in their artwork

Before making your initial discussion post please watch this brief video (2:12)
about this week’s discussion topic.

<iframe width="560" height="315" src="uniquelink" frameborder="0"
allowfullscreen></iframe>

I look forward to reading the pros and cons of using video editing features in
Photoshop and how you would use the video editing tools.

Best,
Professor X

Discussion 3: Designers who use rastors in their artwork

Dear Class,

Welcome to Week 3 Discussion: Designers who use rastors in their artwork

In addition to taking photographs a designer might also want to capture video.

The majority of modern digital cameras have video recording capabilities, as do smart
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phones. However, not every designer might have access to the whole Adobe Cloud Suite
or know how to use Adobe Premiere and After Effects. As a result, Adobe has introduced
a video-editing feature within Photoshop.

Designers can stitch video clips together, trim and edit videos, improve playback
experience, and change the speed (speed up to slow down) the video. Commonly used
motion effects are: pan, zoom, rotate, and transform. Designers can use filters and masks
to enhance the colors and lighting in their video(s).

Photoshop's video editing capabilities are limited. Adobe Premier and After
Effects have advanced filters, tools, and panels that are not available within Photoshop.
The video editing feature in Photoshop only has basic audio editing capabilities (mute,
adjust volume, and fade in and out.). The designer would need to import the video into
iMovie or Windows Movie Maker if he/she wanted to edit the audio on the video.

I look forward to reading the pros and cons of using video editing features in
Photoshop and how you would use the video editing tools.

Best,

Professor X
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Appendix H

Support Letter — Impendence University

PD2 - Michelle Rudelph's Disseriatinn

Dates 22002017
Submitted by: Michelle Rudalph:
Cross-checked hy: 1lalliz Knzchtel

Introduction: The purpose ol this quazi-cxperincental sudy 13 te compare online. nan-traditional
undergraduale students” participation levals, sense of Commumity of Teguiry (Coly (Le.. secial,
renching, aml cognitive preseace), and fing] zrads ased o the communication foomat (Le., ext-
only conlrol va. asynchronous video freatmen s—uvaoioe-over-presentation, picnue-ia-picturs, or
averlzy mode) used for weekly discussion promipls for thei= online ciurses,

Prublem: Phere is a gap in the litersture about what is the nast eftective video type to use in an
online class that will inercase the student's three Community ol Luguire (Col) presencesii.c,
social, teacaing. and copmifive presence). Research is also needed to deerming which video
treatment vpe (viee-cver-presentalon, picture-in-nictuce, or overlay mede) smdenis will waich
most/longest and 11 thers is any impact on the stucent™s fing] 2radz and discussion pest frequency
compared Lo lext-hesed oaly discussion corumunications fiom the instructos,

Background Tafurmation: Studerts contizue 1o fil or drop oul ol vollzge counes. Years af
regcarel ave shown the “hest” leaming expezicnes comes dovn Lo the students” inreraction and
cammunily with Instructors and peers (Dunlap & Towethal, 2014 While collzges will not be
shie iy retain every student — edministrators should cortinue o Inalk far ways to inersuse
leaching and secial presence in onlive clusses,

Return on Investment (ROT) andior Financial Impact: Delermining (f the use of video in the
diseussion topic incroases the student’s soeizl, copmitive, end tenching presenze. Then, il
specific type of video treamen (vides-ver-presentalios, p icluse-inspleture, or ovaray mede!
has a significant invpact am ke student’s grace. post frequency. as well us 1F studeals walch the
video and for how fany.

Measurcs of Merit (Outeomues andfor Vetries): Commuaity of Inquiny survey, demaopraphic
sarvey, final zrades, discussion post frequency, anc watchvicw time,

Requests Aceess Lo Tour courses within the Graphics Ars Deadrtment thal are the same couses,
over twe Lo three mads (Maod 4-6)

Before Mod 4. Twvoud nesd o comy ol the cousse that will be used for this study to becomnie
familiar wilh the course content. Belars Weel 1 stars for Mod 4, would write the rext-haced
seript the instructar will use as the initial discussan post tor cach week's discussion Gipic.

Iiring Week | ol Mod 4, 1wl veerk with the course Instructor o invile students via an el
angl guurse anrpuncement o pacticipate in the study. Students wi'l ke informed abiut what the
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Appendix |

Full Sample Descriptives

LST

Full Sample Text P2P Overlay  Voice Over
n % n % n % n % n %
Group
Text 22 244
P2pP 23 256
Overlay 23 256
Voice Over 22 244
State
Alabama 2 2.3 2 8.7
Arizona 1 1.1 1 4.5
California 6 6.8 1 43 3 136 2 9.5
Delaware 2 2.3 1 43 1 4.8
Florida 5 5.7 2 87 2 91 1 4.8
Georgia 4 4.5 1 45 1 43 1 45 1 4.8
Idaho 1 1.1 1 4.5
Illinois 6 6.8 2 87 2 91 2 9.5
Indiana 1 1.1 1 4.5
Kansas 1 1.1 1 43
Kentucky 2 2.3 1 43 1 4.5
Louisiana 3 3.4 1 45 2 9.5
Maryland 1 1.1 1 43
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Massachusetts 1 1.1 1 4.5

Michigan 3 34 2 91 1 4.8

Mississippi 1 1.1 1 4.8

Missouri 4 4.5 2 9.1 1 45 1 4.8

Nebraska 1 1.1 1 43

New Jersey 1 1.1 1 4.5

New York 4 4.5 2 87 2 9.5

North Carolina 7 8.0 2 91 1 43 2 91 2 9.5

Ohio 6 6.8 3 136 2 87 1 4.5

Oregon 1 1.1 1 4.5

Pennsylvania 3 34 3 136

South Carolina 1 1.1 1 4.5

Tennessee 3 3.4 1 45 1 43 1 4.8

Texas 6 6.8 3 136 2 87 1 4.8

Utah 6 6.8 2 91 2 87 1 45 1 4.8

Virginia 2 2.3 1 4.5 1 4.8

Washington 3 3.4 1 4.5 1 45 1 4.8
Gender

Female 54  60.0 14 636 16 696 10 435 14 63.6

Male 36  40.0 8 364 7 304 13 565 8 36.4
Ethnicity

Caucasian 59 65.6 16 727 10 435 15 65.2 18 81.8

Hispanic 8 8.9 2 91 1 43 4 174 1 4.5

African American 19 211 3 136 10 435 3 130 3 13.6

Asian or Pacific Islander 4 4.4 1 45 2 87 1 4.3
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Age
18-23
24-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69

Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorced/Separated

Work Status
Not Working
Part Time
Full Time

Year in School
First Year
Sophomore
Junior

Program
Associates
Bachelor's

19
22
35
10

56
23
11

48
19
23

82

73
17

21.1
24.4
38.9
111
3.3
1.1

62.2
25.6
12.2

53.3
21.1
25.6

911
7.8
1.1

81.1
18.9

N O o b

14

22

17
5

18.2
27.3
40.9
9.1
4.5

63.6
31.8
4.5

45.5
13.6
40.9

100.0

77.3
22.7

~ 00 01 O

16

19

20

26.1
21.7
34.8
17.4

69.6
26.1
4.3

56.5
21.7
21.7

82.6
17.4

87.0
13.0

N © N Ol

12

22

16

21.7
30.4
39.1

8.7

52.2
34.8
13.0

47.8

26.1

26.1

95.7

4.3

69.6
30.4

P NN O B D

14

19

20
2

18.2
18.2
40.9
9.1
9.1
4.5

63.6
9.1
27.3

63.6
22.7
13.6

86.4
13.6

90.9
9.1
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Family Income
< $10,000
$10,000-19,999
$20,000-39,999
$40,000-59,999
$60,000+

Caring for Il Family Member
No
Yes

Phone
Landline Only
Cellphone Only
Both

Internet at Home
No
Yes
Yes, Hotspot only

Devices
Cellphone
Cellphone, Tablet
More than one computer
More than one computer, Cellphone, Tablet

39
23
16

76
10

80

(o2l OS]

18

43.3
25.6
17.8
6.7
6.7

93.3
6.7

4.4
84.4
111

3.3
88.9
7.8

3.3
1.1
6.7
20.0

AN DN NN

22

19

31.8
31.8
9.1
9.1
18.2

100.0

86.4
13.6

9.1
77.3
13.6

4.5

9.1
18.2

11

= N B~ O

22

21

22

47.8
21.7
17.4
8.7
4.3

95.7
4.3

91.3
8.7

95.7
4.3

8.7
17.4

10

N O1 O

21

19

23

5

43.5
26.1
21.7

8.7

91.3
8.7

4.3
82.6
13.0

100.0

4.3
4.3
21.7

11

19

50.0
22.7
22.7

4.5

86.4
13.6

13.6
77.3
9.1

4.5
81.8
13.6

9.1

4.5
22.7
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One laptop, Cellphone 3 3.3 2 87 1 4.3
One laptop, Cellphone, Tablet 38 422 7 318 12 522 11 478 8 36.4
One laptop, More than one computer, 17 189 8 364 2 87 2 87 5 22.7
Cellphone, Tablet
One laptop, Tablet 4 4.4 1 43 2 87 1 4.5
Full Sample Text Picture-in-Picture Overlay Voice Over
(N = 90) (n =22) (n=23) (n=23) (n=22)
M SD Min Max M SD Min Max M SD Min Max M sSD Min Max M SD Min Max
Courses 1.87 .54 1 3 177 53 3 19 .71 1 3 187 55 1 3 186 .35 1 2
Online 520 200 1 10 336 181 10 413 260 1 10 352 18 1 10 377 174 1 10
Courses
Children
Under 148 1.40 0 4 200 145 4 152 1.44 0 4 139 141 0 4 100 120 0 4
18
Children oo 6o 0 4 73 77 2 61 9 0 3 39 58 0 2 50 9 0 4
Under 6

Note. Groups did not significantly differ in terms of observed proportions, all ps > .05



Appendix J

Summary of Continuous Variables

n M SD Min Max
Courses 90 1.87 .54 1 3
Online Courses 90 3.70 2.02 1 10
Number of Children Under 18 90 1.48 1.40 0 4
Number of Children Under 6 90 .56 .82 0 4
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Appendix K

Average Number of Posts

Histogram
Mean = 668
Std. Dev. = 2 891
M =90
0 2 4 5 B 10 12
Number of Posts
Number of Posts
Group: Text
Mean = 7.05
Std. Dev. = 2952

N=22
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Frequency

Frequency

Number of Posts

Group: P2P

Mean = §.04

Std. Dev. = 3.022
H=23

0 2 4 5 a 10
Number of Posts
Number of Posts
Group: O
Mean = 7.04
Stel. Dev. = 2,554

M=23

4 5 8 10 1

Number of Posts
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Frequency

Number of Posts
Group: VO

IMean = 6.59
Std. Dev.=2.772
MN=22

D 2 4 §

Number of Posts
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Appendix L
Col Histograms Assumption of Normality

Teaching Presence Pretest

Teacher Presence Pre
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Frequency

Frequency

Teacher Presence Pre
Group: P2P

Mean = 3.36
Stdl. Dev. =1.083
M=23
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Teacher Presence Pre

Teacher Presence Pre

Group: O
13 Mean = 3.61
Std. Dev. = 831
M=23
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Teacher Presence Pre

Group: VO

Mean = 3.36
St Dev. = 789
MN=22
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Appendix L
Col Histograms Assumption of Normality

Teaching Presence Posttest

Teacher Presence Post

Frequency

a0

G0

40

20

Std. Dev. = 877

oo 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 500

Teacher Presence Post

Teacher Presence Post

Frequency

Group: Text
Mean = 395
Std. Dev. = 118
M=22
360 380

Teacher Presence Post
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Frequency
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Group: P2P
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Stdl. Dev. =1.186
M=23

Mean =3.78
Std. Dev. = 835
M=23
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Group: VO
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Col Histograms Assumption of Normality

Social Presence Pretest

Social Presence Pre
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Frequency

Social Presence Pre

Group: P2P

Mean =318

Std. Dev.=1.011
M=23
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Social Presence Pre
Social Presence Pre
Group: O
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M=23
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Social Presence Pre

Group: VO

Mean =314
Stel. Dev. = 978
MN=22
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Col Histograms Assumption of Normality

Social Presence Posttest
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Cognitive Presence Pretest
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Cognitive Presence Posttest
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Item Analysis of Col Items (Post)

Text (n =22) P2P (n=23)  Overlay (n=23) Voice Over (n = 22)

¥8T

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Teacher Presence

The instructor clearly communicated 4.00 .00 348 1.24 374 .92 3.64 .90

important course topics.

The instructor clearly communicated 4.00 .00 348 1.24  3.83 .83 3.64 .90

important course goals.

The instructor provided clear instructions 4.00 .00 348 1.24  3.83 .83 3.64 .90

on how to participate in course learning

activities.

The instructor clearly communicated 3.91 43 3.39 141  3.83 .83 3.64 .90

important due dates/time frames for

learning activities.

The instructor was helpful in identifying 3.91 43 3.30 143 374 .92 3.55 1.06
areas of agreement and disagreement on

course topics that helped me to learn.

The instructor was helpful in guiding the 3.91 43 3.22 1.44  3.83 .83 3.50 1.06
class towards understanding course topics

in a way that helped me clarify my

thinking.

The instructor helped to keep course 4.00 .00 357 1.20 3.74 .92 3.55 1.06
participants engaged and participating in

productive dialogue.

The instructor helped keep the course 4.00 .00 3.30 1.29 3.83 .83 3.45 1.06
participants on task in a way that helped
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me to learn.

The instructor encouraged course
participants to explore new concepts in this
course.

Instructor actions reinforced the
development of a sense of community
among course participants.

The instructor helped to focus discussion
on relevant issues in a way that helped me
to learn.

The instructor provided feedback that
helped me understand my strengths and
weaknesses.

The instructor provided feedback in a
timely fashion.

Social Presence

Getting to know other course participants
gave me a sense of belonging in the course.
| was able to form distinct impressions of
some course participants.

Online or web-based communication is an
excellent medium for social interaction.

| felt comfortable conversing through the
online medium.

| felt comfortable participating in the
course discussions.

| felt comfortable interacting with other
course participants.

| felt comfortable disagreeing with other

4.00

3.91

4.00

3.82

4.00

3.41

3.55

3.45

3.73

3.82

3.73

3.36

.00

43

.00

.59

.00

1.01

.86

91

.70

.59

.70

.95

3.30

3.35

3.43

3.35

3.39

2.83

2.87

2.83

3.13

3.26

3.17

3.09

1.29

1.34

1.31

1.34

1.27
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course participants while still maintaining
a sense of trust.

| felt that my point of view was 3.55 86  3.13 1.32 348 1.08 3.32 1.17
acknowledged by other course participants.
Online discussions help me to develop a 3.55 86  3.26 1.36 3.65 .98 3.36 1.05

sense of collaboration.

Cognitive Presence

Problems posed increased my interest in 336 109 291 1.38 3.39 1.12 3.14 1.25
course issues.

Course activities piqued my curiosity. 3.73 .70 313 146  3.65 .98 3.18 1.26
| felt motivated to explore content related 3.91 43 335 1.34 374 .92 341 91
questions.

| utilized a variety of information sources 3.73 .70 3.00 1.38 3.74 .92 3.23 1.15
to explore problems posed in this course.

Brainstorming and finding relevant 3.82 59 3.30 1.29 3.74 .92 3.23 1.15

information helped me resolve content

related questions.

Online discussions were valuable in 3.64 79 313 132 357 1.04 3.18 1.14
helping me appreciate different

perspectives.

Combining new information helped me 3.82 59 3.30 1.29 3.65 .98 3.32 1.17
answer questions raised in course

activities.

Learning activities helped me construct 3.82 59 3.30 1.29 3.65 .98 3.36 1.18
explanations/solutions.

Reflection on course content and 3.73 .70 3.26 1.36 3.74 .92 3.18 1.14

discussions helped me understand
fundamental concepts in this class.
| can describe ways to test and apply the 3.73 .70 343 1.31 348 1.08 3.09 1.23
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knowledge created in this course.

| have developed solutions to course 4.00
problems that can be applied in practice.

| can apply the knowledge created in this 3.82
course to my work or other non-class

related activities.
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